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Abstract

Despite the huge amount of research on European cinema of the 1920s, little
attention has been paid to the influence of ecmatiral encounters on the
trgjectory of national film historieshis study argues that Soviet film was shaped

by the reception of German film to an extent that existing scholarship has not
acknowledgedlt focuses on the impact of German and Austrian films on the
revival of the Soviefilm industry in the period of the New Economic Policy.
German films helped to fill in the gaps in Soviet film distribution, as until the mid
1920s Soviet Russia was not able to revive its own film production and entirely
relied on foreign film importsHowever, all imported films were thoroughly
examined, classified and, i n most of ca
through reediting. This thesis explores previously ignored aspects of the film
exchange between the Weimar Republic and Soviet Ruisaprocess of
selection and purchase, the censorship control over content, the reception of the
films in little-known periodicals and film brochures and, finally, the influence of
the imported productions on the Soviet audience. The thesis attemits fost

time to describe the mechanisms and the process of film censorship in Soviet
Russia of the 1920s, with particular attention to censorship policy towards foreign
cinema. Describing the German productions that reached Soviet film theatres after
1922, the thesis explores the attitude to foreign cinema in the context of the
ideologicallyuncompromising Soviet censorship, with the focus on the conflict
bet ween the inviolability of an author s
of film re-editing. The thesis offers an analysis of the cultural dialogue between
the Weimar Republic and Soviet Russia on the basis of the rare archival material
and the surviving copies of the-edited German films in the Russian State Film

Archive.
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Note on Transliteration and Trslation

In the text, | follow Library of Congress transliteration system, except for a few
famous Russian names, where | have usedahmsliér form. Thus, instead of
Lunacharskii, it will be Lunacharsky; instead of Trot$Kiirotsky, instead of lurii

T s i viovuraTsivian Titles in the text are given in original language at first
mention. Titles of the redited German films in the notes are in Russian only. All
German quotes are given in original language. All translations from Russian are

mine unkss otherwise noted.



Chapter 1

Introduction

1. GermanrSoviet relationships in film in the 1920s

Film, as any other cultural phenomenon, activelyplvesa historical component.

The youngest (and in the early 1920s slidlputable) art form, cinema was able to
absorb the experience of the past and to mirror the realities of the present. The
study of the cinematic parallels between German and Russian cultures is
complicated by cinema's ability to operate on several legEl&nowledge:
historical, sociological, culturological, and specifically filmic. In the 1920s, the
years of ideological contradictions, cinema became a bridge that linked contrasting
bourgeois and socialist worlds. It widee embodiment of modernity, firsf all,
through its reproducibility, in a Benjaminian sense, and with its consonance with
the changing spirit and shifting tempo of the period that followed the First World
War, film proved to be an ideal artistic form for the new postwar reality. llgitia

an urban entertainment that accompanied the growth of the cities and the
reconstruction of social hierarchy, cinema was open to the masses, being
principally orientated around a mixed, untrained audience from various classes and
backgrounds. Due to iffexibility, it could perform different roles according to
ideological need. The art of the masses, cinema corresponded with the socialist
campbs desire to use filmés rich educat:i
cheap and equal cultural opportigs for everyone. In the West it was primarily a
form of affordable entertainment that often also comprised commercial and
advertising functions, both shaping and reflecting mass tastes and habits.

The history of early Russia@erman connections in filnwhich is the
subject of this thesiss not a complete process. Every year sees the emergence of
previously unavailable documents and archival findings that attract attention to
unknown aspects of this mullimensional interaction, signifying a general
tendency: the beginning of scholarly comprehension of a complex topic that for

many decades was left untouched. The research film festivals in Pordenone and
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Bologna annually introduce newly discovered prints of German and Soviet films
In March 2011 the Geaman Historical Institute in Moscow organized the first
international conference devoted to the Gen8aniet film studio Mezhrabpom

film and the problems of Germ&Boviet film relationships in the 1920s. A year
later, in 2012, the Berlinale film festivakdoted its retrospective section to the
history of collaboration between the German production company Prometheus
Film and the Soviet Mezhrabpom. However, with a constantly growing corpus of
works and with multiplying research materials, the GerRassiancultural
dialogue in the 1920s is still largely a terra incognita.

We have, at most, a collection of unorganised historical facts and pieces of
evidence that raise a lot of questions: is it possible to talk about an exchange of
ideas betweeRuGsrimdsyds laandul ture in the
was it and to what extent was it beneficial to both film industries? Is it important
to our understanding dhe trajectories of their national film historie$Vas the
national specificity of one filmwdture recognised and appreciated in the partner
country? Are the involuntary and fragmented connections between Soviet and
German film only reflections of the general political and economic shifts in Europe
of the 1920s? Answering these questions canugueetter understanding of how
these national and cultural identities were reflected in film, in the face of the
transitions offered by modernity. And, importantly, it can explaow hthe
reflection of the Otherseen through film, became incorporatedtle self
mythologising of both nations. It will be impossible for a single thesis to explore
in full sucha multifaceted theme as the GerrRussian filmic dialogue in the
interwar period. The most difficult task here is the need not only to be confdent i
the understanding of the historical processes of each particular country, but to look
beyond the geographical borders in order to see the diverse and unsteady network
of subtle cultural links between the two nations in, possibly, the most vibrant,
dynamt and culturally diverse decade of thé"2fentury. This thesis does not
attempt to give final answers to the questions raised by GeBmnart interaction:
it is rather an attempt to trace in detail the aspects of GeBuowaiet film exchange
though a hstory of import and distribution, censorship and reception in the 1920s.
This history, | will argue, is revealed through the films that these nations made,
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watched, sold, imported, studigdand, finally, in the many films that were

misunderstood.

2. In the distorting mirror: Restablishing connections between Weimar

Germany and Soviet Russia

Postwar history determined the closeness of two nations that for many centuries
were linked through intensive dgmatic and economic relationshe end of the
First World War changed the European map and charged western culture with new
moods and trends. It saw the development of unique artistic movements-that co
existed and overlapped in an unprecedented way. The fall of political regimes and
the pace of technaoffical progress influenced the paths of cultural developments
which, paradoxically, brought to the forefront both the stagnating anxieties of the
0l ost generationdé and the rebellious spi:.l
The War produced contradictory tendencies in Eunogeantries: the rise
of nationalism and, at the same time, an openness to cosmopolitanism and cultural
pluralism. In most European countries it had evoked intense interest not only in
geographical neighbours but also in distant nations along with thesteruging
that, in order to catch up with industrial development, national culture could not
be closed and setfontained.
The Weimar Republic was established in 1919, and only three years after
this date the formation of the Soviet Union was officiallpgtaimed. Germany
entered the new historical era weakened by reparations, exhausted by economic
troubles and experiencing a crisis of national identity. Soviet Rusgich aimed
to reconstruct and rearrange everything from social stratification, marak and
the way of life to the face of its cities and tovingas in ruins in the early 1920s
after a long period of revolution and war. The change of regimes sharpened the
social and political contradictions and divisions in both countries. The Soviet
Union saw in Germanyt he | argest <centre of The work
its major political hopes for the future
important economic partner. These plans included hopes for partnership in film

distribution.Germany and Russia, two nations which, probably, tended to nurture



12

cultural and national myths more than others, often falling into similar historical
traps, were in the 1920s the two most influential fdroducing countries on the
continent. Their mutual nt er est, the attraction to
the same time, frequent misunderstanding of each other were rendered in their
cinematic connections. The film historian Evgenii Margolit, in his overview of the

connections between German and/i€bfilm in the 1920s and 1930s, calls the

way the two are r el at ¥ldeinzagedfonisédnabyrdemi r r or

characterizes the relationship between the two film cultures accuraéxigept

the mirrors are distorted. The shstiock of theFirst World War, the cardinal
change in the political systems in the late 1910s, the economic crisis, the rejection
by other countrie$ the two nations everywhere experienced parallel traumas.
However, the differences in the historical paths of the WeRepublic and Soviet
Russia in the 1920s become evident when one looks at the development of film
distribution and production. The differences in economics and ideology resulted
in a lack of equality and partnership: throughout the 1920s one of theltwo f
industries constantly overpowered the other. The apparent historical proximity of
Germanybés o6roaring twentiesd and Sovi
reconstruction is misleading: despite the numerous attempts to establish both
economic Hiance and common cultural grounds, the two film cultures remained
disconnected. The attempt to keep pace with each Gthewvealed by the
introduction of the NEP (New Economic
in Soviet Russia, and the rise of theft Wing in Germanyi was ultimately
unsuccessful for both countries. Trebuilding of the existing system of values
under the influence of Marxist doctrine in Soviet Russia led to the cultivation of

et

Po

an i mage of Ger many as asdanfuéedwith welhiddeh e ne my 6

petitbourgeois morality. For the Weimar Republic, Soviet Russia opened new
marketing possibilities while feeding the mass imagination with tales of exoticism
and fears of the ORed Threato.

Margol it writes: -HilSanGermany (Rautisutailyats left nvithg) lpak ato

each other liken the mirrorin whichthei r past and future, correspond

Evgeni i Margol it , 0Kak v zerkal e: -30kehr mpaq.i)i @,
Kinovedcheskieapiski 59, 2002, p. 61.

\% S
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Despite all this, the two cultures eded each other. The Soviet film
repertoire of the early 1920s was | argel
theory, practice and aesthetics were reshaped under the influence of the new Soviet
films in the late 1920sThe more visible the misinterprétans, misreadings and
mistakes that surround the history of Rusggerman encounters in the 1920s, the
more striking seems the truly magnetic mutual attraction experienced by the two
cultures. The richness of the material relating to GerrRarssian filmc
encounters is not in question. Many of the key themes and trends in Weimar and
Soviet culture of the 1920s involved engagement with other cultures, including the
GermanRussian transnational filmic alliances of the early 1920s, Russian
cineastes and filnstars in Weimar Berlin, th®ussenfilmgenre in Germany,
Germans travelling to the Soviet Union, international debates on the pages of the
film periodicals of the time, Expressionist screen images in Soviet cinema and
literature, the Soviet avaglarde ad Bauhaus, Sergei Eisenstein and Germany,
the tragic fate of the German actorsvgzhrabpomn Stalinist Russia, and so on.

Thus interpretation of the images, motifs, methods, styles and artistic movements

in the 1920s is impossible without a knowledgetted details of this cultural
exchangeThis richness of the history of German and Soviet encounters in the

1920s makes the subject in question rather broad. During these ten years the power
relations between the two film industries changed consideralihel1920s, every

yeari even every month brought new reforms in distribution policies and

production: the beginning of foreign film imports in Soviet Russia in 1922, the

peak in the popularity of Soviet films in Germany between 1926 and 1929, the

rejedion of German films by the Soviets in 1929, the attempts to create a Russian

German film production alliance in the late 1920s. Throughout the 1920s the
content and the form of films, as well a
and faces, wereonstantly changing in both countries. Fluctuating censorship

criteria allowed the distribution of certain films in the early 1920s, only for them

to be banned a few years after release. The beginning of imports of German film

by the Soviets triggered thertyear search for a common language in film. This

is reflected, for instance, i n Sergei Ei
culture, the history of his regular visits to Berlin and his tegn interest in the
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work of prominent German filmmaker§he disagreements between the Soviet

and the German film theorists and artists in the late 1920s resulted in mutually
enriching debates on the pages of the film periodicals. Moreover, both the German

and the Soviet film industries had to withstand thewgng domination of

American film over their markets. For the Soviets, | would argue, this dilemma

was resolved in favour of the Germans: de
(as the both the Germans and Soviets called it), | will argue that Germman fil

remained dominant in Soviet distribution, and continued to be relied on by the

censors and the4editors.

3. The problem of demarcating periods

Although the cultural interference between the two national cinema cultures
extends through several decadef the early 20 century, | have limited my
analysis to the 1920s, by which | mean the period roughly starting from the
formation of the Weimar Republic and the Soviet Union and ending in the early
1930s, before the ideological pressure in both cowsbeeame asphyxiatinghis
study is by no means an attempt to assign a definitive period to the analysis of
international influences in Russian and German cinema of the 1920s but rather to
systematize the available information on the cmsdtural linksand thus to pave
the way for future research on this inexhaustible topic.

On 14 April 1921 the Soviet government proclaimed the turn towards the
New Economic PolicyThe Soviet film publicist and director Nikolai Lebedev
considered 192ploitnot bien tthhee Od eowweelsotp ment of
i however,t was also the year when the need to revive film distribution through
the encouragement of foreign film imports was recognized. First purchases of
foreign films began in 1922. The epdint of my period of study is determined by
several factors. The end of the 1920s was characterized by the strengthening
pressure exerted by Stalinds regime on
interruption of foreign film imports in 1930, the expiration datethe last
distribution licenses given to German films. Moreover, the early 1930s was the

time of the arrival of 6t al ki es 6, with th
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At the end of the 1920s and the 1930s attempts were made to combine the best

agects of the German and the Soviet film cultures to create new left film. The

GermanSoviet cooperation that was launched within theernationale

Arbeiterhilfe(IAH) inspired and produced the films of Leo Mittler, Slatan Dydov

Joris Ivens, Margarita Bskai, Phil Jutzi and others. These films often combined

the6 Wei mar touchdé with its visual express

characters, Sovighfluenced montage techniques and a traceable link with reality

rather than fantasy, in order to ate films of unprecedented political and poetic

power. The Germafoviet film collaboration had a short life. Strengthening

dictatorship and purges in the Soviet Union put an end to the creative experiments.

Many of the German actors who worked in Sovias$ta in the early 1930sfor

example, the famous actresses Marija Lejko, Hilde Jennings, Carola Neher

became victims of Stalinds repression.
The partnership of Mezhrabpom and the German studio Prometheus is,

perhaps, the most extensively researchpittin the history of the GermeBoviet

relationships in film in the 192GsEor this reason it will not be my intention to

focus on it. This thesis explores previously ignored aspects of the film exchange

between the Weimar Republic and Soviet Russia:ptocess of selection and

purchase, the censorship control over content, the reception of the films 1in little

known periodicals and film brochures and, finally, the influence of the imported

productions on the Soviet audience. It is structured as atiofiexf sketches that

describe the littleesearched history of German film in Soviet Russia: from the

selection of German films for Soviet distribution, to their censorshipditing

and reception. The investigation of these questions shows how Geilman f

shaped the understanding of filmmaking in Soviet Russia; how the viewing and

editing of German films became a schooling ground for the Soviet film -avant

garde; howtheredi t ed fi Il ms changed the Soviets:

and German culture.

2 See: Die rote Traumfabrik: Meschrabpoifilm und Prometheus 1921936,ed. byGunter Agde
und Alexander Schwat@Berlin: Deutsche Kinemathek, 2012)
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As Yuri Tsivian tells us, in preevolutionary Russia the ban on the import
of the German films was imposed in 1%1/B. 1922, when the first purchases of
foreign films started, the old German productions that were not familiar to the
Soviet spectator weramong the first films to enter the market. The first
Expressionist films and the newest bafkice hits were distributed at the same
time by private film firms. In 192®r Mabuse, der Spielg/1922)by Fritz Lang
was shown to audiences in Moscow and $¢iRburg, and in the following year
Goskino, the major state film company, officially started the intensive import and
promotion of foreign films within the countfySome names of European directors
were already familiar to audiences from previous yeargng them Urban Gad,
Otto Rippert and Adolf Gartner. Even in the first years of the First World War,
inventive prerevolutionay cinephiles like Robert Perskinanaged to import
banned German productions (for instance, films with Henny Porten) to Russia,
claiming them to be the production of neutral countries like Swe@hr.Russian
audience, thus, was not totally unfamiliar with the style and the main stars of
German cinema. Some of the old pictures continued to be shown in cinemas after
the Revolutomnd after Leninds nationalisation ¢
were several significant changes. Most of the films that were inherited from
Imperial Russia were, with a few exceptions, now recognised as bourgeois and,
therefore, had to go through-egamination and cutting. At the beginning of the
1920s, before the Soviet mechanisms of film control were fully established and the
film repertoire revised, the programmes in urban cinemas was based simply on any
films that were available for projectioithe first task of the newdgstablished
firms under the NEP was to develop their import policy and to conduct basic

audience research, in order to avoid the purchase of commercially unsuccessful

SYur i T Batweendhe old ahid the new: Soviet film culture in 2918 2 4 Grjffithiana,

XIX, 55-56, September 1996, pp.-63.

4 NataliaEgor ov a, O Mgymevt skoeetfskodm prokated. [ Cat al o
distributed in the Soviet Union], iKino i vremia Biulletend, Vypusk |V (Mo
1965), pp. 384

See Rashit langirov, 6éKinomosty mezh-d919 )Réo,ssi i ei

Kinovedcheskie zapisk8, 2002, p. 173.
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films. The first, rather primitive, strategy that was use@urnchases was to buy
anything available and affordable before the competitor firms had a chance to do
so. With the accumulation of money from distribution the agents became more
selective. If in the beginning they simply demanded from the Germaaellsss
entertaining films, in less than a year the selection became more sophisticated.
They learned that different genres are demanded according to the location of a
cinema; how to avoid censorship filters and how to market their films for various
audiences; tw to resell the distribution rights and buy packages of already re
edited films for a cheaper price.

From the early 1920s the content of radwmestic film productions was
regarded as inappropriate and even dangerous for the Soviet spectator, particularly

given that the cinema network was const ¢

caused by the fil ms ipprecedolutoomad orbdoyeigib cl ass e

was often emphasized in the media and official documentation. The relatively
small community of than cinemeggoers was soon enlarged by proletarians,
peasants and the army who were carefully protected by the state from any
provocative cultural content. Leninods
i mportant among al l a vy, signdlled tha sorthcomiogt e d
rapid changes in film distribution policy and, above all, the future development of
new censorship rules and mechanisms. The instructional and educational roles of
cinemai as the visual language understandable even to thehyaligerate rural
population of the newhporn stateél were pushed to the foreground: it became
necessary to look for such films that could be potentially interesting, educational
and, most importantly, ideologically safe for the particular groupsdaieaae. In

other words, the class difference of the film audience determined the need to
promote certain films to certain categories of spectators, at the same time limiting
them for others. In 1922 the Government officially confirmed the necessity of the
regulation and the strict control over the growing number of foreign films that
invaded the country. This year was marked by the reforms of the censorship
apparatus that until the late 1920s was responsible for the control-amdkiag

of German films.

f ar
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Even if the reconstruction of domestic filmmaking was among the
priorities of the Soviet government, the process of production revival watime
hardships: with a lack of studios, of cheap film stock, suitable equipment and
trained specialists, film impogroved to be the easiest and the quickest way of
satisfying the public demand for films. As Jay Leyda points out in his
groundbreaking monograptino: A History of the Russian and Soviet Eiim 6 b ot h
production and distribution were to be aimed at becorséigsupporting, once
foreign capital had pr ov efdwishingitosboreake ces s ar
with the prerevolutionaryfilmmaking traditions and still looking for a solid
foundation for the developing proletarian cinema cultiine Soviets regjred role
models and examples that could assist with the creation of their own ideolegically
grounded and, in the future, economically competitive film art. The adjustment of
German films for the Soviet screen served as a good school for Soviet filmmaking
0To neutralize the poi son-thebervéddasthe gn f i |
motto of the Soviet censorship for theaditor Sergei VasilieV.

For the German film industry the year 1921 was also an important
milestone. After the internationalsue s s o f R oDasGabinetWesén e 6 s
Caligari (1920)and the rapid development of the UFA studio that in 1921 merged
with DeclaBioscop to become a filmmaking monopoly, the Weimar Republic
entered the Soviet market as a successful producer of filthsoa@ of the
indisputable leaders in world film export. By the middle of the 1920s, when Soviet
film production was only beginning to develop, the Weimar Republic already had
a solid repertoire of films, sophisticated censorship and critical apparatus,
specialized film periodicals, its own prominent directors, cameramen and-world
famous film stars, and large film studios like Babelsberg. However, the Soviets,
who constantly analysed the German film industry, considered the German
approach to filmmaking todorather conservative and static. Only a few years after
the beginning of the NEP the Soviets managed to rebuild their film production and

to bring their own revolutionary films to Europe.

6Jay LeydakKino, a History of the Russian and Soviet FjPninceton: Princeton University Press,
1960) p. 156.
‘Bratd i a ewya Sobrhnge sochinenii v 3 tomaliom 1 (Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1981), p. 159.
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In the early 1920s the German cinematic style was recognizedwide!:
Expressionist film with its stylized exaggerations, its artificial geometric settings,
indoor filming, the deep contrast in lighting, as well as its mysterious villains and
framed narratives (inherited from the literature of Romanticism) became
paricularly fashionable after the successDdr Student of Pragl913 Stellan
Rye), Der Golem(192Q Carl Boese, Paul Wegeneaind Das Cabinet des Dr
Caligari.
Newly-born Soviet Russia with its growing number of cinegoars
opened up new possibilities fire Weimar Republic. At the beginning of 1925
the Weimar journaDer Film published a statistical report asserting that 80% of all
foreign films that were exported to the Soviet Union during the previous year were
Germarf At that point Russian cinema wasll known in Europe only through
some slow praevolutionary pieces and the stylized dramas produced by Russian
émigrés. However, German curiosity towards Russia, both old and new, remained
steady throughout the 1920s, revealing itself in the Germanaudc e 6s af f ect |
for the exoticism of the soalled RussenfimeT he popul arity of th
t hemed soon provoked an interest in the 1
state, which paved the way for the European success of Russian filmdatethe
1920s.

4. The structure of the thesis and general remarks

The structure of my thesis presents the analysis of German film in the Soviet
context in three major aspects: 1) distribution choices and the process of purchase,
2) censorship and #editing, and 3) reception and cultural influence. By arranging
material this way | want to show chronologically the stages of the consumption of
German film by the Soviets, its metamorphoses and reflections in Soviet film
culture. In the chapters of this thebwill concentrate on the selection of suitable
films for distribution and the development of censorship criteria as a response to
the need to rework German films for the Soviet repertoire. Chapter 2 will outline

8 Egorova, pp. 380.
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the context and the main factors that deiaed the characteristics of the Russian
German interaction in film. The chapter focuses on various details of this
interaction,mainly on when, how and in what circumstances German films were
purchased for Soviet distribution, and by whom they were psechalhe
discussion is followed by a closer investigatiorRofssenfilmethe specific genre
of stylized films that became popular in the Germany of 1920s. Rustyian
films, 1 will argue, transformed the existing mass stereotypes into recognizable
visud codes that were later4mvented in the late 1920s through Soviet avant
garde i magery. Chapter 3, the title of w
juxtaposes the revolutionary importance of editing with the conservative
sentimentality of wester cinema, investigates the functions of the Soviet
censorship institutions in relation to German films. There has been little research
on Soviet control over film, and the thesis attempts for the first time to describe
the mechanisms and the process of filensorship in Soviet Russia of the 1920s,
with particular attention to the censorship policy towards foreign cinema. Giving
examples of the German productions that reached Soviet film theatres after 1922,
the chapter 4 explores the attitude to foreignemia in the context of the
ideologically uncompromising Soviet censorship, with the focus on the conflict
bet ween the inviolability of an author 6s
necessity of film reediting. Chapter 5 is devoted to the variagpects of reception
of the German films that managed to pass censofgteéps. It investigates the
wide range of critical responses given to these films in Soviet film periodicals,
articles, essays and feuilletons published throughout the 1920s. Chaptsents
an analysis of the modification of tAafklarungsfilmandKulturfilm genres in the
Soviet context thr ougheheim@ssesekea Geglhde s of G.
Vsevol od Mekhaka Galomndgo Mozghoth released in 1926. | will
demonstrate that these films, although marginal in the careers of both directors,
can be regarded as visual manifestations of two counterpoised theoretical
approaches to filmmaking, provoked by the disagreement between Freudian
psychoanalysis and Pavloviagflexology.

For the purpose of this thesis | wild.@l
sense, referring to the language rather than to the country of production. The



21

Austrian films that were often made in collaboration with the Weimar Republic
and theGermanreleased films with an Austrian cast/director are included in the
term. Moreover, Austrian films, many of which were imported to Soviet Russia
along with the films produced by the Weimar Republic, were rarely identified as
such by the Sovietfimert i cs and censors who tended t
to all Germadanguage films. The partial exception to the rule is the term
OViennese filmd that was used to describe

i.e. operettdike comedies and monum@h costume films.

5. Restoring history: A brief literature overview

Many aspects of the Germ&ussian relationships in the 1920s were forbidden
topics during the Soviet Uni onb6s exi sten
assume that they were absolutg negl ect ed after Stalinds
film industry after 1936The need to focus on GermRussian crosgertilizations

in the silent era was repeatedly mentioned by scholars in Germany, Russia and

other countries from the late 1940s onwaieist many decades, however, this

topic was, on the one hand, left in the shadow of the grand figures in Weimar and

Soviet film industry that, undoubtedly, deserved to be prioritized by scholarship.

On the other hand, the topic was inaccessible due ta¢adogical pressure of a

regime that jettisoned hundreds of dissident names of the early Soviet film elite

from the historical record#\s Dietmar Hochmuth points out in his review of the
Mezhrabpom conference held in Moscow in 2011, certain facts ohistisry,

i ncluding even the most tragic and sil en
6Stalinizati ond i n-knownéut dwee tolthg inatce@ssibildy, wer e
of documents, the geographical distance between the archives, the loss of many

films of the silent era, were never the subject of complete and consistent résearch.
However fragmented, disintegrated and incomplete, GefRumsian film

relations in the 1920s do have their own research history. The corpus of critical

works that, in diffeing degrees, touch upon this subject could be divided into

°Di et mar Hochmut h, 60bryvy i nerezkosti . Me z hduna
nemetskerusskie sviazi v sfere kinematografa v 1920 1930e g o dNgvoedLjteraturnoe
Obozrenie 112, 2011, p455.
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several categories. The pioneering monographs on Weimar or Soviet cinema that
aimed to outline the major tendencies and influences in national cinemas in the
prewar peri od ( SiFeognfCaligae tb Hiler a daou @ red sH. Ei sn
The Haunted Screemr J a 'y Kibee A4 Histadysof the Russian and Soviet
Film) mention the importance of Germ&ussian relationships for the
development of the distinctive film schools in both countifdsotte Eisner, for
instance, remarks on tleentribution of the Russian filmmakers and-designers
to Weimar cinemaAndrej Andreiev who worked in collaboration with Robert
Wiene and G.WPabst, the Russian directBmitrii Bukhovet&ii who made
remarkable Exmssionist films in GermanyfKracauer touches upon the impact of
Ei sensteinds and Vertovods works on Ger mat
Republicdéds cultural debate on fil m.

The 1950s1970s saw rising interest in cinema of the-Neei era. Many
original articles by Siegfried Kracauer, Alfred Kerr, Rudolf Arnheim, Béla Balazs
and Walter Benjamin were qaublished in Europe in the following years; Hans
Richtero6s memoirs about the HRHosweveran f il m
for Russian readers modf these original publicati@remained unavailable until
recently, when the film history journ&inovedcheskie zapiskaunched regular

publications of the newest Russian translations from German critical thought of

10See:Siegfrid Kracaer, From Caligari to Hitler (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1947);
Siegfried KracaueTheMass Ornament: Weimar Essaf@ambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1995); Lotte H. Eisnd@he Haunted Scredhondon: Thames & Hudson, 1969); Jayta,
Kino, a History of the Russian and Soviet F{fPninceton: Princeton University Press, 1960)
11See HanRichter,Kopfe und Hinterkopf&Zurich: Arche Verlag, 1967); Karcauérom Caligari

to Hitler; Rudolf Arnheim,Film as Art(Berkeley: Universityof California Press, 1957); Ral
Arnheim, Kritiken und Aufsédtze zum FilnfMinche; Hanser/Frankfurt am Main: Fischer
Taschenbuch, 1977); Rudolf Arnhei®chriften,in 2 volumes(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,
1955); llluminations. Walter Benjamin: EssaysdReflectionsed. by Hannah Arendt (New York:
Schocken Verlag, 1969%lfred Kerr, Theaterkritiken ed. byJirgen Behrens (Stuttgart: Reclam,
1971), and other editions.
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the 1920s1930s. In the past few yesathe essays of Walter Benjamin and Joseph
Roth were translated and published in Russia, many of them for the first time.

In the years that followed the Khrushchev Thaw research on such
politically ambiguous material in the Soviet Union was undertakémapily
within the film archives. According to Naum Kleiman, the information concerning
the prints of foreign films in possession of Gosfilmofond began to be collected and
analysed in the late 1960s when Gerrmaamd Frenckspeaking graduates of the
MoscowLanguage Institute joined the archival te&hortly afterwards, one of
the most important publications came out: it was a catalogue of the German silent
films in Soviet distribution compiled by Nataliia Egorova who worked extensively
with the Gosfilmofod 6 s Ge r ma A It was published in toerfirst edition
o f t he Gosf il mof Kinod %remiaa 965, aohethdr withlae t i n
preface written by Egorova, the alphabetical annotation and a similar catalogue
composed for the French silent filimsSoviet distribution. In these years the work
on historical reconstruction of the Germ@aviet interactions in the silent era was
complicated by a lack of good German filmographies. The Gosfilmofond
archivists created their own, taking information fremarious documents in the
archive, including Soviet periodical s,
reference books, the censorship cards of Reichsfilmarchiv, and surviving
Glavrepertkom protocols. As a result, the catalogue, although containing some
inaccuracies, revealed the importance of German film imports to the Soviet Union
of the 1920s. The document contained some information on the condition and
availability of the prints in Gosfilmofond, various distribution titles, the original
and the Russiarelease years and, where known, brief information on the cast and
production for each film. This publication, which contained research material of
incomparable value, remains the first and, to date, the last comprehensive record

of the fate of the importeGerman films in the Soviet context.

2ZNaum Kl ei man, 61 nt e IKinowddtheskid Zapisk6, 2008) pp2622651 r k a 0 6,
13See publications of lubi Greiding on French silent films in Soviet distribution and Nataliia
Egorovads catal ogue of GKinoimeemia s iBlientl eftielnrds iViyp RS
(Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1965)
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Since the late 1980s (thanks to previously unknown archival documents) the
German impact on Soviet cinema has received greater critical attention. The
representatives of thiartu Moscow Semiotic Schodiijm historiansYuri Tsivian
and Mikhail Yampolsky, have examined a broad range of subjects including the
German component in early Soviet films, Sergei Eisenstein and his connections
wi t h t he Wei mar Republic, t h ©blo@Gekr ma n i n
imperii (1929,Friedrich Ermley and other$?Ts i v i a HiétsricabReceftion
of Cinemathat has unfortunately already become a bibliographical rarity, contains
many valuable observations on the influence of Expressionist imagery on the
Russian literature and film ahe 1920s, as well as theediting and titling of the
silent fims®Tsi vi an was the first scholar who,
and wickedod -emr da@dtnigceofoff orei gn films (re€
expression}®

In the Germatspeakingworld the connections between the Weimar and
Soviet film industries fall within the research scope of such film historians as
Hams-Joachim Schlegel, Maya Turovs&aiand Oksana Bulgakowalin 1995
Bulgakowa edited the volunigie ungewodhnlichen AbenteueesiDr Mabuse im

Land der Bolschewiki whi ch contained articles on C

4 See: Mikhail Yampolsky ulbli®atsiia kak formoobrazovanie (Zametki ob odnoi
neopubli kovannoi S t Kinovedcheskie rapigkd3a199R,ips. 68V sYurie i n a 6 ,
Tsivian, O0Asta Ni el s ekKmovedclsléerzdpiaki4@ 1998) mps2&a60; kul 6t ur y
6CalimaRussia: Ger man Expr es s iKoenstlesigtherAusfaucBovi et Fi
| Artistic Exchage: Akten des XXVllhternationalen Kongresses fuer Kunstgeschickt by

Thomas W. Gaethens, Berlin, 1. Juli 1992 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1981), pp. 153164.

15 Yuri Tsivian, Istoricheskaia recepis kino. Kinematograf v Rossii 188930 (Riga: Zinatne,

1991)

BYur i Tsivian, 6 The VHdciet iamngd awi &c k®av iGatmeFEi IRm Cul t
in Film History, 8.3, 1996, pp. 32343.

17See:Eisenstein und Deutschlaniexte DokumenteBriefe, ed. by Oksana Bulgakowa (Berlin,

1998); FEKS. DieFabrik des Exzentrischen Schauspielgsiversity of Michigan Press, 1996);
HansJoahi m Schlegel, 6Nemet ski e vmpluh 6 gy ddadyv b ,a S 0
Kinovedcheskie Zapiskb8, 2002, pp. 3687 9 ; 0 B | chiz doditmii sves, lili Strannaia
vstrecha Bely Bal 8insvadcheskié zmpiskiOOR201 fafdeothesst a h | 0,
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Soviet Russia® Two years later, in 1997, the jourrfalm History published an

article by Thomas J. Saunders on the history of Rugsseaman collaboration

withinthe Berinb ased company O0Derussad6, the main
in 19271929%° In 2012 Deutsche Kinemathek published a selection of articles on

the history of Prometheus and Mezhrabpom that, among others, contained essays

by Alexander Schwarz, Baaba Wurm, Tomas Tode and Gunter Agd&ome

historical aspects of German and Soviet film distribution have also been covered

in several publications by Kristin Thompson, Richard Taylor and Denise
Youngblood.

A number of studies published since the 199C4d dath such themes as
Russian émigrés and their involvement in the production of films in Weimar
Germany: the books and articles by Karl Schlégel, Nataliia Nusinova and Rashit
langirov that were published in Russia and abroad focus on the life of Russian
cineastes in Berlin, and on the émigré businessmen, directors, film stars and extras
who in different ways influenced the development of German film cutture.

In 2002 the abovementioned jourkahovedcheskie zapisgublished two

speci al 0 G that coataird coritesngotagy scholarly articles as well as

18 Oksana Bulgakowa, edDie ungewohnlichen Abenteuer d& Mabuse im Land der
BolschewikiBerlin: Freunde der deutschen Kinemathek, 1992)

®Thomas J. Saun-Ressia film@ik)alkance@®eruasan Commerce and politics

inGermanSo vi et c iFimeHistary, Yolurees962, 1997, pp. 16838.

20 Die rote Traumfabrik: Meschrabpo#film und Prometheus 1921936, ed. Glnter Agde und

Alexander Schwarz (Berlin: Stiftung Deutsche Kinemathek und Bertz+Fischer Verlag, 2012)

21 Nataliia Nusinova,6 Ko g d a myu vv eRmesnisii aé o6 : Russkoe kinem
zarubezh'e (19:8939) (Moskva: Eisenstewtentre, 2003); Rashit langiro@a Raby Nemogo 6 :
Ocherki istoricheskogo byta russkikh kinematografistov za rubezhom1932& gody(Moskva:

Bibliotekaf o n d 0 Rus s k oieRuzsasrkuibie zhKad @chig20Q 7)§Das fander
RuCl anhwro. Wi ederentdeckung der Emi gratDensgeschic
Umwertung der sowjetischen Geschiched, by Dietrich Geyer(Goéttingen, 1991} Chronik

russischen Lebens in Deutschland 101®41 (Berlin, 1999)i Der Grol3e Exodus. Die russische

Emigration und ihre Zentren 1917 bis 194inchen, 1994} Berlin, Ostbahnhof Europas.

Russen und Deutsche in ihrem Jahrhun@erlin, 1998)
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translations of key Weimar critical texts and memoirs that contribute to the
research into the German impact in Soviet cultére.

Finally, the digital era signified the beginning of complex resikomat
projects performed for the new DVi2leases of silent films. As a fortunate side
effect of this projects (for film historians), it triggered research within the
European archives that hold the collections of both the Soviet and the German
versions of ims that were created and-edited for release in different countries.
This process requires careful collection, description and comparison of the existing
film prints as well as the study of the critical discourse of the time. One of the
recent examplesf this profound scholarly approach to the archival work is the
AustrianFi | m Museumb6s resepbat iGem mah Fi bdoiba
Tol st oy &hkivoidium(German release titleDer lebende Leichnam
1928/1929, Fiodor O&p). The restoration,ifished in 2012, was based on the six
different existing copies of the film.

In my reseech | used extensively theorpus of critical works and memaoirs
of Soviet and German filmmakers, editors, critics, actors and theorists of the
1920s, including ViktorShklovsky, Sergei Eisensteil; s f i r 6VseSotod b |,
Pudovkin, the brothers Vasiliev, Vladimir Erofeev, Anatolii Lunacharsky, Béla
Balazs, Willy Haas, Joseph Roth, Alfred KdRudolf Arnheimand others. The
Wei mar Republ i cds i nduseyresdtediniamarge dody ofSovi et
critical works that includes reviews, descriptions and theoretical essays on Soviet
films that were available to the German audiences in the late 1920s. In my thesis,
| have used German periodicals suchLiabtbild-BihneandFilm-Kurier. They,
along with the key Soviet film periodicals which throughout the 1920s were
publishing intensively on German film aesthetics and production, provided
valuable historical material. Finally, travel reports and the popular press @&uch a
the series of booklets devoted to the German film industry published by the state
publishing hous@& e a k i n g mow a hikdiagraphical rarity) helped to explore

the reception of the German films in the Soviet Union.

22 Kinovedcheskie zapiski, Nemetskii noifen issues of the journal devoted to Gemcinema
of 206s and 306s], No. 58, No. 59 (2002)
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6. What are the films? Notes on tlesearch material

The research material, i.e. the films that were used for the purpose of this research,
requires some preliminary clarification. The question is not so much of how many
film titles should be used in a cressltural project such as thisut rather: what

isthe very material of research when it comes to discussing the fate of silent films?
As Paolo Cherchi Usai has noted, early film is, literally, a fragile matter that
suffered considerably due to the instability of nitrate stock, toldhgterm
misunderstanding of the significance of early film, as well as factors that caused
the migration of the film prints, historical shifts, and political and diplomatic
barriers that emerged throughout the previous certubdye to all these reasons
many films are lost irrevocably and many exist in various incomplete prints
di spersed among the worldés archives.
1920s pose a specific challenge: after the original release in their home country,
the films were opied from the master negative by thesedlers, many of them
altered and redited by censorship and distributors prior to being sold to foreign
countries. This was, for instance, the case with the majority of the foreign films
that reached Soviet Russi@ne of the main Soviet 4&ditors of foreign films,
Sergei Vasiliev, commented on the low quality of the American, French and
German film prints that usually were obtained through the German agents already
in re-edited form?* In the destination countrigke prints could be redited and
copied again and again, with the -cutt fragments collected and reassembled in
order to create new copi&s.The attitude to film authenticity was also different:

23 Paolo Cherchi UsaBurning Passions: An Introduction to the Study of Silent Cingrmadon:
British Film Institute, 1994)

Th

#6First of all, the foreign filrmsmiarirviewbe sfttad et H e

happens often that a few copies of the same foreign film are not identical to each other. If an
American film is bought in Germany (what usually happens), it often already has-th@sutade

by the Ger man cBeath s ar évim Bgbranie s&kirenii v 8 tomakfolume 1
(Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1981), p. 138.

5 RGALI, f. 2496, 0p. 1, ed.H. 7,1.151 6. Thée pufdd mon Goskino (6the |

fragment sd) awreatidn efdhe populat fihme from éhtechnically worrout copies.

In the report note in defence of filn@ques issued 1926, the popular German filrdgs indische
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severe reediting, various insertions and structural apges in the narrative were
common practice during the 1920s. This often resulted in simultaneous circulation
of numerous distribution versions of the same film. For the contemporary film
historian it poses the problematic question of which copy to useétysas. The

digital versions that provide us with the perfect and polished quality of
photography, which the silent era in face never saw, atellected by restorers

piece by piece from the existing fragments available all around the world. As such,
the differences that characterized, for instance, the French, the German and the
Russian release copies, are eliminated. Watching these new versions it is
impossible to say if they are presented with the same plots seen by the 1920s
audience in a given couwt The cultural value of these films was not recognised
before the beginning of film archiving: many of them hardly survived the end of
the film season. Wi th the arrival of the
off in order to reuse the expéves film-stock (as was the case in Soviet Russia) or
destroyed, accidentally or intentionally. This resulted in the tragic loss of many
film documents of the 1920s, including those that could have shed light on many
aspects of this research.

The picture tlis will never be complete: in addition to the fragmented
surviving documentation of the film companies and censorship organs of the
1920s, the film prints themselves are often unavailable. This is the case,
particularly, with the mainstream German fiim®ibght to the Soviet Unionn
E g o r catadogue less than one sixth of the items mentioned are marked as still
existing. But the fewer the documents that survive, the more these fragile
documents require recollecting, rethinking, careful descriptiorpeggkrvation.

In the course of working on this thesis | worked with the German and
Russian films in the collections of the Austrian Film Museum and Gosfilmofond
(The Russian State Film Archive). In cases where the films were not available |
used, where gssible, the existing synopsis of the film plot in the archival
annotations, censor shi piteeagarndtsat vanuseds cenar |

in Russia the 1920s), as well as the supporting documentation (still shots, posters

Grabmal (1921, Joe May) andie Frau mit den Millionen(1923, Willi Wolff) are listed as

examples of successfully reprodudeainm the old fragments and distributed in the Soviet cinemas.
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and advertising matergl. In my investigations | tried to undertake any possible
additional research concerning the prints that | used. In many cases | mention the
length of the films in meters, as it appears in the German and the Soviet censorship
documents, since the diffemmin length helps to distinguish various versions of
the same film. This was particularly important for the investigation of censorship
practices, for instance, for comparing thesdited film versions with the originals.

In sum, there is a veritable nafield of challenges obscuring a thorough
i nvestigation of this international rel a
the cultural and historical significance of that relation demands that the

investigation proceeds.
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Chapter 2
Between the imagary and the authentic: Political, social

and cultural implications of Germ&oviet relations in film

The history of relations between the Soviet and the German film industries in the

silent era was determined by the differences in the developmént digtribution

and production in the two countries. In Germany, which in the 1910s had already

gr own i nto Europeods mo s t i mportant filor
production and distribution remained fairly balanced during the-indemperiod:

distribution, while remaining a subordinate sphere of the film industry, worked in
cooperation with production providing a financial platform for new films. As for

Soviet Russia, where the active production of films was stopped until the mid

1920s, the imbalamecbetween distribution and production remained significant. In

the western scholarly tradition, considerable attention has been paid to the
development of Soviet film production. However, the importance of the import of

foreign films for the foundation @oviet cinema still remains largely unexplored.

Film distribution, I owi || argue, should
film-related activity in the years of the NEP. It was the main factor that affected

the development of the Soviet film systeand enabled the establishment of
GermanSovi et relations in film until the | a
impact on early Soviet film culture would be impossible without an understanding

of the metamorphoses that Soviet film distribution unéetwin the period

between the proclamation and the abolition of the NEP. The major events and their
chronology are weltlocumented and described in the key scholarly works on the

origins of Soviet film?® Following a brief outline of the hierarchical

26 For instance, in the monographs of Jay Leyda, Denise Youngblood, the articles of Kristin
Thompson, Vance J. Kepley that describe various a
in the 1920s. See: Jagyda,Kino, a History of the Russian and Soviet F{Pninceton: Princeton

University Press, 1960). Denise Youngblobthvies for the Masses: Popular Cinema and Soviet

Society in the 1920¢Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199RJjstin Thompson,

6Gover nment Policies and PracticalinRéeSceensi ti es ir
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transbrmations of the Soviet filmelated institutions and structures of the 1920s,
in this chapter | will focus on the activities of the Soviet government that directly
affected Germaiirussian film discourse in the early 1920s. After an examination
of the Sowvet distribution companies which worked on the German market, and the
first German films that were purchased for Soviet distribution, I will focus on the
influence of the NEP era film dealers on Sov&sgrman film relations. Finally, |

will discuss the filmcommunities of the Russian émigrés and the Soviets in Berlin,

as well as the German perception of Russians through the gdRwssgnfilm.

1. ODistribution is a de facto organi
of the reconstruction of foreignin distribution in postevolutionary

Russid’

The threeyearl ong i nterval that started with L
August 1919, and ended with the assignment of responsibilities fordiated

affairs to Anatolii Lunacharsky, is commonlhegarded as the period that

i ntroduced the new governmentds changes
reforms in film ended in 1922, with the shift of the national economy to the
principles of capital accumulation under the NEP. During these first yba

Soviet government failed to-establish domestic film production and failed too

to develop international distribution activity in the pa&tr country; nor did it

offer a clear strategy for the future revival of the national film industry. However,
these years, known as the period of O6War
the vital reforms that ensued in the p1i820s.

Policies, Society, Art in Soviet Cinenflaondon: Routledge, 1992), pR0-21; Vance Kepley,

OFederal cinema: t h498RMiHistory,Volunte®, 3i(18%)upp.t344y 192 4
356; Vance Kepl ey, 6The Workersod6 | nt-293Rd, oinmmal R ¢
Cinema Journal\Vol. 23, 11983), pp. 912.

27An expressionused by Konstantin Shvedchikov. 1.S. Piliver, V.G. Dordgpets, Sistema

deistvuiushchego kinb a k o n 0 d at e [(LéréngradaMoBk#&aFTedho-pec hat 6, 1929),

8.
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Film production, distribution and exhibition in the years that followed the
CivilWar (1917192 2) wer e af f e c tslendecobomic avali et Rus
The screening of old pnevolutionary films and the acquisition of new foreign
box-office hits foeviki, a common Russian term of the 1920s) were both
interrupted. Production of films became a difficult task due to the lack o$fdok
and of equipment, neither of which could be manufactured in a country where the
factories were | argely in ruins. Lunacha
about the I mportance of cinema il lustra
profound eduational, entertainment and propaganda potefititlowever, in
1920 the (rather small) geographical area of film circulation was limited to the
large urban centres, primarily to Moscow and Petrograd; and the absence of any
coordinated, stateontrolled netwrk of film distributors left the remote regions
o f the country with little, i f any, fil
throughout the years of War Communism was the development of strategies for
gradual capital accumulation that would lead to eél&blishment of controlled,
regulated film exhibition for the different population groups. This process required
the creation of a unified national institution that would be responsible for the
coordination of all filmrelated affairs.

Nevertheless,accr di ng t o Vance Kepl ey, Lenino
and 1922 did not suggest a consistent strategy for turning nationalised film
property into the basis of an effective film system that would satisfy the growing
educational and entertainment demands efriéwly formed stat€. The Soviets
were looking for financial support abroad, but until 1922 these requests mostly
remained unanswered. The few successful attempts to establish connections with

foreign countries in the early 1920s were confined to linstdasidies from Britain

28 Lenin® phrase @f all thearts, for us thecinemais themost importard was quoted by

Lunacharsky in his letter to Boltianskii, which wasblishedor the first timein: G.M. Boltianskii,

Lenin i kino(Moskva; Leningrad, 1925pp.16-18; Jay LeydaKino, a History of the Russian and

Soviet Film(Princeton: Princetoblniversity Press, 1960), p. 142.

2Vance Kepley, Jr6 The ori gins of SdwideutstQiyn eDeadnsidefo pSrieundt yo , i
the Film Factory: New Approaches to Russian and Soviet Cinema ed. by Richard Taylor and lan

Christie (London: Routledge, 1991), 62.
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and some financi al support from the Komi
organisation in BerlinlQiternationale ArbeiterhilfehereinaftedlAH). The famous
1918 Cibrario affair, which led to the loss of the million dollars thas witially
assigned by the AlRussian Central Executive Committee for the purchase of film
stock and equipment abroad, left the Soviets cautious about investing in
collaborations with foreign agents for several yéastill, by the end of 1921 a
few trade agreements with France, Britain (the AAglessian Trade Agreement)
and Germany had been sigriééinally, the Treaty of Rapallo that was concluded
on 16 April 1922 br odwar istldticen and vindiated ount r i
beneficial economical interaon between Weimar Germany and the Soviet
Union. In the film sphere it led to the extension of contracts between German and
Soviet private film companies based on Stgaranteed creditg.
After the establishment of these first financial connectionsuiofie, the
Soviets were ready for an ongoing partnership with western film organisations that

would allow the country to receive foreign subsidies for film production and,

30 For a more detailed account of the Cibrario affair see: Jay L&jala, a History of the Russian

and Soviet Film(Princeton: Princeton biversity Press, 1960)p. 128; Kristin Thompson,
60Government Policies andeRr &¢ tnhieanal incdRte Jcen:s i1O2Os 61 r
Policies, Society, Art in Soviet Cinerfiaondon: Routledge, 1992), 2021.

6 The agreement bet ween Communi st Russia and cafg
change in Moscowbs r@Tle i Bmistitohotha&de ctounematry ,es.a
signal to the majority of European states, and towards the end of 1921 Soviet Russia had negotiated
commercial agreements and treaties with Sweden, England, Germany, Finland, Esthonia, Latvia,

Lithuania, Pland, Norway, Czech8lovakia, Austria, and Italy. Commercial representations in
Constantinople, Angora, Teheran, and China opened the possibility of establishing some trade
connections with the East, 6 wr ot endlSovietiRessid&di scher .
began to make her first steps in the direction of a normal economic lifd.cBeeFischer,The

Soviets in World AffairfLondon: Jonathan Cape, 1930), vol. 1, p. 2§2294-295.

2According to Louis Fi schementpgdmisedAorassistplivate 5 t he G
German firm§ with Stateguaranteed credit§7n the extension of their contracts with the Soviets.

[ ] The treaty robbed the Entente of one of its m
pressure by isolation.gsmany, for once since the war, had discarded her role of passive object and

taken the initiative in foreign policy. [ é] The
permanent benefits to Germany. Louis Fischérg Soviets in World Affaird.ondon: Joathan

Cape, 1930), vol.1,p 342343.
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therefore, could help Soviet Russia to enter the European film scene with its
domesic films. Among the projects discussed in this period were possible
collaborations with UFA and the prospect of a partnership witlethiepaische
FilmsyndikatWESTIT a shorilived project of the German industrialist Hugo
Stinnes and the Russian exile ¥iir Vengerov?® Although these projects were
not 1| mplemented, the Sovietsd focus on G
partners reflects the fact that among Soviet cultural affairs in the early 1920s, it
was economic contacts with the Weimar Repulblat were perceived as the most
desirable. Despite this, already from 1924, disapproving comments about the
influence of Weimar Germany on the Soviet film industry began to appear in
official documents and state media. For instance, during a meeting Getiteal
Committee in 1924, the chairman of Glavrepertkom (GRK or Repertkom; the
Main Committee for the Control of Repertoire), Il'ia Trainin, reported the
importance of shifting the emphasis of Soviet international film affairs from
Germany to other Eur@an countries. Trainin insisted on the creation of a new
Soviet organisation abroad that would manage all film imports and exports. The
future London or Parisbased institution, according to the speaker, would not only
be responsible for all foreign filitnade, but would also perform major censorship
functions. As a preliminary measure Trainin suggested radical reorganisation of
the film department in the Soviet Trade Commission in Berlin and, gradually, the
reduction of contacts with the German film inttyghat he described as unreliable,
expensive and 6h#rmfully competitived.
And yet, despite frequently expressed doubts about the German market as
a suitable base for developing Soviet import and export, the Weimar Republic

remained the main supplief lms that were purchased for distribution in the

33 n July 1922 the head of VFKO Liberman sent a note to Lunacharsky about the suggestions of

the foreign companies concerning cooperation in
offers: first of all, the inteation of the private German and Russian industry under Concern UFA

in Berlin, Pavel Tiemann (German representative of Russian Golden Series in Berlin), Emel'ka
Konzern ( ML K) in Berlin, Swedi sh B iLetogi® a p h 6 . Se
rossiisko® kino: 1863-1939(Moskva:Materik, 2004),p. 374.

34bid., p. 458.
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Soviet Union until the late 1920s. According to the German newspagrdfilm,

80 per cent of films that were bought by the Soviet agents in 1924 were of German
origin or came to Soviet Russia througmfiagencies in Berlif? Even after the
Soviets set up their own film production in the AM@R0s, their film industry
remained strongly dependent on profits from the distribution of foreign films: the
statistics show that between 1921 and 1931 about 1,7#@riéan, German and
French films were purchased by Soviet agéhBespite the fact that after 1925

the general share of foreign films in the Soviet market declined in favour of the

Sovi et Uni onds own fil ms, the distributi
remained one of the fundament al sources
instance, in 1927 the head of Sovkino Konstantin Shvedchikov claimed that

Sovkino would be bankrupt were it not for the success of its stable importHolicy.

A similar opinion on tk supporting role of distribution for 1920s Soviet film
production was expressed by the 8oviet ¢

de facto oganiser of all film industry. It holds the market in its hands and dictates
the producdion budget. o

2. Sarching for balance: German and Soviet strategies of support for

domestic production

The principles of the German film industry which were established before the First
World War (i.e. orientation to commercial cinema, encouragement of free market
compettion, support for the international distribution of German films) continued
to be followed after the establishment of UFA in 1917. Most German film
companies in this period heavily relied on foreign currency which was obtained

through investment in inexpsive commercial film productions that aimed to be

35NataliiaEgorova,p. 380.

%6 Denise YoungbloodMovies for the Masses: Popular Cinema and Soviet Society in the 1920s
(Cambridge University Press, 99), p.51; Yuri Tsivian et al.Silent Witnesses: Russian Films,
19081919(London: British Film Institute, 1989)

37Youngblood p. 51.

38|.S. Piliver, V.G. Dorogokupets, p. 8.
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successfully marketed abroad. The nascent Soviet economy opened up new
possibilities for German film dealers who, according to the reviews in the
periodicals of the early 1920s, were looking for ways afusag exclusive
economic contacts with the huge Soviet distribution market. The Weimar Republic
remained a key trade contact for the Soviets: even films that were produced in
other countries, such as the American films that in the late 1920s rivalleciGerm
productions in Soviet distribution, were acquired through Geifbased
resellers’®

Overall, the extensive contacts with the Weimar Republic in the early
1920s provided both financial and aesthetic platforms for the later development of
Soviet avangarce cinema. The growing distribution of German film generated
money for domestic production, while the practice of extenskegliting initiated
by Soviet censorship and the high cost of foreign film stock made economical use
of film materials necessary, dding to the creative development of montage
techniques. The availability of popular German films in the early 1920s,
undoubtedly, accompanied the growth of mass interest in cinema in Soviet Russia.
Prescribed by the censorship organs for different typesidience (Red Army,
wor ker 6s cl ubs, urban popul ation), forei
behaviour, manners, codes of movement and gesture that had an impact in the
developing socialist societ§.As an instrument for the education of the seas
they assisted the process of the formation of a new attitude to the body, to everyday
routine, fashion and to social relationships.

The next task of the Soviet government was gradually to take control of
film imports, which in the early years ofgftNEP were mostly concentrated in the
hands of private companies. In the Weimar Repuiblighich, like the Soviet
Union, faced competition between domestic and imported filrttee secalled
6quota systemd was establ i shgdrdutionn 1925
production ratio on the market. It prescribed that there ought to be one German

®¥Kristin Thompson, &éGovernment Policies and Pract
1 9 2,0nRéd Scren: Policies, Society, Art in Soviet Cinefhandon: Routledge, 1992), p. 29.
40See more about the influence of cinema on the development of the new social norms in the Soviet

Union in: Oksana Bulgakow#&abrika zhestoyMoskva: Novoe Literaturnoe Obozreni2005)
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released film with a predominantly German cast for every imported foreign film,
thus allowing both the regulation of film distribution and the support of domestic
production* The RSFSR (and, from 1922, the USSR) was in an unstable financial
situation: since it had no resources for the production of quality films, it had to rely
on money obtained solely through the distribution of western cinema. The
regulation of fim import channels and, most importantly, of the income obtained
from distribution and film rental was meant to be attained through the introduction
of a monopoly represented by a statened film company. Such a company was
intended to have absolute contover film distribution in every region of the
country. Additionally, it was supposed have the right to license private firms for
film production as well as to share the distribution rights over any foreign film

imported by a licensed private company.

3. Chronology of the development and institutionalisation of the Soviet film

industry

Leyda defines the period bett%Eemanl1921 an
criterion for Leydads chronology is poli
early yearsof Soviet Russia that prepared a stable platform for the future
development of domestic production. In other words, Leyda is interested in the

early Soviet Union as a developing producer of films rather than an active film
distributor. However, the early 920s were important, primarily, for the
reconstruction of the distribution network: the Soviet Union became one of
Europeds preeminent buyers of fil ms. I nt
the main sources of profit for the film industry until thel exfi the 1920s, with the

peak of its development in 1924, although the number of German films that were

“IThere were many ways to avoid this rule by obtaining the distribution license for a foreign film
onlomcost basis, for instance, with the help of th
films in order to pass the license. See mor&ladezhda Fridlandggegodniashnii byt germanskogo

kino(MoskvaL eni ngr ad: Teaki nope cFhmaandthe Gér&éh@eftjinthBr uce Mur
Wei mar Republic: From @uwniUnigessityofdexasdressKlaon)l e Wa mpe d
42 eyda, p. 155.
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brought into the country declined after 1925 in favour of American productions.
The same phenomenon was experienced by other national cinemas (farensta
German) that underwent Americanisation in the -48@0s. What is more, the
important role played by distribution in the revival of the industry, did not consist
only in the accumulation of financial and technical resources. As | will make clear
in thefollowing chapters, the Soviet Union in the early 1920s was a country whose
own film culture was to a large extent based on imported, predominantly German,
films.

In 1929, the Soviet publishn g house Te akhbythatgnec hat 6,
was responsible fall film and theatre publications, published a selection offilm
related documents entitled 6The actual s
RSFSRO, edited by P*% The boek continsda vilualleo g o k u p ¢
collection of materials that reftt the major governmental changes in film
production, distribution and censorship between 1918 and 1929. The demarcation
of periods that is suggested by the edit
takes into account structural and conceptual chsungthe film industry and first
of all, in the system of distribution. The development of 1920s Soviet cinema,
therefore, is divided into four main stages: 19849, 19191922, 19221925 and
19251929. Such division is justified by the recognitiortied importance of film
distribution in the period: the initial period of film nationalisation (19P89) is
followed by the first governmental reforms (191922) that resulted in the
primary contacts with foreign companies. The next stage starts afteatisition
to the NEP with its focus on foreign film import (192925). Finally, the rest of
the 1920s was a period of a radical shift in priorities: between 1925 and 1929 the
country established itself as a fuflgdged film producer, gradually redag the
number of foreign films in distribution. At the same time, the Soviet censors set
out to revise the film repertoire with the removal of previously imported foreign
films from distribution. The changes through these stages reflect a tendency
towardsthe gradual centralisation of governmental power in cinema; while the

reforms of the early 1920s encouraged the development of the private sector, the

“Pili ver and Dorogokupets, p. 8. Spelling-variants

kihoopechat 6, Kinopechatd. Hereinafter Teakinopechat
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gradual process of monopolization of the film industry led to the reduction and
further elimination of ay private companies. As a result, by the end of the 1920s
distribution rights were solely owned by the Soviet government and the sovereign
republics.

The years between 1922 and 1926, thus, were the peak of German film
distribution in the Soviet Union. TRREP per cept i bl y affected
industry only from midl922, although the first private companies, which played
a vital role in the later establishment of connections between the Soviet and the
foreign film industries, had already begun to @gapin 1921. From the beginning
of the NEP the distribution of foreign fi
film budget. The NEP, with its turn to the market economy, was based on principles
similar to those of the Weimar Repulilimostimportanty, the importance of state
support of the private sector and the encouragement of commercial competition
was perceived as an opportunity to secure funds for the creation and maintenance
of ideologically appropriate cinema. What it meant in practice thas the
breakthrough in the late 1920s by the Soviet film axgmmtle was financially
grounded on the ongoing success of i mpo
films and comedies that filled the urban cinemas in the early years of the NEP. The
Austrianwriter Joseph Roth, who was commissioned to travel to Soviet Russia in
1926 as &rankfurter Zeitungournalist, commented ironically in his travel essays
on the absurdities of Soviet film import and export. Roth describes a poster of the
old Scandinaviafilm dramaMaharadja(19171926, A.W. Sandberdhat he was
surprised to find on the streets of revolutionary Mostbim the years of the

4 The seeming ideological and temporal gap between the stylized decadent dramas and the
cultivated media imagef progressiveness of the Soviet reality strengthened the surrealistic

i mpression from this encounter. Roth writes: O6Wer
Der AMaharadshaho Mitten in Moskau! Gunmar Tol nae
schreitet siegreich durch Kanonendonner, Blut, Revolution, unverletzbar, wie jedes echte Gespenst.

In seinem Gefolge befinden sich die altesten Kinodramen Europas und Amerikas. Die Hauser, in

denen sie gespielt werden, sind Uberfillt. Hoffte ich nidah Maharadschahs und ihresgleichen

zu entkommen, als ich hierherfuhr? Um ihn zu erblicken, bin ich nicht gekommen. Schicken sie

uns den »Potemkin« und lassen sich dafir den Gunnar kommen, die Russen? Welch ein Tausch!

Sind wir die Revolutionare und sieedbpiel3er? Welch eine verriickte Weli! Mitten in Moskau
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scandal ous tri umph Bronenésets Roferekil®2b, diEi senst e
Sergei Eisenstein}o think of a shaolw cast by oubf-date bourgeois costume

drama in the very heart of the highly fashionable agantle film culture seemed

implausible. But neither Roth, nor the Soviet audience, could foresee the direct

causee f f ect of such an &6ngrohgevenidgs atnthee r ¢ h a n ¢
screenings of the | ast seasonds foreign
of the Expressionist beaffice hits, the content of which seemed so remote from

Soviet reality the audience was contributing to the budget of theréuavant

garde works of Eisenstein and Pudovkin.

The process of the institutionalisation of the film industry began with the
assignment of a lrdlatedt difars to ther Retrograd €inerha | m
Committee, later joined by the Moscow Cinema Conerithnd a leading film
organisation VFKO (the Photographic and Cinematographic Section of the
Peopl eds Commi ssariat for Enlightenment).
a new period in the history of Soviet film distribution. The period was
charactesed, on the one hand, by the establishment of numerous competing state
owned and private film organisations, and, on the other, by the gradual reduction
of competition and the tendency towards the incipient centralisation of power in
the hands of a singldomineering state organisation. The next steps in the
Government 6s centralisation policy were t
its later reorganisation into Sovkiné a major organisation that finally received
genuine monopoly rights in the digtition of both foreign and Soviet films.

The Government soon became aware of the need to reorganise the old
bureaucratic apparatus of VFKO into an institution that would better correspond
with the principles of the NEP. On the 19th December 1922, Sovnassoied a
decree that transformed VFKO into Goskino (the Central State Photographic and
Cinematographic Enterprise), a company that was supposed to receive the
monopoly rights on all film distribution. By imposing the monopoly of Goskino,
the Government aied gradually to eliminate companies that dealt exclusively in

distribution and to emphasize the importance of production: most of the money

spielt man den f Mah a rDardeue Tag brbekannte plitischk drbeitgnh  Ro t h
1919 bis 1927 (Wien, Berlin, Moskai@ologne: Kiepenheuer & Witsch, 1970), pp. 1656.
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obtained through the distribution of foreign films had to be put into the production
of domestic films. The Instrtion that followed the Decree in 1923 granted
distribution rights for private film companies only if they succeeded in launching
their own productioni a reform that forestalled the import quota system,
maintained in the Weimar Republic from 1925. Therlrdton also assigned the
rights of control over any foreign film purchase to the Commissariat of Foreign
Affairs and the Commissariat of Foreign Trdde.

The initial aims of the monopoly reform were the management of the
financial manipulations of smafirivate enterprises, and, through that, a gradual
turn towards the seBufficient funding and production of ideologically suitable
films. However, Goskino still had rather limited financial resources and no
experience to be able to adequately fulfil theks that were imposed on it. When
VFKO was reorganised into Goskino at the end of 1922, the distribution market
was already divided by the existing companies that hindered a-fiewvigled state
monopoly in bringing foreign film distribution under systefmand coordinated
control. The published directive of Sovnarkom concerning the creation of Goskino
did not specify the nature of the relationships between Goskino and the other
distribution companie® As a result, from the moment of its foundation Goskin
entered into competition with existing firms that were often financially stronger
and better connected with European, particularly German, film companies. For
instance, the first independent enterprise, Kifmskva, could boast a wide,
established distoution network as well as partnerships with foreign film sefiers.

The brochure of Piliver and Dorogokupets provides an account of the film
related changes that followed the proclamation of the NEP. The year 1922 began
with the foundation of several fillboompanies that worked mainly in the import
and distribution of foreign cinema. Either these companies were private, or they

emerged as filmoriented branches of state institutions that functioned on the

%Seeaboutth Decree of Sovnarkom from 19 December 192
PhoteCi nema department of the Peoplebds Comi ssari at

Cinema Organisation (Goskino)dé in: Piliver and Dc
46 | bid.

47Kino, 1 (20 October), 1922, p. 34.
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principle of financial sels uppor t ( 6 KTheo first arslepéndentd ) .
Okhozr aschet 6-Moskeamwas negtablish&d in dMoscow by the
appointment of Mossovet on 23 January 1922. The main objectives of the company
were the purchase, sale and rental of Soviet and foreign film, as well as the
managemet of cinemag?In May 1922 another company, Sevzapkino, which, like
Kino-Moskvg was based on the principle of saffcounting, appeared in
Petrograd”® Sevzapkino quickly grew into the biggest film distributor in the
northern provinces of the country. Axding to the review of Piliver and
Dorogokupets, these companies initially aimed only to satisfy the demands of the
local regions, with their limited markets. However, within a yleag period they
gradually extended their activity outside their paterimatitutions>® Other
distribution companies that appeared between 1922 and 1923 were Krasnaia
Zvezda (attached to PUR) in Moscow, the Mosdmged pvate firms Ekran;
Fakel; ElinZadorozhnyi, and others. A private company which survived the
revolution Ru s @ontinued working in both distribution and production.

The films that became available through these companies brought to the
Soviet audiences some of the best known German filmmakers and actors: the film
directors Otto Rippert, Adolf Gartner, Alfretlind, Ewald Andre Dupont,
Friedrich Zelnik, Ernst Wendt, Leo Lasko; the actors Margarete Kupfer, Ellen
Richter, Henny Porten, Ernst Rickert, Alb&asserman, Liane Haid, who in
19221923 were at the peak of their popularity in the Soviet Union. Theseodta
the German screen were the first to influence the Soviet perception of European
film culture and style.

Many large and small firms and private film traders sought to profit under
the NEP. In such circumstances Goskino could not hope to accunuffatiest
funds to pay for its own production costs: instead, it attempted to cover its expenses
by profiting from the distribution activity of other organisations. As a

consequence, it tended to assign its monopoly rights to local organisations after

48 See the repertoire list of films including the films distributed by Kifmskva publisked by
Glavrepertkom on 24 August, 1923. TSGALI, 37, op. 3ed. khr. 12. 1. 7-8.
“YLetopisO r ol86E398BPkIIPY o ki no:

S0piliver and Dorogokupets, p. 9.
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imposing a special tax for the right to distribute foreign films in a given region of
the country! High taxation immediately affected ticket prices, and many
companies and film theatres had to close down due to low attendance.
However, t he ga&ctvityswhem seve@bpsiviate and étate
film companies competed in the area of foreign film distribution, proved to be the
most productive in the import of German films. Between 1922 and 1924, itis likely
that more than 250 titles were brought to tb&i& Union. In 1925, after the birth
of Sovkino, this number shrank to 45 German films, with further rapid decline in

the following years?

4. Afilm distributor or a film producer? The Re-organisation of Goskino into

Sovkino and its impact on film distribution.

Attempts by the Soviet authorities to eliminate financial problems and the
flourishing bureaucracy within Goskino resulted in the following reforms to Soviet
film distribution. In 1925, Goskino, which had proved to be ineffective after
having bea examined by a specially assigned Mantsev Committee, was
reorganised into a statkewned company, Sovkino. The p
disbanding was finished by 1926. Sovkino took on the distribution rights from all
of the existing film organisations, somé which had to close down in the
following years>3

Sovkino started its work after the Go

the end of the 1920s remained an influential institution that, besides being in

51 According to Richard TaylorGoskino surrendered its distribution monopoly to various local

organisations, taking between 50 per cent and 70 per cent of their turnover in return. In this way it

hoped to finance its own ddveo p me nt 6 . S e e The MRitigs bfahe Sovidt Lipdma r
19171929(New York and London: Cambridge University Press, 1979), p. 71.

2S5ee: Oksana Bul gak owarussisgahBHRilrhedpert undi ampsofreDi®:, Denut s c h
ungewohnlichen Abenteudes Dr Mabuse im Land der Bolschewid. by Oksana Bulgakowa

(Berlin: Freunde der deutschen Kinemathek, 1995), pp2281

53The process of the elimination of smaller, less profitable film companies such as Sevzapkino and

Prolgkino is outlined in Natiia Riabchikova OProl etkino: Ot Goskino
Kinovedcheskie zapisid3, 2010, p. 90-108.
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charge of all distribution within the country, wakso able to establish successful
domestic film production within months. The Sovkino reform was an important
step for the development of Germ&nviet film relations, since the creation of a
film distribution centre eliminated the other mediating film eamies that had
dominated the Soviet film distribution market in the early period of the NEP. The
choice of films and the distribution process became more controlled and
consistent. As a monopoly distributor, Sovkino was expected to buy film prints of
beter quality, to examine previously purchased foreign films, and to maintain the
distribution of ideologically appropriate films among appropriate audience groups.
However, the implementation of the distribution monopoly also triggered an
inevitable declinef the number of German films on the Soviet market in favour
of growing domestic production. Whereas in 1924 and 1925 theffior income

from foreign film distribution was reported to be 79% of the total distribution
grosses, in 1926927 it showed onl$1%, with 49% of income obtained from the
distribution of domestic films* At the same time, the importance and the
effectiveness of the foreign film distribution remained high. In fact, until the end
of the 1920s it continued to be the most profitabliviig of the Soviet film
industry. The strong structural connections of Sovkino with the censorship
institution of Glavrepertkom allowed better defined and stricter ideological filters
for the films that reached Soviet screens, which explains why sore Gajman
productions of the late 1920s, while being distributed all over the world, were not
available for wide audiences in the Soviet Union. The selection of German films
depended entirely on the distribution strategies of the leaders of the state film
organisation and the resolutions of the censorship committee.

After the monopolization of distribution rights, Sovkino inherited most of
the copies of the German films that had been acquired by the old distribution
companies. New foreign films were purskd through the German representatives
of Sovkino who worked in cooperation with the Soviet Trade Mission in Berlin.
According to the report iKino, on 6th May 1925 the Head of Sovkino Mikhail

54 The figures are taken from the report of 1930: E. Lembii€ign o pr o my s h (Moskvao st 6 SSSR
Teakinopechat', 1930), appendix 4, n.p.



45

Shvedchikov went to Berlin in order to organise a Bavlseddepartment of the
company®

Yet Sovkinoods distribution activity re
the specific choice of foreign film8.Ger man O6bour geoi s6 produc
adventure films and long melodramas that were welcomed by Soviet eeglien
guaranteed the distribution company profit that could be used for supporting its
growing production demands. However, with the strengthening of censorship
criteria in the late 1920s and the transition to the distribution of only ideologically
acceptale Soviet films, most foreign films came under attack from the media as
6virulent 6> and 6éhar mful 6.

After the reforms in 1925 and 1926 the main film institutions that
continued operations in the Soviet Union were the Leningrad and the Moscow
departments oSovkino and MezhrabpoiR u s 6 . The | atter, bein
producer of films, was supposed to fulfil tasks different to those of Sovkino: as a
film organisation under the protection of the Komintern, it was responsible for the
popularisation of Soviet sema abroadsawell as for assistance in ttistribution
of Sovi et fil ms i n ot her countries, ma
organisations and clubs. Mezhrabp®u s 6 was an exceptional
Soviet film history. It remained a successful prcitbn company long after most
of the film firms that started in the early 1920s had closed as unprofitable or
superfluous. The company was known for using westgide promotion
campaigns that aggressively supported its own produttibm1924 and 1925,
before all distribution rights were given to Sovkino, Mezhrabjppsns 6 was one o
the largest distributors of German films in Soviet Russia. Tension between Sovkino
and MezhrabpoARus 6 was <created by the | atter c

films and its maketing strategies. Both Mezhrabpddu s 6 and Sovkino

L et opi s gokinmiBSE3193%Noskva: Materik, 2004), p485.

%60n the debates around Sovkino séekrug Sovking Mos kva: Teakinopechatd, 1€
57 See, for example, an article Sovetskii ekran1926, 2, p. 5.

%8 About the use of advertising by Soviet film comparseeKino-TeatrSport 3, 1923, p. 3; Khris
Khersonski i, Sovtakodkindg7, 1926 ppaldBa;Mijkhail Boitler, Reklama i
kinoreklamal Mos kva: Teakinopechatdé, 1930)
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established ongoing partnerships with German film organisations. After 1926, the
competition continued in their production. An ironic illustration in one of the
issues of the newspapiémo depicts echess game between two players: a dandy
bourgeois dressed in a European suit, with an emblem of MezhraRpom 6 i n
pl ace of a face, and tall, | eaATh&® Sovki no
chess figures on the boairdeading actors of the succesisfilms distributed or
produced by one or the other company. Despite the visible inequality, the
differences between the companies severely criticized for their enterprising
production and distribution strategies is only nominal. During his travels in the
Soviet Union in 1926 Roth wrote about the appearance of the enterprising
Nepmen, the new Soviet bourgeoisie:

Alle tragen die Zufallskleidung, die sie auR3erlich proletarisiert. Alle sehen
aus, als hatten sie sich auf der Flucht vor einer Katastropheogege2lle
tragen die russische Hemdbluse, die ebenso nationales Kostim wie
revolutionare Manifestation sein kann. Diese Kleidung des neuen Blrgers
ist nicht nur die unmittelbare Folge seines Willens, nicht aufzufallen,

sondern auch seiner besonderen Wesehezeichnender Ausdru®k.

Similarly, the peasant costume of Sovkino in the illustration might have seemed to
reflect its support for proletarian cinema, but in fact Sovkino covered the same
demographic grouping as Mezhrabp&w s 0 . I n t hrganishtbr’is0s b ot h
whi ch bel onged to the O60Soviet bourgeoi s
profiteering under the NEP. Mezhrabpdtu s 6 was better connect e
with the western distribution companies through which it received foreign
subsidies. At thesame time, Sovkino enjoyed the full financial benefits of its
distribution monopoly.

After 1925 Sovkino began intensive collaboration in distribution with its
regional departments. Old German films from the archives of Sovkino were sent

to provincial chemas, where they continued to be shown until the censorship

%9 Kino, 2 (February), 1926, p. 8.
80 Roth, p. 189.
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revision of all foreign film material in 1927. At the same time, the quantity of

newly acquired films remained relatively high. In the years of Sovkino establishing

itself as a film distributorthe Soviet audience had a chance to see such popular

German films aBie Stral3g(1923, Karl GruneRus distribution titlesOdna noch;

Ulitsa), Berlin. Die Sinfonie der Grossstadi927, Walter Ruttmann;Rus.

Simfonia b ol 6s h q Di® Wehen(1987d Eiedrich Zelnik; Rus. Tkechi),

Die Rothausgass€1928, Richard OswajdRus. Zeliony pereulok; Pereulok

krasnogo fonariap n d G. W.Die Birhse dePaadora (929,G.W. Pabst;

Rus.Lulu; lashchik Pandory Pabst 6s f il m, howetg,er , was
and appeared on the screens severebdited®! Moreover, the film received a

distribution license only for the Moscow region, as was often the case with films

that visualised the life of the western bourgeoisie. The last big wave of German

films wasimported to the Soviet Union in 1929: among them about 16 films by
prominent directors such as G.W. Pabst, Karl Grune, Arnold Fanck, Gerhard
Lamprecht, Richard Oswald and Carl Froelich. The films were originally released

between 1927 and 1929, with a fearleer features but none made before 1924.

This illustrates both Sovkinobés gradual
films, and the fact that at the end of the 1920s the process of film selection became
prohibitively strict. Foreign comedies, costendramas, detective and history

films, the genres which represented the majority of imported productions in the
preceding years, were banned. Between 1930 and 1931 only a few German films

were bought for distribution in the Soviet UnitiiViost of them belnged to the
movement ofNeue Sachlichkee nd f ocused on soci al conf |
Meineid (1929, Georg JacobyRus. Radi rebionka; KliatvoprestuplenigePhil

J u t Muttéy Krausens Fahrt ins Glucfd 929, Phil Jutzi;RuSc hast 6 e mat ush
Krause, Rutschbahr{1928,Richard EichbergRus.Tri dzhiga; Gora katokand

I only for distribution in Moscowt h e 0 mo u Di¢ veeisse Hdll&#ommitd

Palli (1936,Arnold Fanck,G.W. PabstRus.Plenniki bednoi gory; Belyi ad Pitz

51 The case ofuluis discussed inChapte 3 of t he t événshis 5920s Stilespe i Vasi | 6
re-editing complained that most of the foreign films arrived in the Soviet Union in alrezdijteel
form.

®2According to Egorovads catalogue.
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Paliu). At the beginningf the 1930s German film gradually disappeared from the
Soviet screens. In 1930 a | aesnonographbute t C
devoted to G.W. Pabstwas published in Moscow. In the 1930s the last German
silent film was bought by the Soviethe Prometheus studios productienseits
der StralR€1929, Leo Mittler; Ruszhemchuzhnoe ozherel'e; Po tarenu ulitsy;
Propavshee ozherel'e; Nighi, prostitutka i matros)However, the film did not
enter distributiorf?
Summing up the resultsof Sov n o 6 s d ctisity, it Shduld beisaidn a
t hat , firstly, the companydés monopoly po
allowed the State to process and keep the income that was generated by the
financial and ideological control over film distriborh. Secondly, the censorship
criteria became better outlined and more effectively implemented through the
assisting censorship organisations. The content of films was scrutinized and
assessed in relation to a potential audience group; the preliminatggibab
revision of distributed material became obligatory. Thirdly, film production
eventually established itself as an independent activity, complementing
di stribution and pushing it to the perip!
the number of m&et competitors was reduced, which outlines the new political
course towards the centralisation of power in all political, social and cultural
spheres. In general, the main change in Soviet relations with foreign film partners
during the second half of ¢h1920s was rapidly rising export of the new Soviet
films and a reduction in German film purchases. Under the leadership of Sovkino,
the Soviet film industry entered a new period, in which the direction of the
development of international interactions wihstated by new economic tasks,
such as the production, promotion and sale of Soviet motion pictures abroad. It
should be mentioned, however, that despite the positive reviews enjoyed by the
first Soviet avangarde films that were exported to the WeimagpBblic,
particularly amongst the German cultural elite, Soviet films were not as
commercially successful abroad as the Soviets wanted them to be. The impressive

cinematography and exquisite montage of these Soviet films seemed not to interest

3 The film was prohibited bewse of its' 'romanticization of criminal world'. See the censor's

review in:Po tu storonu ulitsyGFF, d. 269.
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wider audieges. The German public mostly enjoyed the documentary nature of
Soviet fil ms, -passy cah od phyyi ssicchleo gSitsucdhi e 6 e mb c
and the choice of actof4Soviet films were considered to be unique for their direct

reflection of reality, eve if they were based on fictional scripts. Often, the German

audiences were interested more in the Soviet settings of the film than its content.

For instance, théichtbild-Bihner e vi ew of EvgeniMySdher vi ak
(1928, Evgenii Cherviakowrig. Moi Syn; Das Kind des Anderamthe German

release, the film that Asta Nielsen considered to be the best in the season of 1929)
praises the documentasyt yl e sequences that depict the
any mention of the Epsteinian lyricism ofitkk mast er pi ece of 60 E
c i n e ma éhe ¢xpressiam gf the Cherviakseholar Petr Bagrow:

Und bei unserer Neugier fur Alles, was die Realitat dieses uns so
benachbarten und uns doch so weltfernen SeRijsslands angeht,

ist es schon etwasregend flr uns, zu sehen, wie das Leben heute
durch Leningrads Strassen pulst, wie seine Wohnungen aussehen,

seine Standesamter, seine Kinderheime und... seine Feu&wehr.

4. The development and distribution activity of private Soviet film

companies.

The fast development of film production under the management of Sovkino
resulted in a noticeable reduction in the number of foreign films on the market.
The years of Goskino, by contrast, remained the most prosperous period of the
distribution and theaception of German silent cinema in the Soviet Union. But
who started the distribution of German films in Soviet Russia in 1922? What

criteria guided their selection of films? What was their attitude to each other? In

54Rolf Aurich, and Wolfgang Jacobsen, ed&irt Pinthus. FilmpublizisMinchen, 2008), p. 225.

% pPetr Bagroy O &vgenii Cherviakove: Rezhis i or ek zi st glskisshio&ihod,nogo ki no
2010, pp105-106.

%6 Fi |l mbesprechung: |ichtsildBhne® 19d%rmEp. Ander end,
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order to answer these questions wedna@efly to outline the distribution activity

of Soviet firms between 1922 and 192%n aspect of this history that has yet to
be adequately explored by scholars. Numerous distribution companies like Kino
Moskva, Sevzapkino and Fakel established the bietiveen the German sellers
and the Soviet cinemas, and were responsible for introducing the key films of the
Weimar Republic to Soviet audiences.

Kino-Moskva was the most active and powerful organisation that worked
in the distribution of foreign film. The company, according to a reporKino,
was formed in 1918 from the Moscdvased film section and the former film
theatres of Narkompré8.Unt i | the early 1920s it provi
films. With the beginning of the NEP the companyfatgd from a lack of funds,
and for this reason, earlier than any other film company, sedtclo the
Ok hoczhreats6 principle and started to char ge
the same time Kindloskva began its foreign film purchases. First &fiaksent
its agents to Berlin where they entered into competition with Sevzapkino in
securing the most profitable offers from the Germaseiters®® The hed of the
company, M. lankolowh, went to Berlin early in 1922 where, according to reports
by Sewapkino agents, he bought a few films of the recentlygete companies
UFA and DeclaBioscop.

The main rival to KineMoskva, Sevzapkino, the biggest distribution
company in the nortivestern region of the country, with its heaffice in
Leningrad and amwfficial branch in Moscow, sent its agents S. Mintus and M.
Markus to Berlin and Riga. The surviving correspondence between M. Markus and
the Sevzapkino administration sheds light on the difficulties in the purchase of
foreign film between 1922 and 192Mloreover, it reveals the atmosphere of
secrecy that surrounded the first contracts with foreign partners. This atmosphere

i's evident, for Il nstance, i n-M&skvazapki no

67Kino, 1,1922, p. 34.

68 TSGALI, F 83, op.1, edkhr. 25, 1. 9, Il. 2930. In his letter from 5 November 1922arkus
discusses the activity of the Kifdoskva agents and suggests that the administration prevent
Kino-Moskva from bringing new films to Soviet Russia, turning to the Soviet Ministry of Foreign
Trade.
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agents, who worked faster and more efficiently. The ageets responsible for
the investigation of foreign film markets and the search for better offers from re
sellers, as well as being responsible for maintaining full expertise in relation to the
German film repertoire. As becomes evident from the correspoadsstween
Markus and the Sevzapkino administration, bureaucracy and the lack of a clear
strategy for film selection prevented Sevzapkino from becoming a leader in Soviet
film distribution. Sevzapkino demanded from the agents cheaper, second rate
films, while Kino-Moskva and Fakel bought only baffice hits. In his letters
Markus turned to the administration with suggestions of various new films, such
as Sodom und Gomorrh§l922, Mihaly Kertész)and Lucrezia Borgia(1922,
Richard Oswald)i flmsthat,hec | ai med, woul d &éi mmedi ately
our distri but iMoskva manbigediebuyaehe copiksiofrihese films
faster than Markuseceivedan agreement from Sevzapkino. Among the films that
he suggestedvere Infamie (1922, Emil Waldmann® which Markus called a
doevikthat is similar toMlabuséi Fraulein Julie(1921, Felix Basch) with Asta
Nielsen, whose films Markus particularly recommended for purchaseDend
starkere Mach{1920, Emil Waldmann) produced by Dersfeim.®® For the 192
and 1924 seasons Marcus recommended a f e\
abroad, mainly adaptations of Russian literature Rlaskolnikow(1923,Robert
Wieng, Die Macht der Fnsternis(1923, Conrad Wiene)ruhlingsfluten(1924,
Nikolai Malikov) ard Taras Bulba(1924, Vladimir Strizhevskii). Most of his
offers were turned down by the administration. Still, Markus did buy a few films
for Sevzapkino from the Viennese companies Mondiadl TerraFilm, as well as
from the Berlinbased Decla and Dem&8m. Moreover, Sevzapkino was the first
Soviet company to sell two new Soviet films to the Germans (Aleksandr
Pantelev 6Ssk o r b 6 b e sridGhndeteoretskaoth £922)°

In 1922 the activity of Sevzapkino and Kiwoskva in Europe was

supported by thee-seller Arved Shnebakh (accordingkmo, the representative

8 Other Asta Nielsen films that were recommendedvbg r k us who dpersonally wq
approved Hamlet(hdl SvenrGadeHeinz Schall)Per Abstur1922 Ludwig Wolff)
andBrigantenrachg1922,Reinhard Bruck TSGALI, E 83, op.1, edkhr. 25, 1. 123

OKino, 1, 1922, p. 34.
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of the International Trade Agency in Riga, and later the head of theMm@ k v a 6 s
Berlin department) who helped them with therchaseof German and Italian
films.” The contacts of the digitution companies with the Vienna and Berlin
branches of the Soviet Trade Mission also supported Soviet film activity abroad.
Willi Miinzenberg, an activist for the Communist Party of Germany and the
founder of I1AH, assisted the state organisations wittptitrehase of the cheapest
German films and with subsidies from Europeaneftg organisations. In 1923

Sevzapkino changed its distribution policy and sent the following letter to Markus:

Donodt | oosen your gri p, keep purchasi
Miinzenbeg. Bear in mind the avalanche of foreign films that were
acquired by KineMoskva, Fakel and others spoiled the audience
heavily. It means that we have to be extremely careful with the

selection of films, preferring quality to quantiy.

The directive tobuy more expensive films, coming from the conservative
administration of Sevzapkino, shows that in 1923 the film tastes of the Soviet
audience had already changed considerably. People were no longer satisfied with
cheap, mediocre productions, instead daitay branenew European films.

Regular filmgoers had established their preferences for film genres, actors and
directors. In 1924 Austrian film went out of fashion and the Soviet distribution
companies stopped purchasing it. As Markus reports in onésdetters, the

Soviets now preferred films with big stars such as Conrad Veidt, Emil Jannings,

Edith Posca, Werner Krauss, Henny Porten, Asta Nielsen and Harry Liedtke, who
became the Sovietsd new favourites, repl

Alfred Haase, Hella Moja and Albert Bassermann.

1 bid. There is ertain confusion over who Shnebakh was and where he worked, as different
sources provide contradictory information. His name is mentioned in several letters bys Marku
(who is also confused as ttni&bakh is) to Sevzapkino. See TSGALIBB, op.1, ed.khr. 25 |

19: Markus mentions thattfBebakh provided Kindoskva with a credit of 20,000 000 dollars.
2TSGALI, F. 83, op.1, ed. khr. 25, |. 66.
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The company Fakel, in November 1921, emerged from the circle of theatre
directors, heads of museums, publishing houses and film departments. It
immediately started to target the purchase and distributidorefn films with
plans to accumulate funds and launch its own productions. The company planned
to produce three highuality films a year with the participation of international
stars like Diana Karenn, with the intention of marketing these films abhoad.
1922 Fakel had already signed contracts with German companies that supplied it
with films for distribution: HarryPielFilm, RichardOswald Film, and Deulig,
which was funded by the industrialist Hugo Stinnes. Fakel was announced as the
exclusive distbutor of their films in Soviet Russia. The main focus of the
company was buying films o6o0of instruct.i
(that could be successfully marketed), criminal seriesfarfiklarungsfilme.

Another agent who was in Berlin 1922 was Moissei Aleinikov, the head

ona

of the company Rus 6Kino, Aleirckovrwdnted tg estaldisha r ep or

connections with German partners in order to start the production of Soviet films
and to distribute them in Europe. The hopesterfuture success of Soviet films
abroad were encouraged by positive reviews of the Ribtikushka {919/1922,

Alexandr Sanin}that, according t&ino, was compared by German critics to the

productions of Swenskia i | m. I n 1924 Rus 0c¢tionvahdiac h was

distribution company, was reorganised into an influential private company

MezhrabporlRus 6 t hat worked with the support

boast exclusive connections with European leftist organisations.

The company Elirzadorozimyi was the first private Soviet film firm. It
entered the film market in October 192#ter the other companies had already
announced their seasonal acquisitions of foreign fllne company was supposed
to re-purchase distribution rights and film copfesm the primary distributors and
then to market these films in the sowthstern regions of the Soviet Union. This
strategy allowed it to purchase films that had already passed censorship and had
proved to be commercially successful. In the future timepamy planned to open
its own production studio in Riga. Finally, another new company opened in 1922

was Ekran, which specialized in film series. By October 1922 Ekran had purchased
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a few films with Mia May and had started to exhibit them in central ciséfma
Soviet distribution companies had varying priorities in film genres. ffloskva
I mported popular adventures and sensatioc
distributed highly fashionable costume films with preeminent German stars, Ekran
specialized inseries, while Sevzapkino purchased films in bundles from the
smaller European companies, mixing them with occasionablfae hits.

While commenting on the genres and themes of the German films that were
preferred by the Soviet distributors of thelgd©20s, it is important to note that
the continuous presence of particular film types in the Soviet market was
determined by the distribution patterns dictated by the German market, rather than
by the personal choices of the agents. The Soviet distréobitad to adapt to
German sales and marketing strategies. First of all, this meant adjusting to the
Monopolfilmsystem that was used in the Weimar Republic in the late 1910s. As
Rudmer Canjels arguedjonopolfilm referred to a scheme of distribution and
trading rather than to the content of filldd. t was t he producerso
to a single distributor exclusive rights to selected films. Mobaopolfilm-system,
writes Canjels, focused on expensive, multigel feature films centred around a
partiu | ar star | i ke Asta Nielsen or Lya Mar
the expression of Canjels, who explored the distribution of films focused around a
star persona] was supported by Soviet distributors in the advertising of the first
wave of filmsthat arrived in 1922° For example, in October 1922 Sevzapkino
advertised its exclusive distribution of films featuring Hella Moja, Albert
Bassermann and othesThe German resellers often negotiated big contracts
with Soviet distributors, offering thembundle of films or a continuirfgerienfilm

with a particular star. Among these films were big series Bkennendes

31n 1924 the Leningratbased company Kin8ever joined the group of the main foreign film

distributors. The cormgmy bought and rsubmitted to the censorship organs the revised and re

edited copies of many already successful films (I
films). See the surviving Glavrepertkom register cards in the collection of Gosfitchofo

7% Rudmer CanjelsDistributing Silent Film Serials: Local Forms, Cultural Transformation

(London: Routledge, 2011), pp.25.

S bid., p. 25.

6Kino, 1, 1922, n.p. [advertising materials].
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Meer/Sterbende Volkefl922 Robert Reinejt and Joe -patdDgeds ei gh
Herrin der Welt(1919 Joe May, as well as films such a&ritas Vincit(1918 Joe
May) and Das indische Grabmal(1921, Joe May.”” Soviet distribution
experienced a trend toward such productions around 1923, after which the
di stributors gr adu adl &lgrge budget fimhsehdmetthat 6 Gr o C
was introducedh the Weimar Republic in the early 1920s.

While German filmmakers were capable of tailoring the content of their
films to the tastes of particular audiences, Soviet distributors in 1922 did not have
clear ideas of what kind of film® buy. Inhisesay 6 QG okniankohr aBer | i na
(6About the film quarters of SBvetskbei nd) pu
Kino,theBerinbased reporter Roman Gul 6 writes 38
of cinema in Berlin which composed their repertoire accordingeahkhss and

tastes of their respective visitors. First of all, he mentions cinemas methe

Westerd 6f i Il m templesd where the bourgeoi sie
American animated films and salon dr amas
wonderful y i mper sonated by VIadimir Gaidarov
was best known i n Sovi eDie Hetis der Welt. f or hi s

Olragodie der Liebe 6 wr i t es Gul 6, 6i s ®Bhewoskers er pi e c ¢
of Moabit, continues the jonalist, attend the new UFA cinema to watch adventure

films and comedies o6with the philosophy
endi ngs 6. Finally, h e describes t he Ci
Alexanderplatd 6t he ki ngdom of 0tthacopahealyimties ed peo

morning to show crime and detective fil m:

And what a public comes here! Bandits, burglars, pickpockets, with
or without girlfriends, besiege tiny cinemas. And, it should be said in

all sincerity, noother part of Berlin can boast such a stormy and busy

""TSGALI, F.83, op.1, ed.khr. 25, I. 21.

"8 Gaidarov, Mia Mayand Emil Jannings were the main stars of this tpase film that was also

enjoyed by the Soviet audi enc eSovéskiRdbranald255ul 6, 060 k
1925, p. 13.
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film |ife as her e.likemovdble greedy, nemads wi nd

continuous crowds examining the photos of Harry Piel.

All the listed types of films that aimed, in the opinion of the author, ab#rean
bourgeoisie, proletarians and criminals, were eagerly purchased by the Soviets in
the early 1920s, despite the ideologically unsuitable content. However, where in
Germany film genres were stratified according to social and class division, i.e.
films were made to target particular demographic groups, in Soviet Russia this
system did not work. The film companies purchased and imported a combination
of all the available film genres, which resulted in a rather chaotic structure of film
repertoires. The BPmen in Moscow and Leningrad were able to watch film
programmes composed of the films enjoyed
and underclass. A random selection of salon dramas, American animations, the
crime films of Harry Piel, adventure films ansdmedies were exhibited in all of
the central cinemas of Moscow and Lening
had their own, restricted, repertoire. Nevertheless, this too was mostly composed
of films of the aforementioned genres.

Between 1922 and 19250se distribution companies that were-$eifded
or based on only limited private investments experienced various difficulties.
Given their irregular income, as well as inflated prices and heavy taxation, the new
German films were hardly affordable. Geomcinema of this period was at the
peak of its popularity: Expressionist settings and costumes became a distinctive
characteristic of the particular German style of filmmaking, and the prices of
quality German films grew quickly, though not as quicklytesprice of the prints
themselves. But it was the licensing féder permission to distribute a film in a
given country or regioin that were the main financial concern for the Soviet film
companies. In 1923924, the average price of a distributiorefice for the Soviet
re-sellers was 2,008,000 dollas per film, according to iteength, quality and

public succes®’ In an interview withLichtbild-Biihnein August 192 the head of

®1bid.
80TSGALI, f. 83, op.1, ed. khr. 86, I. 7.
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Rus 6, Monikaev,sadthatahle leigh licensing and rental costeee main
obstacles in the way of good deals between private Sowrmapanies and the
Germans. Alaikov suggests that the foreign film agents must try to meet the
needs of a developing Russian market that still cannot invest in expensive film
purchasé! The situation around the high licensing fees explains why the majority
of the German films that were brought to Soviet Russia in this period were often
from as long ago as 1914, and why the censors sometimes had to reject already
purchased films becausé the unsatisfactory technical condition of a print: the
film agents frequently relied on cheap, loprality copies of oubf-season films
hoping that they would, nevertheless, make a profit in the-dthrved Soviet
provinces.

An alternative strategy gdrivate film companies under the NEP was to
purchase the distribution rights for relatively new films which had already proved
to be successful in other countries. Prior to a deal being struck, the foreign critical
reviews, film advertisements, scenariand financial reports were carefully
studied, in order to guarantee successful distribution. Such films could become
profitable, although committing to a contract that involved new films was a risky
undertaking. The prdistribution procedure required cemship approval of each
fil m. I n the early 1920s this was conduc
intertitles, several copies of which had to be submitted in Russian to a regional
censorship board. Quite often films were rejected at this early stageder to
avoid such situations, the distributors could undertake preliminagditimg of
films that would tailor them to the tastes of the Soviet audience and remove any
controversial Obour ge o i-maile atdrnativeeversia . Som
for regional release, with a different ending or even different plot lines, would be
cut by the sellers for distributors who aimed to capture audience preferences or to
avoid the censorship filters. Most foreign films (for example, American ones)
came to tk Soviet Union through Berlin already-edited or shortened after

passing German censorship.

816 Ne u e We g le a hiahtbilRBlbkne vol. 15, no. 35 (26 August), 1922, p. 28.
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Other risks, besides the possibility of rejection by the censors, included the
forced reediting prescribed by the censorship organs after examination, and the
consequent reduction in film length, which would inevitably affect the market
value of a print. Above all, there was no guarantee, even for a successful film, of
equal popularity or demand in the Soviet context. The tastes of the German and
the Soviet film adiences were different. For instanPelikushka the first Soviet
film that was successfully marketed abroad, became-affice hit in the Weimar
Republic in 1922, while receiving rather modest reviews in its country of origin.

Due to the cheaper ratef the distribution licenses, old films which were
unwanted in their country of release often had a prolonged screen life for years in
di stant regions of Europe. According to |
films that were screened in Soviet am&s in the early 1920s were out of season
in the Weimar Republic and other European coun¥fiédany of them were
originally released before 1922, some even in theyaieyears. Examples include
popular films with such established stars of the Germaresae Asta Nielsen,

Ossi Oswalda and Henny Porten. For instance, in the period between 1922 and
1924 many imported German films had an original release date between 1913 and
1917Among t hem we rDie Sufnadettgt913C iAo Gayl Joe

Ma y Wisich Detektiv wurd€1914 Joe May, Der Tod des Andergii915/1917

Willy Zein), Der Fall Rosentop{1916/1917 Ernst LubitschandDer Schirm mit

dem Schwai{1916 Rudolf Biebrach® From 1925 the number of the pt817
productions among the films choden distribution in the Soviet Union gradually
decreased However, the older films of directors who had already gained
popularity in the Soviet Unionh for instance, Fritz Lang or Joe Maycontinued

to be imported until the late 1920s; the popularity addar ect or 6 s name
compensated for the quality of the print and, despite everything, attracted cinema

goers.

82Egorova, pp. 38387.
83|bid.
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5. The problem of the first German films in the Soviet market

Another question that yet has to receive an accurate answer in scholarship is t
of which German films were brought to Soviet Russia first. Despite the growing
availability of the newlyfound archival materials and documents about the early
years of SovietGerman relations, it is difficult to find a definite answer to this
question particularly when it is taken into account that several Soviet companies
worked simultaneously on the German market in the early 190s0ver,
distribution rights for films could be purchased in advance and announced in the
media, but the actual filrprints could incur considerable delay in being sent to
Russia.

Film historians suggest different hypotheses, whilst agreeing that no
purchase of German films was made before
lists about 36 German films that were distited in the Soviet Union throughout
1922% Among them Egor o\DaMabusendei Spialaseveral n g 0 s
films of Friedrich Zelnik, films of Adolf Gartner and of other popular directors.

The 1922 periodicals announce the beginning of the distibbofiGerman
motion pictures in Soviet Russia. For instance, the Soviet newspasstia
notified readers that 6no | at-€inemd han 8
Committee that concluded a treaty with a syndicate of the German film companies
receivedt he fir st | o% Therdis afpobtished geoourtt of Annopen 6
screening of the filnbas indische Grabmaih Petrograd in the Soviet newspapers
around the same tinf¥é.The journalKino started to publish regular advertising

8%0ksana Bulgakowa classified films from Egorovads
import in: Oksana Bulgakowad.,Die ungewothnlichen Abenteudes Dr Mabuse im Land der
BolschewikiBerlin: Freunde der deutschen Kinemathek, 1995), p-2231

85|zvestia 68, March 26, 1922, p. 5.

86 According to the reviews in the newspapkngesiia and Pravda 6t he public screeni
German filmDas indsche Grabmaby Lang(sic! i N. P.)took place onthe3of Mar chdé. See:
Letopi sd r os s-l93%pk 4D Thesd reviews:conthi & rBistake: the director of the

film was Joe May; Fritz Lang, (along with Thea von Harbou) worked on the scrthedfim.
Egorovads cat al obasiadische @rabmamong the &armén dilms that were

distributed in the Soviet Union.
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materials with the ties of films according to the distribution companies and the
screening schedules for various cinemas. In September 1922 the German film
newspapeiLichtbild-Bihne announced that the German company Defiliss
offered the distribution rights f@as Cabinetles Dr Caligarifor various Eastern
European countries including RSFSR. Yet, the film only reached Soviet cinemas
at the beginning of 1923.

The first critical responses to German films start to appear towards the end
of the 1922, when the first impodefilms entered the film programmes of
Petrograd and Moscow. As noted by Kristin Thompson, in the German context the
first reports about the transactions between the Germans and the Soviets appear in
Lichtbild-Biihne in the summer of 192%. According to Lichtbild-Biihné s
advertising materials and the regularly j
Gregory Rabinovich, an agent of the Soviet company Fakel, bought the
di stribution ri ght s LatdyoHamliorc(102lr Richatds wal d 6 s
Oswald)in Juneof the same yed&P This note is the first documented account of a
German film being openly purchased for distribution by a Soviet agedly
Hamiltonwas advertised by Fakel on 22 Octobe
rel eased by opmr odioutnr iOlwtridomd (thhe phras
6Sovietd and refers to the first film di:
first new boevikthat entered Soviet distribution in the 1920s. By October 1922
Sevzapkino had already released a @doler German films, for instanceéjogen
des Schicksalgl918, Joe May). The October repertoire contained such German
fil ms as DitaGeheignisBe deslZibksis Bafd2Q Harry Pie), three
parts of the adventure film starring Ellen Richdée Akenteuerin von Monte Carlo
(1921, Adolf Gartner)Madame Récamier. Des grof3en Talma letzte L{@&B20,
Joseph Delmont), two parts Bfe Hafenlorg(1921, Wolfgang Neff) anBer Herr
der Bestien(1921, Ernst Wendf This short list presents some exampléthe
type of German production that would dominate the Soviet distribution market in

the following years: adventure films, salon melodramas, circus stories, costume

8" Thompson, p. 30.
8o6Was di e 0 LiehBiid-Behnezvdl.15, 2761, July 1922, p. 29.
89See advertising matel&in Kino, 1, 1922, n.p.
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and historical films, episodes from the life of Napoleon, serials, the criminal films
of Harry Piel, films with Conrad Veidt and Liane Haid.

Later editions oLichtbild-Bihneannounced a package of films from the
Anglo-American FilmExport Company (a small German distribution firm) that
was expected to be brought to the Soviet Union. Ambamtwere such films as
Ernst L CaymehanccSurdwsun(1918 and 1920, respectivelyanina
(1922, Arthur von GerlachPer Golemby Carl Boese F. W. Sohlon a u 6 s
Vogelod (1921, F.W.Murnau), which waghe first cinema role of # Russian
actress Qja ChekhovaDer goldene Se@ 919, Fritz Lang), which was the Part 1
ofLangos ad\Despinman(2919) Del mide Tod1921 Fritz Lang
and both parts dbr Mabuse, der Spiele¥ All these films, includindd>r Mabuse
which is mistakenly markeshi Egor ovads catalogue as a fi
from 1922, entered Soviet film programmes no earlier than winter 1923.

Yuri Tsivian mentionsDr Mabuse, der Spieleas the first Expressionist
film that was brought to Soviet Rus$faDr Mabuseprobaby reached cinemas
together with the other films of the Anghimerican FilmExport Company only
in 1923. Although it might not be inaccurate chronologically to consider it to be
the first OExpressionistodd and froughtst <char @
to Soviet Russia after 1920, Tsivianods s
terminology. As Thomas EIl saesser points
Republic is often, but wr ¥Tfhgtepatesalernt i fi e
thedefni ti on of the term O6Expressionist fil

definitive monographs on Weimar cinema by Siegfried Kracauer and Lotte H.

% For instance, the Russian poet Mikhail Kuzmin who was known as an admirer of German
Expressionist cinema, attended a screenifgrdflabusefor the first time in January 1923, about

which he left a note in his diary. Later djagntries contain information on the first screenings of

Dr Caligari held in Petrograd on 12 February and 2 March 1928.e : [ Mi khai l Kuzminos
1921-:1924 (RGALI, f.232, op.1, ed.khr. 5, 9, 60, 61, 62).
“vuri Tsi vi an, 6 Cal i g a rutschei Expressiorsmzs nudd die Bewjetisctiee

Fi | mk u IDte wnrgdndhnlichen Abenteuer des Dr Mabuse im Land der Bolschediliy
OksanaBulgakowa(Berlin: Freunde der deutschen Kinemathek, 1995), p. 169.

92Thomas ElsaesseWeimar Cinema and After: Gemany 6 s Hi st o(tohdoradnd | magi nar
New York: Routledge, 2000p,. 3.
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Eisner were published in 1947 and 1952 respectively. Although these works extend

the | abel Otd& alrpost els Gernmam filns pradluction of the 1920s,

recent studies make an attempt to redefine the term according either to the common
stylistic attributes of the films or to

movement of ExpressionistA Thereforethe question of whether it is possible to

classify Langds film as an Expressioni s
monograph on Fritz Lang, argues that oit
been read into t he®Moredvenin hehlater articlessshei nt e n d e

excluded almost everything from her list of the Expressionist films, limiting it only

to three revealing examplesDas Cabinet des Dr Caligari Das
Wachsfigurenkabine{.924, Paul Leni) andon Morgens bis Mitternach{d920,

Karlheinz Martin)®*1 f we accepted Eisneros | ist as
film in Soviet Russia would bbBas Cabinet des Dr Caligaii a film that reached

Soviet film programmes later thddr Mabuse about six months after the first

purchases ohie German films were made by Soviet agents.

On the other hand, if the term OExpre
sense, as a stylistic indication of a 0s]l
(B®l a Bal 8zs ) mant iodradegtmmet ib moeccentricset
designs' (Werner Sudendorf), then the stylized films of Richard Oswald, Joe May,

Ernst Lubitsch or Max Mack that were imported earlier than Dr Mabu$gr or
Caligari can be considered to be the first films through whilch Expressionism
was introduced to Soviet audiences (although, as Thomas Elsaesser points out,

these are not traditionally associated with the Expressionist cla$sics).

9% See the aforementioned monograph by Thomas Elsaesser; as well as Dietrich Schneunemann,
6Activating the Differences: E x pBExmessonigFitmi st Fi | m &
New perspectivegd. by D. Schneunemann (London: Boydell&Brewer, 2003)

9 Lotte H. EisnerFritz Lang(New York: Oxford UP, 1977), 38f.

SLotte H. Ei sner, o6Der EinfluC des expressionist
ilme der zwanzige J a hRars-8erlin:i19061933(Munich: Prestel, 1979), p. 270.

% See: Béla Balazs, 'Die Selbstironie des Films'Sahriften zum Filmvol. 1, ed. Helmut H.

Diederichs (Munchen: Hanser, 1982), p. 211; Werner Sudendorf, 'Expressionism and Film: the

Testament of Dr Caligari', iExpressionism Reassessed, by Shulamith Behr, David Fanning

and Douglas Jarman (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1994), p. 92; Elsaesser, p. 18.
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The first major productions of the German film studios appeared on the
Soviet screenin late 1922, and some of them remained in distribution for many
years after. Until late 1923 the Soviet audiences enjoyed versions that were
received in the original length, or close to it. Some prints weredited in
Germany. However, in the followgnyears, the prints purchased earlier underwent
severe readiting in the Soviet Union. For example, the poet Mikhail Kuzmin, who
watchedDas indische Grabmdbr the first time in March 1923, left the following
note in his diary after watching it again tla reedited version, on 24 June 1924
6lt was cut so badly that not only the m
cinematographic® minutes vanished. 0

An even more dramatic fate was experienced by the costume. aqbyc
Hamilton This eightreetlong historical drama, originally released in 1921, was
so successful in the Soviet Union that, according to the censorship protocols of
Glavrepertkom that rexamined the film in 1927, it was still being projected in
cinemas after five years of usecirculated in several copies under the titlagy
Hamiltonori after reeditingi TheLady and the Lordsand during the 1920s was
repeatedly resubmitted for censorship approval by various film companies that
owned the prints of the film, including MembpomR u sIr1927, however, the
film was banned due to i $®Amoeguhed®ost oOnat i
censorship documents of Glavrepertkom are the protocols of the viewliraglpf

Hamiltonundertaken by the censors, with a description of thiegmd the abrupt

“Mi khail Kuz mi nGist ed9 2bdy : d i Mirkyh Kizhin TRkait gaarzi,t ed M.,
Kinovedcheskie zapiski3, 1992, p. 80.

%t is possible that the sudden rejection of a film about British history was one of the results of the
complication and the final rupture of SowvRtitish relations after 1924. The scandal around
&inovievds Letterd, the Partybds involvement with
Arcos Affair in 1927 (the raid of the British authorities on the principal body of ARgissian

trade in London that was suspected in espionbggkjo a braking of trade agreements between

the two countries until October 1929. See: Stephanie S. Sal@reat, Britain, Germany and the

Soviet Union: Rapallo and After, 192834, Vol.29 Royal Historical Society Studies in History

(London: Boydell Press, 2013p. 8085; Alastair KochoWilliams ThéSoviet Union and the

British General Strikel 9 2 @G BIHG Annual Conferencé&Jniversity of Ulster (2008)
<http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/11524/> [accessed 2 July 2015]
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concl usi on t hat the film is not hing bu

pornographyo:

From the political point of view the film is counterrevolutionary and
chauvinist because it poeticizes the heroic nature of the English
admiralwhovas f i ghti ng against revolutionary

to ban the film.

[.]

The film can be accepted only if it is thoroughly reedffed.

A later protocol contains comments on thedited version of the film:

Af t ecedidotrien g d s u cim parionlar ffutilisy withrthe a n d
intertitles and the frames can be added to the previous reasons for
banning, that it is not possible to talk about the film as a monolithic

piece anymore. Thatodos why'®t he film shoul

Nevertheless, thipopular film was later returned to distribution in an altered

version and continued to be shown in provincial cinemas until the early 1930s. The
success of.ady Hamiltonmade the Austrian director Richard Oswald and the

leading actors Liane Haid, Conradideand Werner Krauss the most popular and
recognisable film personas in the Soviet Union. The popularity of German stars
continued to rise as more films with these actors were purchased for distribution

in the country in the following years. Richard Ostvéls O6enl i ght enment
(Aufklarungsfilme)vere among the most in demand amongst Soviet distributors.

The success of the Conrad Veidt films, suctDas indische Grabmabr Das

Cabinetdes Dr Caligari,made the actor, perhaps, the most popular German sta

BLedi G aGRF, 0.480 n ,
100|hd.
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in the Soviet Uniod®! Liane Haid, a relatively unknown Viennese actress whose

fame began after the success of Oswal dos

the role of Emma Lyon that even the censor of Glavrepertkom refers to her not by

her name butdny as o6Lady Hamiltondé in the prot

devoted to the acting method of Werner Krauss, one of the favourite actors of

Soviet cinephiles, was pdblished by Teaki
The next of Oswal déaemdpuldritysthe Sodet enj oy e

Union wasLucrezia Borgiai another historical epic that featured the acting duo

of Liane Haid and Conrad Veidt, and that was simildtady Hamiltonin genre,

style and content.ucrezia Borgiawhich was perceived by Soviet audien as a

sequel toLady Hamilton since it starred the same duo of Haid and Veidt, was

released in Germany in 1922 and was imported to the Soviet Union less than a year

later, immediately aftdrady Hamiltorhad proven to be a bedffice success. The

original eleven reels of the film were purchased in two copies and, after severe re

editing that compressed the events of the original two parts into one, it was shown

in the Soviet Union in 10 reet83 The reediting, which was often undertaken by

the represeatives of the film companies in the country of purchase in order to

diminish the cost of transportation, irreversibly affected the quality of the film. The

first censorship note on Oswaldoés film s;

The film is rather confusing because a single epigdemposed of
the original two parts. However, in general it could be allowed,

though the mores of the Borgia family are not sufficiently reveldfed.

101The populaity of Veidt in the Soviet Union is reflected in numerous discussions and reviews in

the Soviet press and the two special editions of
acting method: A. Abramozonrad Veid{MoskvaLeningad: Teakinopechaé |, 1 9shaktin ; Kon
Derzhavin,Conrad Veid{Leningrad: Teakinpechat' 1926).

102 Boris Mazing,Werner KrausgLeningradMoskva: Teakinopechat', 1928)

103 |_ukretsia BordzhiiaGFF, d. 189

1041bid.; Horst Claus, [programme notesliocrezia Borgi, in Le Gornate del Cinema Muto:-4

11 Ottobre 2014, 33rd Pordenone Silent Film Festival. CataldgaeCineteca del Friuli, 2014),

p. 177179.
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In 1926 another copy of the film was submitted to the censorship committee by
MezhrabporiRu s 6 .  Jthat were tett [y the censors are a graphic example
of the usual attitude of the later censors to those forgotten first German films that

came into distribution in the early 1920s:

Several years ago this film was shown in our cinemas. It is
incomprehesnible why it was necessary to retrieve it from the
archive. Moreover, the copy is rather wamat and in such a

severelyshortened variant that is not really usate.

Some of the German films that entered Soviet distribution in 1922 and 1923 had
a dramat fate. However, badly redited, often shortened, the films stayed in the
memory of the audience for years, since they were the first foreign films that
appeared in the country after the Revolution. References to these films can be
found in later Soviefilms, 1920s literature and newspaper pamphlets. These films
became an integral part of urban Soviet life and survived in the visual culture of
Soviet citizens. For them, these films gave a vivid example of a distinctively
German film style and way of ang. Some of the films had an extremely long
screen life. Complex, largecale productions likeucrezia Borgiawere still able

to captivate the public even at the end of the 1920s, whether by their sophisticated

scripts, or by the historical costumes anel dramatic oldashioned acting.

6. Filmland Friedrichstrasse: Soviet film dealers in Berlin

Many of the Soviet film distribution companies that operated between 1922 and
1924 opened official branches and trade centres abroad. The most popular
destination for Soviet film agents was Friedrichstrasse in Berlin. The trade
representatives were responsible for establishing connections with foreign firms

as well as for the selection of films for Soviet release. In her popular brochure on

105] ykretsia Bordzhiig GFF, d. 189
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German cinemthat was publishedin 1930y Teaki nopec Handé ,

described the atmosphere of Friedrichstrasse in the 1920s:

Behind the Leipzigstrasse another world begins... Production offices,
distribution firms, laboratories, photo equipment, film &toc
publishing houses, film clubs, film cafés. A city in the city where a
knitting shop is seen as an alien element and its premises will be

sooner or later outhitf®

The author, who worked in Berlin as a journalist during the 1920s, writes with both
fascnation and scepticism about the dynamics of the German film market: even as
early as 1920 about 600 cinemmsated companies were registered in Berlin, and
their number was growing annuatfif. The attentiveness with which the Soviets
observed the dynamidin life of Berlin in the years of the reconstruction of their
own film industry can be explained by their desire to take the German film industry
as a model industry for the Soviet Union, whilst avoiding the mistakes and the
excesses of the capitalist apach to filmmaking. The growth of the German film
infrastructure, which was based on private business initiative and the principle of
free market competition, was an inspiring example for the Soviet Union under the
NEP. But rather than being just a patttrrollow, it suggested a way of learning
about the effective mechanisms of the foreign market while the Weimar Republic
established itself as a major partner iimfimport for the Soviets. Fdil and 6 s
brochure was one of several overviews of the WeineapRu b | i ¢ 6s f i | m
were published in Russian during the 19883 he persistent interest in the ways

in which Weimar Germany achieved such overwhelming success in film

production was triggered by the desire of Soviet cinema to improve its own

106Fridland, p. 7.

107 Jangirov,Raby Nemoga. 26.

108 See the brochures by V. ErofeaN. Lebedev, and other¥ladimir Erofeev,Kino-industria

Germanii (Moskva: Kinopechat', 1926); Nikolai Nikolaevich LebedeRo germanskoi
kinematografiiMoskva: KinaMoskvag 1924); NikolaiAnoshchenkoKino v GermaniiMoskva:

Kinopechat', 1927)

Nade

ndt
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postion in the international market. The German film industry was perceived by

the Soviets as flourishing and financially secure. However, it did not avoid

constant criticism: the dictatorship of commercial interest and opportunistic
compliance with the lownatst es of t he oOphilistined audi
the inevitable consequences of Obourgeoi
were said to be suffering from ideological inconsistéintdye result of an overly

rapid speed of productionthatoe n af f e c t amd qualityfIm Herragsay, st y | e
Fridland describes the German film quota system that was used from 1925. This

new system was supposed to encourage the creation of German national cinema,

at the same time balancing the invasion oéifgm production on the market. In the
commercialised worlaf Friedrichstrasse, argued #land, such a development

scheme, despite its seeming rationality and productiveness, led to the creation of

low-quality films:

There is a whole constellation of all) cheap German companies
created for these purposes [In order to meet the new requirement of
making a new German film for every purchased foreign filid.P.];

they are made in two days and burst like soap bubbles. They are given
some neutral, nenomrittal topics. [...] The film can be trashy, it can

be immediately sent in the remotest depths of the provinces or simply
be left on the shelf. The amount of money that was spent on it is

considered to be a licené®.

Another Soviet critic who wrote abotlte emigrant film community tells us that
poor quality quota films by Russian flmmakers from Friedrichstrasse were mainly
used as cover for illegal activity and he suspected that under the pretence of film

studios Russian emigrants kept brothels and gamiens:©

109 Fridland, p.10

110G, Antonovich <Karsovskip , Pisihaiz Berlina Za ekranon® Za svobodi, 15 May, 1923.
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Viktor Shklovsky, who lived in Berlin in 1922923 and was an observer
of the first commercial contacts between the Russians and the Germans on
Friedrichstrasse, wrote:

Film is a very strange article of trade. It can cost forty dollars or ten
thousand dollars, and the only distinguishing criterion is taste. So
they show you films in the offices... Usually, only the fourth act is
shown, and one can watch about ten thousand meters of such pieces
during the day. For the sake of speed the filnrigguted one and a
halftimes fastelt runs like an underground train, and you can hardly
read titles and advertisements. The owner sits next to you. A person
of an unknown nation who (as it often suddenly turns out) can speak
Russian and only hides And this human being who looks like an
aged clown from an old circus constantly goes into raptures over his

film in your ear and steps up the h&at.

This quotation from Shklovskyds memoirs
selection process. Firsf all, Shklovsky mentions the varying prices of prints of

similar quality and the confusion that the Soviet film agents experienced while
choosing a suitable film for purchase. Secondly, the selection process rarely allowed
thorough examination of filmavhich explains why incomplete or-eglited copies

were often sold to the Soviet Union and submitted to the censorship committee. An
image of a typical film reseller in a small film company on Friedrichstrasse is also
representative. Russian emigrantsBeirlin often worked in film production and
distribution and, as described by Rashit langirov, were also often involved in
business dealings between the Soviet Union and the Weimar RePéflese

people were interested in making profit and thus were pedpfor ideological

compr omi se: bel onging to 6ol d Russiad an

White ®migr®s they profiteered both from

Hyiji ktor Shkl ovsky, 60Mot al ka. O kinoremesl e. Kni z
Shklovsky,Za 60 let. Raboty o kingMoskva: Iskusstvo, 1985p, 41.

112|angiroy, p. 69.



70

the willingness of the Soviets to buy German films. At the same tihe, t

representatives of the Soviet private companies whose tasks were the selection and

purchase of films for the Soviet cinemas in Berlin, also belonged to the same

category of people who benefited from 6c:
Before Europe mcountered the Soviet film avagarde, with its collective

portrait of the new Soviet man as opposed to the clichéd, demonized figure of the

lone revolutionary from emigrant folklore, a new type of a Russian appeared in

Berlin. Joseph Roth wrote about $hiype:

Aus dem Trummern des zerstorten Kapitalismus steigt der neue
Burger hervor (nowij burjuj), der NegMan, der neue Handler und
der neue Industrielle. [...] Ausdem absoluten Nichts entstehen
Waren. Aus Hunger macht er Brot. Aus allEansterschiben macht

er Schaufenster. Eben ging er noch barfuBchon fahrt er in
Automobilen. [...] Er will nicht befehlen, er will nicht regieren, er
will nur erwerben. Und er erwirbt. Diese neue russische Bourgeoisie
bildet noch keineKlasse. Sie hat weder dieradition noch die
Stabilitéat, noch die Solidaritat einaozialen Klasse. Sie ist eine
dinne, lockere Schicht aus sehr beweglichen und sehr verschiedenen
Elementert!?

The relationship between Russians and Germans in the early 1920s was not binary

and suppsed at least three interacting parties: the Germans addtth#e o Ru s si as 0
i new Soviet Russia within the old geographical borders and an old pre
revolutionary, imperial Russia that had moved abroad. In the early 1920s a fourth,

mixed, category of Russiaesnerged in Germany: moving between the countries,

formally belonging to the Soviet Union but extensively building business
connections within the foreign and the Russian emigrant communities, willing to

make profit and adhering to western capitalist isieahey were a part of all three

contradictory worlds without properly belonging to any of them.

113Roth, pp. 1881L89.
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The enterprising agents of the Soviet private film firms, undoubtedly, were
related to this developing category of p
SoM et bourgeoi si ed. The film business at:t
film distribution under the NEP with its encouragement to establish financial
collaborations with western firms. After familiarizing themselves with the
European film scene many them, like Gregor Rabinovich, a film agent who
bought the rights td_ady Hamiltonfor Fakel in 1922, continued working
successfully on the European film scétfe.

On the other hand, the Soviet distribution market offered new opportunities
for Germanbasedfilm traders among the émigrés who were ready to work with
the Soviet agents. Some infamous figurke Paul Thiemann, Robert Perséii
Alexander Khanzhonkov were known for their activity in the Russian film
business before the Revolution. After leaviRgssia, they continued their film
affairs in other countries, including Germany, often in collaboration with Soviet
organi sations that tried to involve them
Russia and abrodd® For instance, throughout the eatl920s Paul Thiemann, a
member of a few film companies, floated between Paris, Nice and Berlin before
eventually getting involved in film distribution Berlin from 1923. Robert PerskKii
opened a Berlibased production company Metaspop in 1920 and lassted
with the foreign affairs of the Soviet company Kiktmskva. Also, Aleksandr
Khanzhonkov got involved in an international collective in Berlin called Ressija
Film (later Russofilm) in spring 1920. In the years of the raging popularity of the
so-called Russenfilmén Europe, Rossiilm aimed to support the production of
0 a ut h e ngylizeddRussiandilms, with an adequate cast and script, showing

real Russian landscapes. After his eventual return to the Soviet Union

114Gregor Rabinovich moved to Berlin in 1927 to work as a film producer for UFA. He worked on
the production of such successful films Bg&e Todesschleifd Arthur Robison, withNMerner
KraussandJenny Jugo, 928),Die wunderbare Lige der Nina Petrow(tdannsSchwarz, mit
Brigitte Helm, 1929)Manolescu Konig der Hochstaple¢Vviktor Tourjansky, mitwan
Mosjukin, Heinrich Georgeund Brigitte Helm, 1929) and others.

115 See the detailed description of theirigity abroad in: langirovRaby Nemogopp. 11-68;
Nataliia Nwsinova,'Kogda my v Rossiiu veiomsia...": Russkoe kinematograficheskoe zarubez'e,
19181939(Moskva: EisensteiTsentr, 2003), pp. 686.
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Khanzhonkov was invited to wio for such important companies as Fakel
Goskino and Proletkino, although the story of this collaboration ended
dramatically!t®

Probably one of the most intriguing figures of the new Russian film
bourgeoisie was Vladimir Vengerov (Wladimir Wengerow), #wterprising
creator of the International Film Consortium project. Around 1923 Vengerov came
up with the idea of the united European film syndicate and started publishing
appeals for t he-Hotr egtwwbod bAat talnefdamttio i
periodicds of Berlin. The project, called WESTI, was supposed to be implemented
with the financial support of the German industrialist Hugo Stinnes (WESTI
WengerowStinnes). The idea initially met with enthusiastic approval from the
Soviet government, mainly bagse of the expected financial benefits of the
collaboration with Stinnes, one of the richest people in Weimar Germany.
According to Vengerovds articles in the
aimed to fight the growing domination of the Americamshe international film
market through the creation of a large international network of studios and
cinemas. Initially, Vengerov conceived it as a Rus§i@mman project, with the
gradual involvement of other European countries such as France, whiotdente
the project from February 1925 when WESTI established financial and distributive
connections with Pathé. The Soviets, who initially welcomed the idea of the first
GermanSoviet collaboration in production (between Goskino, Vosteikm and
Berlin-basedKommediaFilm), became suspicious of the project launched by a
Russian emigrant when Stinnes died in 1
Expansion of the American Film I ndustry
6snuffling pacifibsurgeoadsheeddingsthel by t h
Sovi et critic refers to an interesting i
appeals that appeared in the Russian émigré press, did indeed reflect the pacifist
ideas of the micd920s and the PaBuropean conceémf Richard Coudenhove

D8bid.,pp.384 1. The company &hiaozeoskoworkedvas liquidated, aridc h
Khanzhonkov was arrested.
K. Sh<ut ko>, O6Ekspansi i KinoahoreatARKI3 1085k oi ki noi ndust 1
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Kalergi, whose manifestBan-Europawas printed in 192386 One shoul d no
forget that the one who saves his neighbour saves himself. The power is in
uni f i d avtoie endefov about the need to unite the national European
cinema against the growing domination of American cinéia hese pacifist
ideas, however, contradicted hopes for the global revolutionary fight against
imperialism, and could hardly be appealing for the Bolsheviks. The idea of an
alliance between the new sodcsalstate and the European capitalist countries after
the death of Stinnes seemed utopian. Having lost the support of the Soviet
government, Vengerov nevertheless continuea@dgiistionin France until the end
of the 1920s. At the same time, he launchedhsBerlinbased companies as
Atlantik-Film, Viking-Film, CaesaiFilm and later Wengerowilm.

The activity of Russian film entrepreneurs abroad helped to unify
previously disconnected world¥he early 1920s was a time when disparate
political trends coul potentially destabilise the attempts at the rebuilding of
relations between the German, Soviet and emigrant film communitles.
aforementioned PaBuropean ideas developed along witte tmovement of
6Smenovekhovstvodé, whi ohheCigillwaramtenthdor t | y
O0state capitalismd of the NEP was procl a
with its official Berlinrbased gazettdNakanune embodied the widespread
emigrant hope for the adjustment of the Soviet political line from communist t
capitalisti a change that could also give émigrés the opportunity of returning to
their lost country. In other words, when the Soviet film agents appeared in Berlin,
they encountered a community of Russian emigrants many of whom were involved
in the praluction and distribution of films, and who had an ambiguous attitude to
the Soviets. Some brief remarks should be made about the complex relationship of

these two groups in the context of their attitude to film.

118 R.N. Nikolaus Coudenhovialergi, Pan-Europa(Wien: Paneurop¥erlag , 1923)
119Bjoscop(Berlin), 3, 1925. @ed by: langirovRaby nemogj, p. 59.
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7. Between reality and stereotypes: Russignthe Weimar Republic and

the genre of Russenfilme

The involvement of Russian émigrés in the European film industry is a topic of
current scholarly interest. There are several articles and monographs specifically
devoted to this aspect of GermRussia cultural relations in the 1926€ The
German film industry provided the Russian expatriate community with a source of
occasional or permanent income. Russian émigrés worked as production designers,
screenwriters and even film directors. Among them wasattovementioned art
director Andrej Andrejev, one of the key figures of German cinema, who worked in
the Weimar Republic between 1923 and 1933 on a wide range of film productions:
from the Expressioni®Raskolnikova nd Fr i edrylcihz € f R ksSHi, 3
to P a b Die B8chse der Pandorand Die Dreigroschenopef1931). Another
important Russian émigré who made his career in filthé Weimar Republic was
Dmitrii Bukhovetskii (credited in Germany as Dimitri Buchowetzki), the dirextor

such famaos Germasreleased films adie Brider Karamasoff(192Q Carl
Froelich, Danton (1921 Dmitrii Bukhovetski), Sappho (1921 Dmitrii
Bukhovetski), Othello (1922 Dmitrii Bukhovetski) and others. All of these films

were successfully distributed in the SstviUnion after 1923 and it was with their

help that the Soviet audience learned the names of Emil Jannings, Werner Krauss,
Conrad Veidt and Pola Negri and became acquainted with the specific style of
Weimar cinema. The names of lvan Mozzhukhin, VladimirzBevskii, Vladimir
Gaidarov, Nikolai Malikov and others in various years were strongly associated with
German cinema. Many of the Russian emigrants worked on film sets as actors and
film extras, mainly in the Weimar Republic and France. Some of themAlexandr
Murskij, Ossip Runitsch, Alexandra Sorina, Lidiya Potekhina, Ksenia Desni, Olga
Gzovskaia, Olga Beljaewa, Olga Engl, Diane Karenn and Gregory Khmara became
internationally recognised film stars who appeared in many German and European

films andwhose success was intently followed by the Soviet gréss.

120 See the most influential scholarly works on this subjectMyssinova, langirov, Tsivian,
Bulgakowa.

121 For example, reports ikino, 2, 1922, p. 25Kino-nedelig 8, 1924, p. 8.
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From the mid1920s Berlin became a destination for new Russian actors and
directors who arrived from the Soviet Union to join the German film stéiéere
were, for example, cameo appearanceSleyor ge Bal anchi nds wife
a few German films in the mitl920s, including the uncredited role of the seductress
Lia Leid in Die freudlose Gass€1925, G.W.Pabst), as well as more serious
collaborations within MezhrabpoiR u s rometheus alliare, like Ot s eDerd s
lebende Leichnam/ Zhivoi trupn d Gr i g o Bdlamané §1928,aGrigosi
Roshal o0, Gatamamden based dnla script by Anatolii Lunacharsky, or
the German success of the O6Russsoand Mar | et
film eral?
In the early 1920s the role of film extra became a common occupation for the White
émigrés of Berlin, and as is evident from the periodicals and the newspapers of the
time many Russians were involved in big film productions of promi@arman
directors. For example, the emigrant newspdper Ireports in June 1922 that
Richard Oswald invited over 300 Russian extras to the set of his monumental
productionLucrezia Borgia a film that became one of the main baffice hits in

Soviet cinema for over five year$?* Fritz Lang was known for involving Russian

122'Berlin becomes the focus of Ruasifilm industry. The centre for Russian filmmaking abroad

has moved from Paris to the German capital,’ wrote Russian émigré press. Cited by: Nataliia
Nussinova,Kogda my v Rossiiu verniomsig.p' 88.

123The MezhrabporRu s 6/ Pr o met h e u s sted Busdiagisbrman a@uos io thes titleb o a

rol es: Maria Jacobini and Vsevolod Pudowkin in t
Rozenel and Bernhard Goetzke $Smlamandra As for Anna Sten, she remained in Germany

between 1928 and 1932, where she signeahtract with UFA and worked on a few films alongside

such famous German actors as Emil Jannings, Hans Albers, Peter Lorre, Fritz Kortner, Fritz Rasp

and Hermann Valentin. Around this time Sten also became acquainted with stars the Berlin cabaret

scene ike Trude Hesterberg, Grethe Weiser and Kurt Gerron, famously performing Friedrich

Hol |l aender 6s schl ager 6l ch wei C ni Sthrinederzu wem i |
Leidenschaft(1932). More about Sten in: Peter Bagrov, [programme noteStiiome @ér

Leidenschaft Le Giornate del Cinema Muto:-B3 Ottobre 2012, 31st Pordenone Silent Film

Festival. Catalogue (La Cineteca del Friuli, 20p28284; Sergei Kapterev, [programme notes to
Lohnbuchhalter KremRe lbid., pp. 8082. Elena Novikova,fiVse dumali, chto ona byla

nemkoi ... 0: | zKinavhdcheskie zapighha, Y00% ppe6a6HS5.

22, et opi sO ross-19Bpk3®3 0 kino: 1863
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extras in such films aBr Mabuse, derSpieleror Die Nibelungen(1924, Fritz

Lang).1?®

A binary image of Russia soon established itself in the German discourse of

the 1920s0n the one handt was the Russia of the White émigrés who moved to

Berlin in the years of the Revolution; on the other hand, it was the Soviet Russia of

t he 0 Re dSoviehRusse toflen had demonic connotations in European

perceptions of the early 1920s, as thpagite to the image of the suffering Russian

emigrés, deprived of rights. In the 1920s many émigrés became a part of the

international cultural scene as artists, film extras, directors, project assistants, set

designers and costume makers.Jseph Rothotes in the opening essay of his
series of reports from the USSR, the

vogued to Europe:

Lange bevor man noch daran denken konnte, das neue Russland
aufzusuchen, kam das alte zu uns. Die Emigranten trugeniliken

Duft ihrer Heimat, der Verlassenheit, des Bluts, der Armut, des
aussergewohnlichen, romanhaften Schicksals. Es passte zu den
europaischen Klischedorstellungen von den Russen, dass sie
solches erlebt hatten, Ausgestossene waren, von warmen Herden
Vertriebene, Wanderer durch die Welt ohne Ziel, Entgleisende mit der
alten literarischen Verteidigung<ormel fir jeden Sprung Uber

gesetzliche Grenz&n: o6die russische

In the early 1920s, Germans perceived Russia mostly through the emigrants who

after having left their revolutionary homeland, introduced to Europe Russian

6national colouré6 and formed socially

former Russian Empire was divided into two rival camps of people who shared
one language (altdugh different orthography afterraform had been carried out

in the RSFSR in 1918: a change that wa®redby the emigrant community

125Kino-nedelia,11-14, 1924, p. 9.
126Roth, p. 158.

®mi

Seel

¢
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almost until the 1950s). For many, Russia wWees place of their birth and their
historical past, but their values, arand views$ both cultural and political were
entirely different. The widespread European image of Russia before the
establishment of these large emigrant groups in France and Germany was a mixture
of fairy-tale images, clichéd notions concerning thexdeic autocracy of Russian
tsardom the novels of Dostoyevsky and the occasional hea#tart visitors from

the Russian aristocracss noticed by Roth, those clichés were not new in the
early 1920s: the emigrants, however, due to the growing visibifityheir
communities in he urban landscape, actualizedready existing western
preconceptions. The Russian formalist, Boris Tomashevsky, in his revieschf

v on St rFootisb Wiredrs1924, summarized the roles that the figure of a

6 Rus s i aim&urqgpéan ligeeary imagery from theM&ntury:

From the times of Peter the Great o6t he |
some kind of a 6civilized barbariand. So
a cliché, was mechanized, and mortified. From Voltaire, dbtain

who exploited this image, it was passed to the younger literary rank,

to boulevard novels, comic story and operetta. Functions of the

ORussian Obarind/ ar i g similarly otthé wer e soon ¢

functions of the 6Psobnt?sh pand, Siam prin

Russephobic feelings feiny t hs about the O6oriental & Ru:
in images of tyrannical monarch&fter the First World War, Europe encountered

Russian culture indirectly, through the intermediary of the White emigrants for

whom Euopean cities became home: according to German statistost

200,000 émigrés from the former Russian Empire were living in Berlin in #821.

127Boris Tomashew k y, 6 F 0 039 p |sehnvXhizmkeds) i6(siKLQ, $984, v 16.

128according to Eugene Kulisher and Nikita Struve, who base their claims on the statistical reports
of the League of Nations, there were 200,000 Russians in Berlin by August 1921. However, Fritz
Mierau, Robert Williams and Ka8chlogel argue that there were at least 300,000 Russian citizens
in Berlin in the early 1920s. See: Nikita Stru@aixantedix ans d'emigration russe. 191989

(Paris: Fayard, 1996), p. 28®0; Russen in Berlin, 1918933: eine kulturelle Begegnuned by
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The constant Russian presence in Europe from the edflget@iury helped to

forge the lasting popularity of¢hsec al | ed O Russian styl ed. G
to this trend in the 1920s witRussenfilmé the type of stylized films that was

wide-spread in the Weimar Republic. The enthusiasm of the masses for
60Samovarsti mmung und As i aentirely digsimifarto as Rot t
the frequent use of oriental motifs in the cinema of that period. However, there was
something that made the Russian topic more visible among other exotic discourses:

the Russian aristocracy, despite being used to distancingfitgelbo m o6 s pectr a
Ger mans and Frenchmeno (VI adi mir Nabokc
integrated into the O6foreignd society dit
familiarity with European cultur&® Many of them, having no profession,

survived on the appealf their motherland, which had piqued the curiosity of

Europeans: numerous Russian pubs and restaurants, singing and theater troupes,
Cossack dancers and circuses with bears were established by the Russian

community in Berlin and became common sourcesntéreainment° Clichés

about Russia entered the popular films o
filmsd were made in Germany for domestic
6classical dé l|literature by Ni kolerxh Mal i kc
Zelnik (the | atter was given the nickna

Fritz Mierau (Weinheim: Quadriga, 1988), p. 259; Robert Willia@slture in Exile: Russian
Emigres in Germany, 1881941 (Ithaka, NY: Cornell University Press, 1972), p. 111; Karl
Schldgel, "Berlin: 'Stepmother among Russian Cities'Yei@rbook oEuropean Studig§sermany

and Eastern Europe: Cultural Identities and Cultural Differences], 13, 1999, p. 235. Also see
Annemarie Sammartino's commentaries on various sources of information about the number of
Russians in the Weimar Republic in: Annemai@mmartino, 'Defining the Nation in Crisis:
Citizenship Policy in the Early Weimar Republic' Weimar Subjects/Weimar Publics: Rethinking

the Political Culture of Germany in the 192@s]j. byKathleen Canning, Kerstin Barndt, and
Kristin McGuire(New York and Oxford: Berghahn Books), p. 323, 334.

129 Vladimir Nabokov,Speak, Memory: An Autobiography Revisitdw York: McGrawHill,

1967), p. 276.

130 See:Karl Schlége] Berlin Ostbahnhof EuropafRusserund Deutschein ihrem Jahrhundert
(Berlin: Siedler Verhg, 1998)
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emigrant press for his strange attachment to the Russian theme), to motifs in the

films of 6ébig directorso I®tke Carl Theod:«
Roman Gul 6 maeteecofbasingRuUsstarifiBns on exaggeration

and stereotypes in one of his satirical articles, published in 1925. In those films, he

says, the ORussian protagonist never com

[...], drinks his wine not fromthelgass but str aildfRussiahr om t he

emigrants who, as Roth notes in his Russian cycle, were liable to self

myt hol ogi zati on and tended to promote st

were not concerned about the possible inauthenticity of¢heen portrayal of

Soviet Russia. Roth writes about the desire of the White émignémstly

consisting of the former aristocracy and the impoverished socialietibebe

melodramatically portrayed in western mass cultét®oth also mentions their

readness to promote the pseuBassian style with its stereotypical images of

spies, rescued princesses, tyrannical monarchs and balalaika orclédtras.

contrast to liberal attitudes to the depiction of Soviet Russia, any cinematic

distortion of the Russiapast drew a hard response from the emigrant press:

Russians abroad were particularly sensitive to any exaggeration in the depiction of

the patriarchal culture, the monarchy or to any inaccuracies in film adaptations of

Russian literature. The periodicalsopide evidence of how strong the irritation

that such films caused was among émigré circles. Critics of Hmabed

newspapers such agemia, Nakanuner Golos Rossiizealously blamed such

BlFor exampl e, st yS8piorea dd dB tMichaelboths&employ therRgissian
theme. Malikov and Strizhevskiroducedrussenfilmén Germany based on Russian literature or
on the life of the monarchs, i.e Catherine the Gielslial i k &sidiasdie Tanzerin Katharina
der GroRenandSt r i z h ®pieler&ign ieibeKaiserin (1929 Vladimir Strizhevskii) with Lil
Dagover. Mal i kov al so worked as an actor in a few
includeDie Ehe der Firstin Demidoff921, Fridrich Zelnik, Tanja, die Frau an der Kett@d 922
Friedrich ZelniR, Se. Exellenz der Revis(922 Friedrich Zelni, Lyda Ssanir{1922 Friedrich
Zelnik), Die Kreutzersonat€1922 Friedrich Zelnill, Auferstehung. Katjuscha Maslow4923
Friedrich ZelniR, and others.

25ee: Roman Gul ', SovBtski dkrei8$28)01625,kpilh.ol et 0 0,

133 Roth, pp. 159161.

134 |bid.
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films for distortion of fsaicamd ,andb arebsearrii g
6sacri¥Treegemain reason for this was the enm
attachment to the preevolutionary world and specifically their attitude to Russian
cultural heritage, for instance, to literature as last shelter, sh@dasession, the
only property except the language they were allowed to take with them to their
forced exilet®

Moreover, émigré critics were offended by the fact that German directors
rarely resorted to the help of Russian consultants while wokinfjms. As a
result, many absurd details (at least from the point of view of the Russian
emigrants) evoked occasional ironic and somewhat tired responses in the emigrant
press. These included the piling up in a single frame of a jumble of grotesquely
Russiandetails (i.e. Orthodox icon paintings, troika pictures, samovars, Easter
cakes, e v 8piongjonethhographidesrors in interiors and costuties.
More serious matters like alterations to the original plot of a piece of literature in
a film adapation were the subject of many indignant reviews. Examples of this
include the unexpectedly happy ending Aufferstehung. Katjuscha Maslowa
Zelni kés adaptation of Tol stoyds O6Resurr
Mara; or the hyperbolicalfemmdatale-like interpretation of Nastasja Filippovna
by Asta Niel selmenderbecfit 92 F)y pebasé@dson Dost
The IdiotT an image that appeared to the émigré audiences to be insultingly
superficial and lascivious® Being overly sensite to any cinematic change to
literary texts, projecting those texts onto themselgasgrés disliked it when the
ORussian filmsé were made by Ger mans wh
stereotypebased images in silent filmThe Russian topic, with itsiglinctive

visual iconography, was very convenient for mass cinema: spectacular, eye

135 Jangirov, pp. 312316.

136 One of the examples is the poliembetween Vladislav Khodasevich and Georgii
Adamovich. See: Hagglund Roger, 'The AdamowicKodasevic polemics', iBlavic and East
European Journal20, 1976. Also se langirov, p. 310.

137 See:Spione(1928, Fritz Lang); Roman Gul', 'Berlinskoe kinole®vetskii ekranl8 (28),
1925, p. 12.

138 Jurii Ofrosimov, Bez nazvanii@ Rul', 20 March, 1921, n.p.;dTsel'nikovshching

Kinoiskusstvpl, 1922, n.p.
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catching ethnographic details generated extensive, associative semantic groups

and functioned as cinematic codes. Moreover, they helped to achieve
psychological effects, ral spectacular visual qualities without sophisticated
cinematography, complex montage techniques or detailed intertitles. Not only

material objects but even the typical images of Russian emigrants often functioned

as such visual symbols. For exalm thisis the role of GrigoriK h mar ad6s wai t e\
in Die freudlose Gassevhich draws a picture of social plagues and perversions in

the Austrian capital of the early twentieth century. The secondary figure of an
impoverished Russian emigrant, probably of nobleimyigsho is forced to look

for a job in Frau Greiferods brothel i n t
to the fil més detailed and truthful gal |
between aggressive lust and sympathy for the virginal charactaretd Garbo,

between the ability to see and understand fragile beauty and, at the same time, his

violent destructive desires, this character recalls Dostoyevskian protagonists and
corresponds with the European sdodreotype
Asta Nielsen once remarked about her rol e
The Idiot

Nastasja Filippovna... was probably my favorite role. Days and
nights | had been thinking of how it would be better to display in a
silent moving picture &lthe terrible fluctuations of the Russian
temper that threw her (Nastasja Filippovn&l.P.) like a ball from

prince to RogozhiA®

Li ke Nastassja FilippovnaBusedilmmagasct er i n
of Russian women in German films did mstcape this popular cliché: the idea of

the dualism of the ORussian soul & mixed
attributed to emigrant women (women with vague, secretive pasts who come from

6nowhered) made t hem pfEmniegfatdlespatt erns f ol

139 Asta Niels@, Bezmolvnaia muz@.eningrad: Iskusstvo 1971), p. 228.
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Another popular motif that was exploited in tReissenfilmewas the
Russian monarchy, and its demi$ke public interest in this theme contributed to
the frequent use of Russian characters in adventure films. Images of Nicholas I,
Rasputinand Princess Anastasia settled firmly into the urban folklore of 1920s
Germany. Filmmakers often cultivated complex intrigue around numerous legends
about the I i fe of the emperoros family,
presenting truly grotesge f or ms . Roman Gul 6 in his fe
German films ironically describes the popular AustiialeasedRussenfilnDie
Brandstifter Europa$1926):

Tomakeitclear| et 6 sARabpuiti-at yGeomahNMarvell ous
picture! Revealing. Qoe and see it in the mood of the bitterest
pessimism and even then you will (firstly) learn about the initiators

of the World War and (secondly) laugh to death. Characters that are
involved: Nicholas II, Purishkevich, Grishka Rasputin, Nikolai
Nikolaevich,the chief of the secret police and many other important
6el ement so. B U tSonja IStarewmnea [She isccalled] i s
exactly this wayi Sonja Starewna. This is the heroine of the film. A
Russian girl. A hellish girl. Seduces everyone, kills everyonestirs

up the World War. No less than this. The eternal tall tale [Rus. idiom
O0r azvesi sitapplied to larlything psew@ussian, literally

6a branchy ¢ N.R]Jobtlernarrpwmipded Eutogean
vulgarity is evident here. This is tipéot: in tsarist Russia all affairs

are run by Sonja Starewna and Nicholas Il. Theydallonel Redl in
Vienna (whyi no one knows!), carry out an assassination in Sarajevo
and in the end decide to arrange the World War. And everything
would be fine butfor one obstaclei Grishka. So Sonja and
Purishkevich entrap Grishka in the villa and kill him. But because
Rasputin warned that life in Russia will be jolly, free and easy only
while he is alive and that after his death everything will go down the
chuteewhen the O6saint monkd passes away, tt
revolution arrives and they start marching on the screen with the
banners. It is impossible to give any commentary on this film. One

can only draw the following conclusions from its popularityttig
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interest in anything Russian in Europe is enormous, 2) this is what is

claimed to b¥ 6Russiand hereod.

The confusing plot of this pseudhistorical film represents the average Russian

i nspired production that fHomIled, afterhe Wei m
the first Soviet film agencies were opened in Berlin, and the Soviet Union finally
established itself in the German film market, the popular image of the dangerous,
Obarbariand Bol shevi k became di ffused.
commuity, and afterthe mid 920s t he former binary opp
Whited and the O6evil Redd Russian gradua
Russian emigrants and the Soviets creates a gallery of contradictory images in
German literature anfilm: figures of demonic monarchs are portrayed next to
sentimental White emigrants and bloodthirsty Bolsheviks make way for the

romantic young revolutionaries Bfie Liebe der Jeanne Né$927, G.W. Pabst

With the consolidation of commercial relatidmstween the two countries and the
appearance of t he first or eal Russi an
productions), the Weimar Republic revealed its strong interest in not only in the

life of conservative emigrant communities but also in that of S®Rustia. One

outcome of this mutual cultural curiosity was the growing popularity of

et hnographic expeditions that aimed to 6
the two countries. The newly popularized genre of travel refottte modern

ORei sedfi | dbe b6 Wei mar Republ iicéagmedjabur nal i s
introducing to the German audience the country of this fascinating social
experiment.This interest of the Germans in Soviet life as it actually was, not

through popular myths and fears, redilite several research trips by German (or
Germanspeaking) writers and journalistérom Egon Erwin Kisch to Joseph Roth

i to the Soviet UnioA#!

“OWr i t t en f orSovetskil &rain $986u e o f

141 Many articles and essays about the Soviet Union appeared in the 1920s, for instance, works of
Peter Brener, Franz Jung, Max Barthel, Kurt Kersten, Joseph Roth, Walter Bertjeminirich

Vogeler, Egon Enim Kisch, and others. See, for exampteanz JungReise in Russlan{Berlin:

Verlag der Kommunistischen Arbeit®artei Deutschlands, 1920); Max BartHele Reise nach
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This public interest not only in emigrant nostalgia for the past but in
present Russian life strengthenadthe second part of the 1920s, after the first
successes of Russian avgatde films in Germany. From the Soviet side, interest
in Germany was just as strong, if not stronger, which is revealed in the key Soviet
film periodicals. Although most of thesenodicals were published irregularly
and generally had rather short lives of one to two years, the abundance of printed
material that was devoted to western fil
attention to foreign production remained high tigbout the 1920s. Each
periodical usually contained a special C
including reviews of the German, French and American film industries, with
occasional information about Italy, Britain and the Scandinavian countries.
Additionally, each issue typically included thel i b ofdaretgmo fants as well
as articles and reviews devoted to imported films that were currently being shown
in Soviet cinemas.

In September 1920 the Russian Stage Workers Union nm&syy, whose
membergncluded Dmitrii Bukhovet&ii and Ossip Runitsch, started its work in
Berlin.1*> The Union aimed to control the content of all Russilated stage and
film productions in the Weimar RepublidncludingRussenfilmé and it initially
received some positvreviews in the emigrant press. The Union, however, was
preoccupied with such issues as the equal rights and the working conditions of
Russian film extras. Thus, despite attempts to fight the cultural stereotypes and the
distorted perception of Russia@erman cinema, the emigrant community could
not provide western audiences with quaRlyssenfilmgit could not even prevent
the vulgar degradation of Russian themes in the new German films. The peak of
the popularity of films based on Russian literathet were released in the Weimar
Republic was in 1922923. In 1923 neWRussenfilméy German directors Zelnik,
Robert Wiene and Conrad Wiene were releaRegkolnikowWiene),Katjuscha

Russland(Berlin, 1921); Kurt KerstenMoskau LeningradEine Winterfahrt(Frankfurta. M.,
1924); Heinrich Vogeler, Reise durch Ruf3land. Die Geburt des neuen Mens(bessden,
1925),Egon Erwin Kisch,&aren, Popen, Bschewike® in Egon Erwin Kisch,Gesammelte
Werke in Einzelausgabewol. 3 (Berlin, WeimarBodo Uhse und Gisela Kisch980).

2 et opi sO ross-l9Bkidgo kino: 1863
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Maslowa(Zelnik), Die Macht der FinsternisLida SsaninZelnik; anadaptation
of Art si ba$Bueon top of thesevreldages, Russians themselves were
actively participating in many of the new German films: lakov Protazanov, for
instance, signed a otfigm contract with UFA and by the end of March released
the film Der Liebe Pilgerfahriwith Charlotte Ander and Wilhelm Diegelmann
The premiere of the filmPetr Velikii by Dmitrii Bukhovetkii was held in the
cinemaAlhambraon 9 November 1923. Towards the end of the year Buchowetzki
made two more films in Germanga r u s e | (Rarusdllen) and®@d er z hi most 0
igroi (Der Laster des Spiéldefore moving to Hollywood. Such actors as Ksenia
Desni, Vladimir Gaidarov, Olga Chekhova and others appeared in several German
Russian projectslso in 1923. GrigoriKhmara starre i n Robert Wi enebo
INRI along with Asta Nielsen, Werner Krauss and Henny Porten. Dmitry
Khar it on ebasgd corBpany |[Alamik i | m r el eased Ni kol ai
Psicha, die Tanzerin Katharina d&rofRen (1922, dir. Nikolai Malikofj with
emigrant starsuch as Olga Gzovskaand OssifRunitsch'44
Often the release of a ORussian filn
oOmysteryo, del i berately created in order
advertised as counterpoised to Soviet ideology. For example, when several films
by Er mo Unickebaséd protuction company, includi@gets Sergiiwere
showninBer | i nds Al h aRalast cnenzas, dne dVth& Genmgn critics
remar ked about the &édhar mful i nfluence of
of Russian and Soviet cinema inf®any. Even neutral Russian films likiets
Sergi, he said,6r ai s e counterrevolutionary goss
advertised as Osnatched o4t from the | aw!
Around this time the first Soviet flms were brought to Berlin with the
assistance of the | AH. The greatest pr os
Polikushka an adaptation of Tol stPolikBhka st ory o
the success of which abroad was a significant achievement for the Soviets, bore

similarities to the literary adaptations that were a popular -gebre of

1431bid., pp. 422424,
Y4 pid., pp. 423427.
Y5 |pid., p. 422.
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RussenfilmeThe film premiered in Berlin in May 1923, after being brought to
Germany with Leninds appfrMezhabporRU 06 .,exchar
Moissei Alenikov, was commissioned to buy ratock and film materials for the

Soviet film industry. With the assistance of Willi Minzenbd?glikushkawas

copied by Dafu, a small German company which worked in collaboration with

IAH. It was then successfully shown in German cinet&Ehe public inerest in

this film in Germany can be explained by the combination of the popularity of the

Russian theme with the unexpected (for most of the GermaaeRussenfiime)

emphasis in the storyline on tragic social and class issues, depicted through a vivid
psychological portrait of a Russian peasant.

Before Bronenosets Potemklmecame successful internationally in 1926,
German perceptions of ORussian fil md wer
audience was attracted to the nostalgic depiction of Slavic peiby@eslow
storytelling, the psychological conviction of the acting (so frequently mentioned
in film reviews) and the exoticism of Russian settings and landscapes. However,
in essence many pA25 Russian and Soviet films resembled one another, which
explans why the release d@attleship Potemkirs hor t |y f ol |l owed by
Mother, set a precedent: until the beginning of export of the Soviet film avant
garde the notion of ORussian filmé was
samovars, nostalgic birchees, wooden huts and fictitious tyrannical characters.
Polikushka a O Russian fil mé, which was made i
western ORussi an filmsd exploiting popu
problems and in so doing paved the way tfeg impact of films that depicted
Russian history with more accuracy, rather than clichéd distortions created by the
fantasies of foreign filmmakers. It is possible this was the reason why German left
wing critics saw in the character of lvan Moskvin am@st documentargtyle,

0 g e n dapiatientof a Russian peasant:

YAl exander Schwarz, o6Von der HuDiegaerTtaumfabrik: zum r ot e
Meschrabpontilm und Prometheus 1921936, ed. by Giinter Agde und Alexander Schwarz
(Berlin: Deuthsche Kinemathek, 2012), p. 31.
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Das Unterschiedliche dieses Films von den meisten Films liegt darin:
dal3... daf... dalR es besser gespielt wird. In gar nichts anderem. Oder
mich soll der Blitz treffen. Besser? Namlich leadt, echt; bis ins

Letzte lebensstark’

0Di e Vertiefung der Wa h rPblikushkatbhecamie a t Al fr e
recognized characteristic of the new Rus$i&@ovieti cinema, as opposed to the
stylized fairytales of the oldRussenfilmé*® The tastesof German audiences
changed under the influence of altering standards in filmmaking and the new
themes addressed by cinema. The interest in recent history and social problems
pushed aside the cinematic O6fantasiesbd6 tl
1920s. Al t hough O6Russian filmsé continu
late 1920s, the new trend of naturalistic depiction of Russian life attracted German
audiences more and more, with real landscapes and with the actors moving
naturally without atificial gestures. The gradual decline of interedRussenfilme
laid the groundwork for the success of the Soviet films in the late 1920s.

At the same time, an entirely different process was taking place in the
Soviet Union. Soviet critics were skeplica about t he western ORu
those rare cases where such films were passed by the censors. An interesting
exception was the successié Wachsfigurenkabine(d 924, Paul Leni), which
depicted the times of Ivan the Great (Conrad Veidt) in Mheastylized
Expressioni st settings. This Obexcellent
shown in the SovieditUngowadwi hhbubdbnde i
German versiod?® This was an exception from the general rule of the Soviet
censorswho deemed that all German films must be tailored to Soviet ideology.
After films left Germany, a new, dramatic, life began. While the Weimar Republic
struggled with its own stereotypes about Russia, the Soviet Union was carefully
studying the phenomenaf German cinema and its variety of themes, genres and

structures. The next chapter will discuss the process of this study, and its results.

147 Alfred Kerr, Theater und Filn{Berlin, 1990), p. 365.
148 |bid.
149Brat'ia Vasil'evy: Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakbm 1 (Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1981), p. 160.
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Chapter 3
Béla Forgets the Scissar®eveloping theMechanisms of

Film Censorship

1. O0A good sgsnakeold:f Opeaifnigl memar ks

The analysis of the Soviet film industry in the early 1920s in the previous chapter
proves that film distribution in the first years of NEP relied on imported, mostly
German, cinema, i.e. on films thaere different from the cuitr a | o0di et 0o
prescribed to the Soviet citizens by the new ideology not only in their content but
also in heir specific formal characteristics. In this respect, it is important to
remember that the Soviet and the German film industries in thedpefitheir
interaction were in different stages of development. While Soviet film production
was only in its early stages, the German film industry had its own production
standards, its own system of film genres and favourite themes, its distribution
meclanisms and film classifications, its instruments of conveying meaning and its
formal means of expressianmost of which often did not meet the demands of
the Soviet distributors. The specific external and internal factors that influenced
the developmentfa@inema in the Weimar Republic (regional, historical, etc.) have
been the subject of many scholarly works, starting with the renowned monograph
of Siegfried Kracauer published in 1947 and continuing nowadays in the works of
such scholars as Anton Kaes,amas explored the traces of the German military
experience and war trauma in Expressionist films. Such works expand the
knowledge of the external factors that shaped the development of national cinema
in the Weimar Republic and created the system ofriddgminant themes and the
recognizable images that travelled from one German film to another.

Thus, in order to understand the attitude to German cinema in Soviet
Russia, we need to take into account the importance of regional specificity in film
i an infuential factor for any migration of films to a different context, including
their international distribution. The Soviet film audience that in 1922 gained access

to a rather chaotic selection of old and new productions from Germany and

t

ha
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Austria, existed inan utterly different context. In the context of the radical
reconstruction of society that produced ongoing debates about the new way of life

or the meaning of such concepts asdhe w S ov iged w mlaaarfniew y 6 or
artoé, Ger man figtributhos jn the eayi920shad predemimantly
entertainment purposes, were strikingly different: unusual and contrasting with the
Soviet standards not only in content, but also in their form.

Debates around the formal aspects of art were centrad f@dhiet cultural

theories of the 1920s, being initiated b
means of expression and new forms that were capable of conveying the dynamism

of a new soci al Ssystem. The urge O0to di
mater a | structuresdé, argued by the central
Gan, to be o6the first task of intell ect
structuredé, was relevant for the revolut

life and art, ncluding film**° Thus, metamorphoses in the form of German films,
which followed the need for modification of their content, can be analysed in the
broader context of the Soviet experiments with material structures in the early
1920s. Sophisticated exerdsén reediting and other interventions into the
original form of film started as a basic censorship measure (removal of
ideologically or aesthetically unacceptable scenes) and led to the gradual
development of theories about film form and view of montee major creative
and meaningyenerating force.

Starting from the miel920s, Soviet cinema gained popularity in Europe,
where it was, above all, praised for its innovative formal apprbadie content
of Soviet filmsi at least in the sense that waesirable for the Soviets, who did
not want their revolutionary cinema to be perceived as entertaining but to transmit
Marxist ideas to European audientgwoved to be less effective than their form.

Soviet cinema became highly fashionable among thefean film public and

150 Aleksei GanKonstruktivizm(Tvera Tverskoe izdatelstvo, 1922), p. 53.

151 For example, see WillyHadss o pi ni o n -lkestriacture of Sowiet fimslinaie essay
Von der neuen russischen FilmkunstWilly Haas Der Kritiker als Mitproduzent: texte zum Fil
19201930 ed. By Wolfgang Jacobsen, Karl Primm and Benno Wenz (Berlin: Edition Hentrich,
1991), pp. 158.62.
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was commodified in a similar way to other exotic cultural phenomena. This
process was noticed by Anatoly Lunacharsky, who regarded it as a form of

profanation of Soviet cinema:

Now Europe demands something like Siberian snuff tobagtio

ground glass and pepper.
[ €]
It is even ready to gaze at the arelolutionary films if they, perhaps

exactly because of their revolutionary character, palpate all its bones

like a good batthouse massetit?

Soviet film abroad, argued Lunacharskguffered from adourgeois

attituded, with its heightened attention
However, even before Soviet cinemabs
the |l ate 1920s, filmbés fl exibilmtsy in cort

modified by recutting was explored by the film censors. The title of this chapter
refers to an article by Sergei EisenstBila zabyvaet nozhnit¢Béla forgets the
Scissors,1926. That article, which was written
On the future of Filnfpublished in the journal Kino in June 1926) also contained
Ei stensteinds thoughts on the ideas expr
Der sichtbare Mensc{1924i original edition, 1925 first Russian translatiort}?

The rekrence to this shortandrathed ude 6, i n the opinion
Omry Roneri public response to Balazs is not accidental: the polemics between
Baldzs and Eisenstein about the role of the editing scissors in cinema are not only
representative of theariety of approaches to film form. They also demonstrate the

radical difference in the attitudes of thee st er n 6 Mar xi st Bal 8§z s

See the article O6Fil m in t heunddasky o kino:1S&at,7) i n: A
Wskazivania, Szenarii, Dokumefitjoskva: Iskisstvo, 1965), p78.

8sergei Eisenstein, O6B®| a z a lzhranaye proizvedémhini t sy 6, i |
2 (Moskva: Isskusstvo, 1964), p. 2249; Béla BaldzsiProduktive und reproduktivE i | mkunst 6
Filmtechnik (Halle/Salle), 12, 12 Junil926, pp. 23435. Russian translation:®@l a Bal §z s, 60
budushchem fiI'm§ Kino, 6 July 1926; Béla Balaz¥jdimyi chelovek: Ocherki dramaturgii fi'ma

(Moskva: Vserossiiskii Proletkul't, 1925).
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Marxist Eisenstein towards the basic creative principles of citéfBaa | 8§Ders 6 s

sichtbare Menscls a poeticessay that explores the construction of meaning in

film through making visible théf ace of t hi ngs 6aggvassive t he he
use of formal instruments like camera or editing. The director and actors are, for

Balazs, the central figures of film ctemn:

Die Sache ist eben die, dall Regisseur und Schauspieler die

eigentlichen Dichter des Films sind.
[ €]

Wir erfahren alles aus dem Gebéardenspiel, das nun keine Begleitung

und auch nicht Form und Ausdruck, sondeimziger Inhaltist.>®

I n Bal @8yso0swhes$h caused Ei senkino,dghends der
cameraman, Othe alpha and omega in fil mb
drue authorsdé. For him, the argeetof fil m
make the unnoticed, invidie things visible. The director and the cameraman for

Balazs are the guides and the conductors of this reconstructing experience of
viewing, while an actor is a true body and soul of a film. Discussing the reasons

why Bal 8zs6 vi ews steig Orary Rooen arquesk ed by Ei set

[ Ei sensteinds] visual p pazh)dé. g mat i cs was
on a generalized expressive mask that r e
mi mics, and whose syntagmatics was based

The ideology of Balazs was tkimdness of socialist dream, his theme
i the rescue of those who suffer, his montage dewvidadein,

montage without cutting, like socialism without hatred or cruéfty.

“0Omr y Rone nZvezdaB a011§ pps28@38.

155Béla BalazsDer sichtbare Mensch oder die Kultur des Filfsankfurt am Main: Suhrkapm
Verlag, 2001), p. 25.

156Ronen, p. 237.
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In other words, film, for Balazs, is able to uncover the new aspects of
reality without aggressive attempts to damage or Houitd it. For Eisenstein, by
contrast, film is based on cutting, which he interprets as a highly creative force
able to compose a new meaning through symbolic juxtaposition. Eisenstein
opposed théaggressive nme nt 6 of the interaction of s
shot, and the anonymously collective work on fimtodhd ar domdé of act o
directors. I n hi's review he i nterprets
embodyingaGer mand at t i t bodverestinmatesthe meivinaal anch i ¢
neglects the collective; which erroneously focuses on the art of the image per se.
As for Bal 8zs06s view of the outstanding
the actors, Eisenstein reads it as a sign of-Marxist, even bourgeois

i ndividual i sm. He repeats these doubts e
choice of vocabul ar y: oUnpl easant ter mir
ii mmortalityo, ®§grandeuro and so on. 6

According to Ei senrsmmaen&, undeer sdtaynpii mmay!
filmmaking process deliberately excludes the notion of the cutting scissors as the
most important, constructive instrument of attributing required meaning to a film
sequence. This assumption of the Soviet director was, in maysy ased on the
practical study of German cinema that was available in Soviet Russia in the early
1920s, namely through the practice of the censors and-#utoes of the foreign
films who decided irwhich formwestern film art would reach Soviet audies.
In other words, by the time that the montage masterpieces of Eisenstein or
Pudovkin were created, cineméhout scissorsvas unthinkable in Soviet Russia.
It is well known that Eisenstein himself worked on thedéing of films in the
Montage Burau and adapted for Do Mabese, des cr een s
Spieler This illustrates the background to his attack on Balazs, who does not make
montage a central point of his argument.

The discussion of the constructive aspects of film was not cahfma
theoretical disagreement between Balazs and Eisenstein. Other figures in Soviet

cultural life of the mid1920s expressed their opinion on the matterDér

"Sergei Eisenstein, S., 6B®I| aS. M cisapseinsSelecteéd Sci sso
Works Vol. 1, Writings 19221934 (London: British Film Institute, 1988), pp.-B1.



93

sichtbare MenscilBal 8zs prai ses Asta Nielsenos
most subtlenuances of emotional palette through her constantly changing facial
expression. The ability of film to make the spectasee this expression,
understand and analyse it, and empathise with the character are, for Balazs, the
highest achievements of film ahd the essence of the film viewing experience.
One of the key theorists of Russian formalism, Viktor Shklovsky discusses the
limitations of such a purely cinematographic approach to what constitutes film in
his essay TheReediting Table (Motalka).In this work that summarizes
Shkl ovskyds -edkingdoreigrefims e the mid920s, he describes

the conflict between an image and the power eédiéing, although in a less
radical way than Eisenstein. For Shklovsky, the communicative aspehe of
moving image (the message that it transmits to the spectator) is important,
however, the information that can be extracted from unedited footage is relative
and approximate. Physiognomy on its own, for Shklovsky, is insufficé&ht
diversity of thehuman face is not that great. The diversity of facial expression is
even smaller. Intertitles and plot construction can entirely change the key which

hel ps us to understand the character, 0

ar

demand from cinema sathing that hardly exists&@ r ut hf ul dexicaler i t abl

meani ng of i hemaes tha the task @f sifema is, on the contrary, to
of fer subjective, constructed meaning:
does not cry, does not laugiges not suffer, he only opens and closes eyes and

mouth in a certain way. He isma t e 1°%iAs Val@rie Posner points out, after

ol

1926 [the year when Shklovsky begins his work hedéingi N. P. ] Shkl ovsky

perspective on the conception of materiatl dhe narrative aspect of cinema
changed to admitting the superiority of material (‘building material of an artwork")
and the process of shaping it over sujet asa d y 6 ¢ d°fls $hklavsky'si o n 6

later article cinema is defined agsystem of montagphrases that are related to

158 Viictor Shklovsky 6 Mo t ‘diktok $hkigvskyiZa 60 let raboti v kingMoskva: Iskusstvo,
1985), p. 44.

¥val eri e Pozner , i6dSvhakdl soavtsykei ig/oEliys e d sstteirn i a pl odot

Kinovedchesle zapiski46, 2000, pp. 17288.
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each otherdhat ailbembeit®hTyisshithih bis theoriesuls 0 .
will argue, largely developed as a result of his experience in fHadliteng.

The fact that the quarrel over montage between Balazs anusteise as
wel | as t he change i n Shkl ovskyods atti
flexibility, happened in the years of the rise of the Soviet film agande is
significant. It shows how the solely utilitarian measures of the early 1920s (the
necessarytransformation of the ideologically unfavourable German films into
suitable screening material by means ofed#ing) gradually grew into an
important theoretical debate over the tasks, the instruments and the persuasive
power of cinema. The practice @editing foreign films that was required by the
censorship restrictions becal good school for a fil mma
pointed out, teaching him to achieve balance between ideology and artistic quality
in film.

Every German film passed through various stages on its way to release. After
it was selected for purchase by a special department or by the distribution agents
of a film company, it was sent to the editing room, where theglittng plan was
confirmed andpreliminary adaptation was performed (including the removal of
the unwanted scenes, length shortening, translation and adjustment of the
intertitles). At the next stage the film was forwarded to political editors (the GRK
censors), who, often in the presenof a reeditor, who reworked the film,
discussed the film's suitability for various types of audiences. The censors
approved or disapproved the adjustments made by-#ditegs. If a film required
additional editing, it was sent back to theeditingbureau, and the process of re
editing was repeated. If a film was banned, it was either stored in the filmotheque
or, when possible, returned to its initial form and sent back to the seller. If a film
was passed, the censors provided it with a distribuitense for a fixed period of
time. When the license expired, a film had to pass the GRK examination again
This chapter is, therefore, focusedtbe next step in the distribution process that

anticipated the debates and the Soviet film experiments of the late 1920s: it

160 viktor Shklovsky 6 Bvsunky s | o v &ino i zhizrp2k, 4930, pp. 1718.
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explores what happened to German films in Soviet Russia when they had to be

examined by the authorities and undergo a procesdjustenent.

2. The origins of the Soviet film censorship system

In the 1920s control over film content with regard to its suitability for various
groups of audiences, and for the protection of moral welfare, was widely practised
internationally. In SovieRussia, however, film censorship was twice as important.
Since any foreign cultural element was considered to be potentially controversial
material, all films had to go through strict examination by the cen§uooitical
editorsod) b ef oeddo entér aigtribwtianr A&s a adsult afwthe
censorship check, a film could either be passed for distribution in all cinemas with
minor changes, allowed for a limited audience, passed for universal exhibition
after considerable adjustment througkediting, or declined. Within a few years

the Soviet censorship mechanisms that were applied to foreign film developed into
an elaborate, mulst age procedure that was requir
ideological divergence from the West, paired with continuousrn#gnce on
foreign film import. After the miel920s domestic production gradually replaced
imported films, which was followed by the complete disappearance of foreign
titles from the Soviet film repertoire in the early 1930s. However, the mechanisms
of cortrol, once established and tested on literature, theatre and the foreign cinema
in the years of the NEP, continued to characterise the relationships between art and
governmental power of the Soviet Union throughout its existence. After the
establishment ofhe RSFSR, the set of restrictions towards the cultural material
that could reach the wide masses proved
safety regulations. Party moralists not only insisted on the removal of the scenes
which could expose the dience to violence, crime and sex. After the end of the
Civil War the instability of a newhporn, revolutionary state required the most
cautious attitude towards any cultural product that could provoke public anxiety
and compromise the still fragile idegly. The development of control over film
went through various stages, coinciding with the gradual bureaucratization of the

new political regime: if in the early 1920s censorship was still in development,
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remaining a part of the film selection process thas performed by the private
and state distribution companies, by the end of the decade it had transformed into
a set of rules that were prescribed by numerous governmental directives and
instructions.

Soviet film censorship emerged in 1918 when theeguwient faced the
task of adapting the content of films that were inherited from the previous political
regime to the new realify! A few years before rediting (understood as physical
intervention into the moving image sequence) became a common préutice,
primary censorship tasks were fulfilled by the oral commentaries, recitation or
supporting lectures that often accompanied film screenfidg§he Cinema
Committees in Moscow and Petrograd that were formed in spring 1918, were
supplied with their own Igurers, whose main task was to accompany screenings
for wor ke r'SAs ealyabil®® prefessional film lecturers or a film
commentators became common in central and provincial Soviet cirtéh$agh
verbalization of film content was the simpldstm of censorship control that
helped to set the tone of the screening and to impart an instructional quality to any
feature film. Live commentary often helped to correct the controversial moments
of the plot, or to expléaicnmauasred tbhogy gefmoerr
missing scenes. The commentator who was standing behind or in front of the
screen, thus supplied the audience with
material inthec or r ect 6 way. Mo s t of the ol d fil
offered a viewer an opportunity to take a distanced perspective on the events of
the film, without allowing himself or herself to become immersed in the depicted
reality or to identify with the édwrongd ¢

a lecture érced the spectators to remain onlookers rather than participants: a live

161 The nationalized films included the imped as well as preevolutionay Russian films. Here
6foreignd refers to both groups of those fil ms
162'yuri Tsivian, Istoricheskaia retseptsiia kino: Kinematograf v Rqsk#961930 (Riga: Zinatne,

1991), pp. 274£78.

163 |storiia sovetskogo kino. 1911067: V 4 t, ed. by Kh. AbdutKasimova, Vol. 1 (Moskva:

Iskusstvo, 1969), p. 16.

164 TSGALI (St Petershng), F. 83,0p.1, Ed.khr. 2, 1.3; YurTsivian, Istoricheskaia retseptsia kino

pp. 274278.



97

commentary separated the actual present moment of viewing from the fictional
reality depicted on the screen.

However, with the beginning of the NEP and the arrival of dozensvof ne
foreign films, such a form of adjustment became impractical. The censorship
process required unification, and the training of new lecturers became
inconvenient. Despite this, film commentary continued to be frequently practised
in provincial film theatrs as an additional censorship measure, although the new
standard procedure of foreign film adjustment prescriheduse of the redited
film copies with the new Russian intertitles.

The first censorship organ of Soviet Russia was formed in 1919tadter
nationalisation of the entire film industry was complete and all surviving film
property was handed over to the management of Narkompros. The Censorship and
Repertoire Committee of Narkompros that started working in autumn 1919 aimed
to examine and teet the distribution repertoire on the territorytiod RSFSFE®.
Unification of the censorship process was undertaken in 1922 with the foundation
of Glavlit (Chief Board of Literature and Publishing) and, a year later, of
Glavrepertkom (Chief repertoire comittee). Initially, Glavlit was supposed to
take care of all kinds of censorship, but it focused on maintaining control
predominantly over literary works and was not able to process theatre plays or
films. The censorship of the arts, theatre and cinemairest a separate
department, and in February 1923 the Chief Committee for the Control of
Repertoire, or Glavrepertkom (also referred to as the GRK or Repkom) was created
as a part of Glavlit. Although the power relationships between the two institutions
were ambiguous and not clearly defined, causing debates over the autonomy of the
GRK up until the late 1920s, Glavrepertkom became the central institution in the
vertical hierarchy of Soviet film censorsHf{$.No film or play could be admitted

for public exhbition without permission from Glavrepetkom.

165|storiia otechestvennogo kinpp. 9495.
166 The autonomy othe GRK as a film and theatre censorship organ and its relationships with
Glavlit or other organisans that worked with film, for example, Glavpolitprosvet, were

disputable and lasted until the @eganisation of Glavrepertkom in 1928 when it became a part of

Gl avi skusstvo. See the |l etter to Molotow from 3
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3. Sources and methodology

Despite the attempts of scholars to outline the structure of Soviet censorship of the
1920s, there are still several previously ignored aspects of this problem, including
the cenership of foreign films in Soviet distributiofi! Partially this can be
explained by the current unavailability of the many documents that could clarify
the details of Soviet film control, due to their loss or unknown location. According
to Tatiana Goriaeyawho has investigated structural changes in the Soviet
censorship machine, the 1920830s archive of Glavlit (the main art censorship
institution of the Soviet Union) was deliberately destroyed in the 1940s, and
documentation of Glavrepertkom was patydbst during the relocation of its
archives in the 19308940s. The remaining, rather fragmented Glavrepertkom
documents were either distributed between various regional and specialist
archives, or eventually transferred to Gosfilmofond after being dstorethe
archives of VGIK.

Some documents, like the protocols of closed Narkompros sessions held
by RGASPI (Russian State Archive of Social and Political History), were only
recently made available for research. As for the Gosfilmofond holdings derived
from Glavrepertkom archives, they are not widely known and still require careful
description, identification and partial republishing. Some of these documents, such
as the Glavrepertkom register cards, were discovered and identified during the
research congtted for this thesis and have been used for research purposes for the
first time. Some of the documents of Glavrepertkom and the documentation of the

Montage Bureau are currently held by RGALI, the Russian State Archive of

in the organisational relationships between Gl avr
d.298, 1.147-150. According to the letter, Narkompros wanted to eliminate the independence of

Gl avrepertkom turning it to one of the Glavlités
167The major works that explore the history of Soviet censorship of the arts in the 1920s are: Tatiana

M. Goriaeva,lstoriia sovetskoi politicheskoi tsenzury, 191991 (unpublished doctoral thesis,

Russian State University for Humanities, 2008fgeven Rib mo n d , 6The Conditions
Contemporary: The Censors and Censorifg Smviet Theatre, 1923 9 2 7 6 Russiann

History/Histoire Russe27, 1, 2000, b66. Goriaeva explores censorship through the example of

Soviet radio, Richmond outlines the developmdrBaviet theatre censorship.
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Literature and Art. In other wds, the history of Soviet film censorship in the
1920s still has to be written, and its mechanisms can only be reconstructed with
the most careful analysis of multiple archival sources.

The G f i | mof ond collecti @n | ceodald i ns o f
composed of the surviving Glavrepertkom documents concerning the imported
foreign films that were reviewed by Glavrepertkom between 1883.830. Each
Ger man ¢ fcontaims: & esdend selection of the primary censorship
protocols, the handwritten pratols of revision and a plot summary, applications
for additional censorship licences, intertitle lists (Russian and/or German), the
revision notes of political editors or-gglitors, and various supporting documents
(such as articles, advertising matexiand librettos,) The collection contains a

few dozen Ger man Aifilm caseso, but it h

fal)

speculate about the fate of some German productions with missing records. Most
films were distributed under new Russian titles, wité original title, the names
of the directors and actors, as well as the intertitles, absent from the censorship
records. In such cases the identification of the original German films has not
always been possible. My work on Glavrepertkom protocols indolve
identification of the existing documents and classification of them according to the
year of submission and the censorship criteria applied to them. One of the most
helpful sources for classification of the censorship documents was the catalogue
of the German silent films in Soviet distribution by Nataliia Egorova. Despite
many i naccuraci es, Egorovads catal ogue
composing an exhaustive filmography of the imported German films. The
incomplete collection of the Glavrepertkaogaygister cards (the index cards on each
revi ewed German fil m) provides unique in
submissionttheGRK, date of revision, censorsod c
distributors.

Other important sources that were usethinreconstruction of the Soviet
film control process are the documents of TSGALI (Central State Archive of
Literature and Art) and a very detailed collection of documentation of the Montage
Bureau held by RGALI. These documents together offer a new pevepec the
mechanisms of Soviet film censorship that are described in this chapter.
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4. The development of censorship policy: Imposing restrictions on film
distribution under the NEP

The development of the Soviet censorship system went through se¢ages.dn
the late 1910s all censorship functions were performed by the film departments
within Narkomprost®8Official control over film content was implemented by the
Narkompros Film Committee, the Department of Reviestdg] retsenz)i and,
after 1919the Censorship and Repertoire Committee (within the Film Committee
of Narkompros)-8°

From 1918 to 1921 the main tasks and responsibilities of the Cinema
Commi tteedbs departments in regard to
material inherited fronprerevolutionary times and creating lists of what was
allowed or forbidden to be screened. The members of the Department of Reviews
who worked in the various areas of Moscow were obliged to write regular reports
about the films in distribution, allowinthpe Committeeto take urgent measures

towards the removal of wunwant80W1918i | ms 6

or

f

the criteria for consideringafilu ndesi rabl ed were not descr

defined only agany reasons of artistic, moral, rebgu s, or pol ¥t i cal

According to the Narkompros Decree from 6 September 1918, the Film Committee
instructed distribution companies and film theatres to provide an immediate report
in cases when the original film title had been modified. The Citteenalso

imposed fines of 10,000 roubles in any cases of fraud with the censored*¢opies.

168 Sergei BratoliubovNa zare sovetskoi kinematografii: 1z istorii kinoorganizatsii Petrograda
Leningrada 19181925 godo\{Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1976), p0-21.

189|storiia otechestvennogo kipp. 93.

1701bid. p. 9395.

1 bid.

121 bi d. ,All fmgmergsan filmdhat the Committee prescribed to cut out, have to be cut out
from the negative as well as from all positive copies of a film, and all theutsthave to be

presented to the Committeeo.

c
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According to the memoirs of the former Head of the Moscow Film Committee
Nikolai Fiodorovich Preobrazhenskii, such frauds happened quite often, but, since
the censwship regulations were weak and the procedure of control over film
screenings was still to be modernized, the Committee could not prevent the
circulation of uncensored versions of foreign filliHowever, exercises in film
re-editing had already startedtime years when the number of the foreign films on
the market was rather limited.

With the beginning of the NEP, the apparatus, as well as the procedure
itself, was subject to considerable changes. The flow of new, ideologically
unreliable material intohe market required the immediate strengthening of the
censorship apparatus. TEeuggestion for the Reorganisation of the-Rilssian
Photographic and Cinematographic Section
addressed to the Department of Agitation angpRganda, contained a proposal
for t he organisation of the special Cen
consisted of party membersdé) that woul d |
films.1# 1t was decreed in the new censorship regulations thatra#i had to be
supplied with a censorship certificate (licence) that allowed distribtffoiihe
new directive explained the importance of building a strong censorship barrier

against lowquality productions from the West:

Bearing in mind that the filmsre much cheaper abroad than in
Russia, that during recent years foreign films did not appear on the
Russian market and that they, as-ofstlated material, can be
discarded\{ y b r a s)ynivha Russiaam market mooheaply than

the film stock itsel® IT IS IMPORTANT FOR THE TIME BEING

173 Nikolai F. Preobrazhenski 6 Vos pomi nani i a lz ttorii kinb: daterialViF K 00 , in
dokumentyV. 1 (Moskva: Izdatel'stvo akademii nauk SSSR, 1958), p. 88.

1741, Piliver and V. DorogokupetSi st ema dei stvui ushch@igseva,zakonodat
Leningrad: Te&kino-p e ¢ h1829)p.13.

“'bid., p. 13. 6Every film that is exploited in t

of RSFSR should be supplied with a permission card from censorship, and without it has no right

of distribution on the territorpft he RSFSRO.
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TO INTRODUCE THE MOST STRICT CENSORSHIP OF THE
FILMS OF FOREIGN ORIGIN [Capitalized in the original tekt.
N.P.], taking into account that the content of foreign films is mostly

trashy and of an e¥clusively o6criminald

In the context of growing competition between the film firms under the NEP and
the high prices of film copies, it was difficult for the nevibunded companies to
navigate the European film market. Neither the films, nor the reputations of the
producton companies and the foreign-gellers were knownto Russian
distributing firms and, therefore, they were not perceived as reliable. Additionally,
the constant attempts by Soviet companies to save noongyrchasemevitably

affected the repertoire ofo8iet film theatres. Foreign companies supplied Soviet
agents with cheaper productions: melodramas, old costume films and adventure
films from previous seasons, often reduced in length in order to minimize costs or
to fit in with the Soviet film programmstandards. The initiative in this respect

often belonged to the Soviets: before the new German films proved to be
successful among the Soviet audiences, the priority of the companies, even the
most established ones, lay in purchasing the most inexpestsaening material.

For example, correspondence between Sevzapkino headquarters and its agent, who
attempted to strike bargaimsth largeproduction companies abroad, sheds light

on the companyds purchasing polrithany t hat
costly new productions. In July 1922, in response to the attempts of German
companies to establish stronger working relationships with Sevzapkino, the

administration sent the following directives to its foreign agents:

176 RGASPI, F. 17, 0p.60, etthr. 259, I. 49. The document is addressed to the Committee of the

Department of Agitation and Propaganda of the Central Conwaiftthe Workers and Peasants

Inspection (1922). Here, as in most of the official doeuts of that time the choice of vocabulary

is remarkable: the German firms are seen as evil and expected to «invade» the Soviet market with
thelowqgual i ty, 6corruptingdé material, whereas the s

Soviet distrilution companies themselves.
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We find the distribution oforeign films from abroaahot profitable
[Original italics here and below. N.P.] The purchases of films
released in914, 1915, 1916, 1917, 191®at can be bought at a
cheaper pricghan the films of 1919, 1920, 1921 and 1922, are most
desirable. In Rssia interest in the films of 19418 is very high

because they have not reached Russi& {et.

However, less than a year after the market was opened for new films, the situation
had changed, though old and secoai@ films continued to constitute thed n 6 s
share of cinema programmes up until the -18@0s’’® It happened under the
influence of the success which the first imported-bfiice hits from Germany
and Austria had with Soviet audiences. The first Germaradffe hits, mainly
distributed by tkb bigger companies like KiAlloskva, offered the Soviet
spectator a new world of previously unknown images and filming techniques, a
broader selection of the new genres and styles, and the faces of new film stars.
As is evident from the example of therespondence between Sevzapkino
and its agents abroad, foreign distribution companies were interested in contacts
with the Soviet market and often turnéal Sovietagents with offers for the
purchase of films/® The prices varied considerably from one fitm another,
depending not only the length of a film, the technical quality of the copy and the
year of production, but also on the commercial success of a chosen film in
domestic distribution. The situation with film purchases was complicated by the
confusing inconsistency of the Soviet censorship process: after an agent received
the headquartersé preliminary agreement
required to send a copy of that film to the censorship organs, namely, to the

Censorship and ReperteiCommittee of the Narkompros Film and Photography

YTTSGALI, F 83, op. 1, ed. khr. 28, . 20

178 TSGALI, F 83, op.1, ed. khr. 25, |. 22. The telegram to the Sevzapkino agent Markus from the
headque# er s al |l owed the purchase of t heforRessieer f i |l ms:
then, indeed, buy the baxf f i ce hi t so.

179 An exampe is the correspondence between Sevzapkino and the foreign desngamnheld in
the in TSGALLI, F. 83, op.1, edhk 2426, 95, 96.
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Department, for preliminary examination. The Committee was formed by a Decree
from 3 October 1919 and was assigned the responsibilities for the regulation of the
cinema repertoire on the territory of RSESR

According to the censorship decision, the films were divided into three
groups: 1) those allowed to be screened on the territory of RSFSR, 2) those
recommended for screening in the cinemas owned by the Film and Photography
Department, and 3) those ahgely prohibited from public screenirt§’ In cases
when a film was accepted by the Department, it received a certificse®? and
the purchase continued in the prescribed order. According to the Decree, the
@bsolutely pr ohi bsuljeeteddo iminediateicanfiscafion byms
the Department, both in negative and positive copies, and were to be stored in the
Department s own archives. Thi s | ed
distribution companies, which refused to invest in a filmeurttireat of future
confiscation. Often the rejected films were sent back, which meant considerable
additional charges for the buying company. Since the prices largely depended on
the length of a film, a censorship order to cut unwanted scenes couldadsio |
financial losses. The average length of the German films purclgs&wdviet
companies in 1922 and 1923 was between 1500 and 2&@€rs,with the
exception of longer serials andMonopolfilme, which arrived in a package
consisting of several fulength films. Shorter films and various fragments were
bought by smaller distributors like PUR (Political Committee of the Red Army)

which needed such films for illustrative purposes (i.e. accompanying a lecture,
etc. )8!

180RGALL, F. 989, op. 1, ed. khr. 136, |. 2Btoriia otectestvennogo king. 95.

181 The information about the Soviet distributors of the German films can be found in
Glavrepertkom register cards (Gosfilmoforida part of the missing archive tiie GRK that
includes 250 entries on the German films. The cardsgotite basic information on the imported
foreign films (original and new title, date of submission for censorship, the title of a distribution
company, and any censorship decisions with dates). The collection of cards, though not complete,
includes abouR50 entries on the imported German films that went through the censorship organs.
It presents an important source of basic information on the fate of the distributed foreign films in

the Soviet Union.
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The film committee faced the diffiduiask of setting an optimal censorship

procedure that could sequentially filter all imported films according to their

I deol ogical suitability but that, at
limited film repertoire. Another important taskas to make more profit from
distribution, which meant responding to audience demands. The division of the
audiences into various groups with different levels of access to the particular parts
of the film repertoire was a distinctive feature of Soviet oestsp. The NEP
audience was divided, essentially, into workers and NEPmen, who were judged to
have different tastes and needs. According to Sergei Bratoliubov, who worked in
the propaganda section of Sevzapkino from 1923, this partition was supported by
the location of urban cinemas: in the city periphery and the working class quarters

film exhibition was predominantly in

t he

t he

central cinemas were mostly attended by@® v i et b SlUntigedisti si e 6 .

report on the wrk of Glavrepertkom published on 5 December 1928ysand
films in Soviet distribution were divided into three groups, according to their
appeal to various audiences:

The Committee does not support the viewpoint that the plays must be
f orever offbafinan & doow e d &hodkiprepertoipeasp ul ar (

divided into three categories:
1 categoryi allowed in all theatres,

2 categoryi allowed butnot for the workers and peasants audience

[ltalics is mine.i N.P.] Here we include plays that, accordinghe

general censorship conditions, are possible to be allowed but cannot,
however, be recommended to the wider worker and peasant audience.

We also include here philistine playplays of the unhealthily

individualistic kind, etc. But in doing this, the @aittee does not

want to create some sort@gfhet t o6 f or the working
In its instructions the Committee advises to always take into account

the audience profile and, if the audience consists of the more or less

182 Bratoliuboy p. 48.

cl as
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conscious working class ma#isat has an understanding of social

relations, to also allow the works that belong to this category,

3 categoryi prohibited. Here we have [everything] counter
revolutionary, evidently mystical, chauvinistic and so on, as well as

everything that in the mean circumstances is untimefy.

The protective separation of the worker and peasant audremcairbancinema

goers resulted in limited access of the lower classes to many foreign films. The

worker and peasant group was soon complemented by two otegoigas of

population: the Red Army audience and children under 16 years of age. As a result

of the attempt to protect the ideological and aesthetic vulnerability of certain social
groups, the repertoire of theewwaedker soé cl
considerably from the central cinemas.

The registration cards of Glavrepertkom reveal how censorship gradually
strengthened between 1923 and 1930: from almost no restrictions on German film
in the early 1920s to severe audience restrictionhemtid1920s and, finally,
complete removal of German films from the cinema repertoire. For example, two
films by Richard Oswald goyed enormous popularity amoBgviet audiences in
the early 1920s after censorship approval in 1923 and recommendation for
universal exhibition. These films introduced the Soviet audience to the genre of
the German costume film and created a cult around such film stars as Conrad Veidt
and Liane HaidLady Hamilton(in RSFSR from 1923) anlducrezia Borgia(in
RSFSR from 1923)However, in 1928, after the film repertoire was revised by
Glavrepertkom, the censors imposed audience restrictions on these films,
forbidding them for peasants and children undern_L@rezia Borgiawhich was
accused of having erotic and clerical undee® was also prohibited from being
screenedinwérer s 6 c¢ | ub sL u bS utCsroméhsiairing olaaNegri,

E. A. D Dip grimeé Masueld1923),a poster for which appears on the city

183 See the Project of the Insttion on repertoire control in the villages (12 February 1926) in:
Istoriia sovetskoi politicheskoi tsensury. Dokumenty i kommentarii.-1993 ed. by Tatiana

Goriaeva (Moskva: Rosspen, 1997), p. 277.
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streets i n Chebveksakindapparatadd?0¥ and Der Sprung ins
Leben(1923,Johannes Gutewere passed e GRK in 1925 with no audience
restrictions. The period of unlimited exhibition lasted until 1928, after which the
films received the right to limited distribution only.
Big boxoffice hits| i ke G. WDie flewdlbse tGassand E.A.
D u p o Warighég1925, E.A. Duponthad similar distribution status. A copy of
Varietéwas submitted ttheGRK in1927Thanks to a brilliant a
that included such popular stars as Emil Jannidgsde Putti and Maly Delschatt,
the censors passed the film for all audiences, despite the fact that the theme and
the content of the film were not in line with Soviet censorship policy. However,
after the first public screenings the license was withidrand, following thorough
re-examination and rediting, the film was reeleased for an audience that
excluded peasants, workers and childréne freudlose Gassewhich was
imported by Sovkino in 1925 the same year it was exhibited in the Weimar
Repullic 7 received its unrestricted distribution license until 1928, when this
decision was revised. As a result the film, which explored themes of prostitution
and poverty in 1920s Vienna, remained in distribution, but received ancaudylt
status. It is imprtant to note that the film, despite depicting nudity and violence
(which prompted widespread criticism), was very successful and is among the very
few German films that were praised for raising social issues. According to the
censor ship sfiemgemsihed in active distilbugon wntil 1932, which
was also unusual for a foreign film, most of which were officially removed from
the Soviet screens no later than 1932.
't is important to note that this was
among the most important German productions that were distributed in the Soviet
Union in the 1920s: more than any other German director, Pabst wasoeth
and respected by the Soviet audiences and critics. A Soviet monograph on Pabst
studying the aesthes and the cinematographic methods of his films was
published in 1936. The monograph contained a thorough analy3ie tséudlose
Gassea s an example of Pabst 6s early film
prolonged distribution of the film in Soviet Russi as opposed to Pat

wor ks, which received criticism for their
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film received a positive review from the critic when, paradoxically, it was already

long out of distributiort®* Some films received distributiorertificates not with

audi ence but with regional ' i mitations.

Michael (1924) was admitted for exhibition only in Leningrad. The distribution

area of anot her fDespenadogrdlensed in 2O19% seibmiite r ger 6 s

for Soviet censorship by Proletkino in 1923) was limited t@&tov cinemas only.
Similarly, Dmitrii Bukhovetkiid s  BapphafLalo in Soviet distribution) with

Pola Negri and Alfred Abel received permission in September 1923 to be screened
only in thecentral cinemas of Moscow. However, in October of the same year the
film was submitted for rexamination by KineMoskva with a request to expand
the filmds di st r i Sapphomasadditienally allowedtybe A's
screened in such citieas Nizhniy Novgorod, RostenaDonu, Saratov and
Simbirsk. As demonstrated by these examples, in cases when a film was
potentially profitable, basic censorship measures such as imposing distribution
restrictions still allowed targeted and profitable dmition. In the late 1920s
censorship policy changed due to the new shift towards a more refined cinema
repertoire. After the official rexamination of all film repertoire undertaken by
Glavrepertkom in 1927 and 1928, most of the foreign films that rewhame
distribution from the early 1920s were either rejected or limited to certain audience

groups.

5. Glavrepertkom and centralization of censorship control

The foundation of the censorship organs Glavlit and Glavrepertkom signified the
beginning of entralized control over the arts and represented a shift towards a
unified repertoire policy. The process of centralisation was finalized in 1925, with
the monopolisation of all film distribution by the state and the assignment of
distribution tasks to Sdwno. From 1923 to 1925 all foreign films had to receive

Glavrepertkom permission prior to entering the distribution network, however, all

preliminary adjustment, including-exiting, renaming or adding new intertitles,

184Nikolai Efimov, Georg Vil'gel'm PabstMoskva, Leingrad: Iskusstvo, 1936)

a

r
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was done by the editors within vaus distribution compani€§® Often the re
editing services were provided by the central censorship boards: for instance, by
the Censorship Board of the Petroghssed Sevzapkino that consisted, besides
Sevzapkino members, of invited chairmen from Guhdgpet and Politkontal
The Censorship Board of Sevzapkino was responsible for censoring all films that
were in distribution in the NortkVest regiont®® In January and February 1923 it
examined the newly imported foreign films of such Petrodpaskd distbution
companies as Kin&ever, the Petrograd Department of kMoskva and its own
Sevzapkino.

According to the surviving minutes of the Censorship Board sessions in the
TSGALI archives, most of the films that were imported by Kivioskva in these
two months were of German origin (about 15 films in total). The majority of them
were new productions that were released between 1920 and®1 322 minutes
of the Censorship Board reveal that in 1923 the film control was not as strict as it
became with the fandation of Glavrepertkom: all the films were passed without
any changes, except the film of the company ER&hterFilmgesellschaftZehn
Milliarden Volt (1921, Adolf Gartner)which portrayed the working classes in an
undesirable way. Even then theéoof the Censorship Board committee was more

recommendatory than prescriptive

185 See, for example, a letter to KilBever concerning the-gditing of the Austrian filnDer Graf

von Cagliostro(1920, Reinhold Schiinzel) by BiZzadorozhnyi and Co.: TSGALI,.R42, op.1,

ed. khr. 5, 1. 18.

186TSGALLI, F 83, opl, ed. khr. 9, I. 15. For the 1923 protocols of the sessions of the Censorship
Board concerning the films imported by the companies {8auer and Kinavloskva, together

with the representatives of Glavpolitprosvatéda G| avpol i t kont83,0d Hed see
khr. 407 tl. The films are given under the Russianetited titles only, with no additional
information. The reconstruction of the German is not always possible.

187 Such asSumurun(1920, Ernst Lubitsch)Die Abenteuerin von Mont€arlo, ZehnMilliarden

Volt, Des Lebens und der Liebe Well@®21, Lorenz Batz)Die Geliebte von Roswolsk{s921,

Felix Basch), two parts obr Mabuse, der Spieler , Treibende Krdft921, Zoltan Nagy),
Satansketteif1921, Léo Lasko)Pariserinnen(1921, Léo Laskq)Praschnas Geheimnid 922,
Ludwig Baetz) andas Diadem der Zarif1922, Richard Loéwenbein)

TSGA
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Since inZehn Milliarden Volthe workers and their leaders are shown
as the unconscious enemies of culture, the film is allowed to be
screened only provided that the intde are changed in such way
that the protest against the new invention is not an organised
movement of the working class but only an outbreak of a small group
of ignorant depositors who are provoked by investors. Until the
intertitles are changed the filim not allowed to be screened. It is
suggested that the distribution company submits both the old and the

new intertitle lists (montage lists) for censorship examinaffon.

As for the older films of KineMoskva, of which there were only a few titles, they
also successfully passed examination by the State Censorship Board #§°1923.
Films like Die Stuhng1917, Emmerich Hanuslgin hochherrschaftlicher Diener
(1918, Curt Wolfram Kiesslich)Seelenverkaufe(1919, Carl Boese) anDas

Glick der Irren(1919, JohAnnes Guter) enjoyed losigrm popularity among the
Soviet audiences. A few prints, however, were considerably shorter in length than
the original German versions; for instan&ymurun,an orientathemed film
whose declared length upon censorship exatmmavas 1,500 meters 880
meters shorter than the original version that appeared in the German censorship
registers. The circulation of shorter Soviet versions of German films was common:
in the context of limited budgets and prices calculated per nsétatened copies

of successful and more expensive films were often purchased through smaller
intermediary film companies, for lower prices. As becomes evident from
correspondence with foreign agents and from shipping receipts, the prints often

arrived inomplete, sometimes even with whole parts misihginally, all films

8See a protocol from 10 January 1923.1200Zehn
meters, 6 parts. TSGALI, B3, op.1, ed. khr. 40, I. 11.

189 The private firm KinoMoskva mainly purchased the new films. The oldest films that were
distributed by the company were still rather recent: all released after 1917.

190 1n early 1920s the shipping services that were used by the film firms were provided by the
Germa-Ru s si an c¢ o mp(BentychRasBigche L ageand Transportgesellschafthat

specialized in transportation of the film reels and all related documents from the Weimar Republic

Mi |1
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were sent without intertitles (but with separately enclosed montage lists): the
distribution companies replaced them with their own Russian titles upon arrival.

The German films of Kio-Sever, a Petrograosed private distribution
company that was considerably smaller than Kifmskva, submitted fewer films
for examination in January 1923. The majority of them were of German or
Austrian origin. The company focused on the purchasehef big productions
(boevik), the more successful and, therefore, more expensive filersGraf von
Cagliostro (1919/1920, Reinhold Schinzeubrowsky, der Rauber Atamann
(1921, Piotr Chardynin)Das Cabinet des Dr CaligariTagebuch meiner Frau
(1920, Rl L. Stein) Haschisch, das Paradies der HO{E921, Reinhard Bruck),

Der Schrei des Gewisserf$920, Eugen lllés)Miss Beryll, die Laune eines
Millionars (1921, Friedrich Zelnik)Unter Raubern und Bestiefi921, Ernst
Wendt). Genrewise, most of thdilms brought by KineMoskva and KineSever

were melodramas, crime stories or historical films. Other types included oriental
fantasiesRussenfilmeExpressionist experiments and adventure seriesaléed
Sensationsfilmdike Die Abenteuerin von Mor#€arlo. It must be noted that most

of the directors of these films started their careers before the First World War and
by 1923 were recognized as we#itablished names in German cinema. Their films
were successfully marketed in Europe, therefore attg@oviet agents who
continued to buy new films by these directors in the following years. Such German
film stars as Ellen Richter, Carl Auen, Pola Negri, Olga Engl, Fern Andra or Alfons
Fryland, who appeared in most of the foreign films or series thatexezasively
promoted in Soviet Russi a, soon became
success continuously influenced the choice of films for import in theanutllate
1920s.

Sevzapkino, which in 1923 was still hesitant about its distribution choices
and preferred to buy older films, took a step towards more adventurous film
purchases under the influence of competition from such companies as Kino
Moskva. It submitted three new films to the Censorship Bdardfin Walewska

(1920, Otto Rippert)i a pou | ar historical mel odr ama

to Soviet Russia. See the receipts and invoices in TSGALI. Bonge: TSGALI, F. 83, op. 1, ed.
khr. 86, I. 6.
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Abenteuer der schonen Doret{@921, Otto Rippert) and.andstrassen und
Grossstad{1921, Carl Wilhelm). These films were made by vkelbwn German
directors who started their filming careers in the early 1%@5were already
known in RussiaGréfin Walewskaand Abenteuer der schonen Dorestarred
Hella Mojai one of the four foreign star personas whose films were specially
selected for distribution and exclusively advertised by SevzapgkinGarl
Wi | h eLandsfrassen und Grossstatiirred Conrad Veidt, who was at the peak
of his popularity in Europe. Following public demand, and the success of these
films, in July 1923 the company adjusted its distribution policy and submitted for
censorship approval sudbox-office hits asDanton Stortebeker(1919, Ernst
Wendt),Christian Wahnschaff@irst parti Weltbrand, 1920, Urban Gad) aridie
Schreckensnachte auf SchloR Rochg&@22, Conrad Wiendy?The selection of
genres was representative of Soviet mass gasiistorical melodramas, pirate
stories, crime dramas agdignolsketches were among the most desirable films.
Towards the end of 1923 Glavrepertkom started to regularly practise re
editing of imported productions. After that, practically all Germadmdithat
reached distribution were -etlited. The censorship scissors often removed the
most controversial scenes, making the films considerably shorter. For instance,
Danton a historical film that depicted the French Revolution and starred Emil
Janningsand Werner Krauss, was submitted to the Censorship Board in July 1923
as a copy of 1,896 meters in length (about 80 meters shorter than the original 1,978
meters). After examination by the censors the film required further adjustments,
and less than two miths later it was submitted again, at a length of 1,867 meters
(according to the minutes). Finally, in October 1923 the film was sent for approval
to the newlyformed Glavrepertkom committee at 1,200 meters in length. At this
stage t h-e do comtimeiflid avds undertaken by the Goskino bureau of
montage. The story of the inventive-agditing of Danton (in Soviet release

1¥10ther Sevzapkingromoted stars were the Germans Albert Bassemntdeiga Molander, Mia
May and the Austriarlbanian actor Alexander Moissi who was wkilown to the Russians after
his tour with the Reinhardhéatre ensemble in 1911. See: advertising materials enclok@tbto
20 October, 1922.

192TSGALI, F. 83, op. 1, ed. khr. 40, II. 1&8.
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Guillotine) by the editorVeniamin Boitler was famously recalled by Sergei
Eisenstein®Thus, approximately orthird of the fim was cut out by the censors,
and such significant abridgement was frequently practised on German films in the
re-editing buread®

It is important to note that with the foundationtibé GRK the censorship
criteria applied to foreign films became steigtand films were more often
subjected to rediting and extensive cutting. Before the GRK was formed, it was
easier for a film to pass the censorship examination with minor changes only. Most
of the films were passed in their original form, and the &didistribution in
certain areas was the most strict censorship measure. In 1923 Glavrepertkom took
over the censorship process andexamined films that were already in
distribution. Many German films in their previously existing form did not satisfy
the new censorship requirements. The private companies whighrohased the
distribution rights on certain previously passed films were refused permission to
continue the ¥ Imsé distribution.

Among other things, the GRK was responsible for publishing ké
foreign films that were allowed or forbidden to be screened on the territory of the
Soviet Union. Sending film recommendations for the regional censorship centres
was al so among the GRKo6s tasks. From the
1923 tothe end of August of the same year the GRK published four such repertoire
lists 1°6 One of them, for instance, features the two parBrdflabuse, der Spieler
that were imported by KinMoskva as a forbidden film, although earlier,
according to the protot® of Sevzapkino, it was allowed by the regional
Censorship Collegiun?’

198 Sergei Eisensteirkilm Form, ed. by Jay Leyda (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World Inc.,

1949), p. 11.

1%4More about th work oftheree di t i ng bureaus in Soviet Russia in
wickedgame:r@e di t i ng and Sovi et FimHistory,8,U996pp.B2¢348.f t he 192
195 ike, for instance, the company Elfadorozhnyi and Co. that bought tights on distribution

particular films from the bigger distributors, for instance, KMoskva.

196|storiia sovetskoi politicheskoi tsenzupy 429.

1971bid., p.432. Two parts obr Mabuse 1) 1 episode, 8 parts, 2,000 meters in length and 2) 3

episodes? parts, 1,600 meters in length, were purchased by-Kioskva.



114

Arelated point to consider Glavrepertkom's intermediary position in the
Soviet censorship system. The GRK was given permission to perform final control
over films and to approver reject films that were reworked by the film editors. In
doing so,the GRK regulated the activity of the -ealiting bureau. The bureau,
despite its subordinate position in the censorship vertical, nevertheless, was
allowed certain creative freedom witlegards to foreign films. Despite its
privileged position, the GRK was a rather enclosed institutioremdined fully
controlled by the superior organs of Narkompros and, on a higher level, by the
Central Committee. Most of the censors, who worked inGR&K in 1925, had
only secondary educatid®® Political editors of Glavrepertkom, armoured with
the prescribed directives about safe methods of ideological control over film (by
‘changing and removadl'Rus.izmeneniem i vycherkgroften preferred to cut out
more than was needed, being hardly concerned with the preservation of a film's
original structure and contet As for film re-editors, they had a unique position
in Soviet censorship apparatus. Before the establishment of the GRK, the editors
played a moe marginal, technical role. Their tasks were limited to shortening film
length, in order to make a film fit a film programme, and to removing frivolous
scenes. After the GRK was formed and the editors became more and more
dependentn the decisions of l@repetkom committee, the editors began to look
for a theoretical foundation of film +editing. This search was stimulated by
required collaboration with the political editors and by the arrival of a young
generation of editors in the-gsliting bureau. Aew future film directors and film
theorists who became influential in the following years (Eisenstein,oSsfub,
Kuleshov, Shklovsky, brothers Vasilievy, to name a few) had a chance to work on
the reediting of foreign cinema. Perhaps, the filmotheqgfithe montage bureau
in the mid1920s was a place of creative freedom and inspiration for the future

filmmakers. The editors had access to uncensored, ideologically unreliable, and

198 RGASPI, F. 17, Op. 60, d. 737. Minutes of the Cinema Committee Session from 30 September
1925
199 See methods and principles of film control in the Central Committee report concerning the

GRK activity (29 August 1926) itstoriia sovetskoi politicheskoi tsensup. 278
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often openly counterevolutionary film footage, as well as to the newest

experiments and technical novelties of western cinematography.

6 . 6Scissor s of revol udteditorsnom Germiahe wor kK

film

In his essay which defends the practice eédding foreign films, Sergei Vasiliev

compar es t herstethersassarsoffproletariansres/olution. They both,

argues Vasiliev, work on the removal of a harmful bourgeois compbioeetfrom

the structure of a film, another from th

of re-editing, argues Vasiliewnust be seen as a constructive, rather than a

destructive, device: like revolution, they help to transform a dissatisfying reality

instead of preserving the®conservative 0!
YuriTsi vi an0s -edting practices indhe Smt &nion of the

1920s describes in detail the foundation of the Montage Bureau, which gathered

the best Soviet specialists on foreign cinema. The history-eflitmg of new

German films began at the beginning of the NEP when the adjustment of foreign

films to Soviet circumstances was undertaken by editors within the distribution

companies and by the regional censorship or§ddter 1924 the reediting co

operatives of the old film firms started to group around the central Montage Bureau

of Sovkino (Redktsionnemontazhnaia kollegia), which, having thus collected the

most qualified and experienced personnel, started to work in close partnership with

the GRK censors. The responsibilities of the editors, many of whom were

specialists with substantial wodxperience and who, judging by the surviving

documentation of the Bureau, had a deep understanding of cinema, were strictly

prescribed. Having no control over new purchases, they worked with the films in

active distribution, chose films for+eiting fromnewly acquired material and-re

200 Brat'ia Vasil'evy: Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakbm 1 (Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1981), p. 157.

201 For instance, the regional-egliting bureau of Sevzapkino.
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worked previously made alterations to older fil#f&sIn other words, the editors
performed all the preliminary adjustmeintd | i t er ar yi of teeffime e ment 6
before they could be passed on to the higher censorship oayaaygpfoval. The
official written conclusion of an editor who worked on film adjustment had to be
submitted to the GRK along with other documents (written application, film
copies, original and new Russian intertiti@S)Theree di t or sd notes can
in the surviving files on many of the German films that were examin#teiRK
after 1925, along with the GRKOGs own p
Nor mal | vy, the editords note contained a
conclusion on the suitaiy of the film for Soviet audiences. Often these
documents contained various remarks on the difficulties-eflittng. These notes
were supposed to be read prior to the meeting of the censorship committee that
would then forbid or pass the film after rewing it. The procedure of film
approval in the GRK required the editor 6s
(along with representatives of other organisations and the invited experts on the
subject of the examined filn3}* In practice, it seems, ihrule was not always
enforced. Until the introduction of a closer partnership between the editors and the
censors in 1926, onthe GRK members and invited experts attended the viewing
sessions: the surviving protocols for German films are rarely sigyetbre than
three members of the censorship board and the sect&tary.

After adjustment in the Montage Bureau, a film was submitted to the GRK
for final approval. Usually the censors examined the film within two days, after
which it was sent back to th&ureau if it needed further 4gditing. The process
could be repeated a few times until the censors were finally satisfied with the
results. After the first screening followed by a discussion of the film, the secretary

filled in the protocols, registerintpe presence of the board members, providing a

202 About Montage Bura u 6 s i na b i | infilj purchases see: RGALI, 496t op. 1,
ed. khr. 56, I. 9.

203 For the instruction on the +&diting of foreign films see the protocols of the Montage Bureau
sessions on 6 March 1926. RGALI, #496, op.1, ed. khr. B, I. 10.

204|bid., I. 11.

205 For information on some chief Glavrepertk@ensors see: Richmond.
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brief synopsis of the content with an ideological evaluation and recommendations

for the editors regarding which scenes and intertitles to add or to remove.

During a conference devoted to-editing in March1926 the Sovkino
Board discussed the importance of carefully written expert reviews of foreign
films, as part of a general evaluation of foreign cultural products. The reviews
were supposed to be used as reference material by official critics and the
purdhasing department. The protocol of the conference suggests the division of all
foreign films into two groups (forbidden, andwerked films) which required two
different types of protocols: more detailed ideological evaluation for films that had
been deched, and longer synopses for the films that were accepted-éalitreg.
Moreover, after 1926 it was ordered that all foreign films be classified according
to their commerciatlistributional value (with subdivisions into | classbox-
office hit, II'T first screen, IIT second screen), and according to ideology and their
acceptability in workeommencdeema® (tlhecl

audience, II allowed, IlIT unacceptable)?®

If the GRK disapproved of a film, the-eed i t or 6 s r assgponsi bi l
return the film to its pree-edited condition to be sent back to the foreign
distributor in its original length. The editors worked with Glavrepertkom directly
and were restrained from communicating with other departments of Sovkino and
any externabrganisation®’Most of the Montage Bureau editors, and particularly
the GRK censors, remained in the shadow of the process, rarely speaking out
publicly or in the press. An exception was the Vasiliev brotheenowned re
editors of the Bureau who openparticipated in debates on-editing between
1925 and 1928%

In contrast to the reditors, the GRK members rarely had experience in

fil m. First o f al |, Nar kompr og there manded

206 See the protocol 2 of the sitting of Sovkino coitiee on 29 March 1926. RGALI, 2496, op.

1, ed. khr. 5, 6, |. 12.

2071bid, 1. 11.

208|n 1926 Sovkino prohiléd any participation of reditors in public discussions, either verbally
or in print. RGALI, F. 2496, op.1, ed. khr. 5, 6, 1.-18.
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knowledge of cinema was secondary. &olki ng Nar kompr osés pres
the strengthening of both the Censorship Board and taditiag personnel with
more Bolsheviks, neparty members in both institutions were gradually replaced
with more politically reliable peopl? The relationshipsetween the reditors

and the GRK censors were complex-é&tors had an important role in all stages
of the adjustment and creative adaptation of the film. Still, the opinion of
Glavrepertkom was conclusive. The-gditors, as experts in film, ardently
defended each film they reworked for Soviet distribution, while the GRK often
demanded additional corrections or even banned films altogether. -Eadoes
blamed Glavrepertkom censors for their insufficient knowledge of film art and the
nuances of filmre-editing. The GRK censors blamed the Montage Bureau for
hackwork and the low quality of rediting, leaving sarcastic comments about re
editing in the protocols. For instance, examining the Skerbende Volkg1922,
Robert Reinert; in Soviet releaBeama in the Bay Drama v bukhtein 1926,

the censor remarks:

Previously, the film was calledying Nationsand the critics rightly
renamed iDying FreaksThe reediting extends this honourable title

to the reeditors themselved?

One of the Glavrepetdbm members who criticized loguality reediting was
Eduard Birois. Eisenstein mentions him as one of thediters of the montage
division of Goskin@!! In the mid1920s Birois moved to the GR&nd often

criticized lowquality reediting in his protocols

Re-editing was perceived as a necessary measure that could neutralize
the harmful content of western film. In an article by Sergei Vasiliev, foreign
filmmakers are described as vigilant enemies. According to him, the seeming
apolitical appeal of theifilms is nothing but counterrevolution in disguise, a

2From the report on the GRK activity on 5 Decem
commercial directors we must eirgthen the film companies with workers who can take care of

t he i de ol lstgiia soeetskoigpolitickedkoi tsenzup; 265.

210Drama v bukhteGFF, d. 14.

211 Sergei Eisensteirkilm Form, p. 11.
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6dextrous camoufl aged6 that?Fheediboss corrupt

were given complete freedom in the way they treated foreign films, and Sovkino
granted them full responsibility for the resuttistheir work. The assurance of

the young reeditors in their knowledge of how to achieve the desired
psychological effects led to an understanding of the processedfitreg as a
process of 60i mprovement & which, t hey
versions (even in the cases of Griffith, Abel Gance, and Murnau) better than the
original.

In the various years of its existence the Bureau had from four to seven
re-editors. The inventive frediting practices of the Montage Bureau are
mentioned in thenemoirs and articles of former-eglitorsi Viktor Shklovsky,

Sergei Eisenstein, the Vasiliev brothers. In his article on Sovediteg, Yuri
Tsivian sums up the creative approach of the Montage Bureau members to the
process of adjusting films to theoBet screens. Sergei Vasiliev remembered
that the reediting bureau became an excellent school of montage for future
filmmakers, as they had exclusive access to the best examples of western

co

cinema?®*The need to 6exter minat-bourgebi® poi son,

moralityad, using the expression-of Serge

editing that was considered to be the only possible method of keeping these
films in distribution. Sergei Vasiliev remarked that of the 700 films that he
reworked, oty 1-2 percent required just changing the intertitles. More than 60
percent of all imported films were rejected by the Montage Bureau as
impossible to resdit, and the others were subjected to considerable
alteration£2*On the reediting table foreign filra became construction material

that could be shaped into any desired final product. At this stage the majority of
German films lost their original structure. Theeditors justified the need for
capital adjustments by t hieo,tiledatarmady ds of

required cinema that was purified of any

and of plots with o6l ayers of psiychol ogy

212 Brat'ia Vasil'evy p. 158.
213|pjd., p. 110.

24Gead gi i eVasdDKbdbnokriti ka BratliaiVasikevypdl®8azvi aznost "' 6,

t

F
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N. P. ] demands common sense, simple and c
argued Vasiliev’™® In their articles, the Vasiliev brothers describe how the
quality of foreign films was often improved by-eéliting.
The history of the Montage Bureau still requires more detailed research.
What interests us in this respect is how theeBaru 6s me mber s f or mul at
theoretical approach to-eliting foreign films. The work of the +editors was
not limited to experiments with cutting. In fact, their work was more complex,
since they tried not only to unify the criteria and the methdds-editing but
also to classify and to study the-aditing material. During one sitting of a
Sovkino Collegium in March 1926 the decision was taken to begin the
6t heoretical el aboration of ?Fustafti ons re
all, this entailed the need to classify films according to their country of
production and to study 6the theory of m
foreign f il ms éditordene asked éoranalyse theroughly the
big, highquality films and the ciive methods of the major foreign film
directors and actoré! For this purpose a library of foreign periodicals and
major research works on film was organized in the Bureau.
From September 1926, the editors of the Bureau started to specialize in
films of particular regions of production. According to the official documents,
Georgii Vasiliev started to work with German films, and Sergei Vasiliev
specialized in Austrian film (and also in American productions together with
the ree d i t o r ev)RbThasdrefoims reflected the need to unify and to
accelerate the rediting process. The suggested regional division relied on the
reedi t or 6s expertise in the cinema of a p
the style and genres of a particular film industéry well as knowledge of the

relevant languages. Additionally, it became easier to control the work ofthe re

215 |bid., p. 144.

216 See the protocol of the second sitting of Sovkino collagin 29 March 1926. See RGALL, F
2496, op. 1, ed. khr. 5, 6.

217 1bid., I. 18.

218 The division wa not strict, ad otherree d i t or s dviwkoespe&alisedin Anderican

films, occasionally reedited German productions. Ibid., I. 24.
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editors. The reeditors of the bureau maintained a serious approach to their

work: not only did they adapt films to the restrictions of the Smeasorship,

but they also worked on theoretical aspects, for instance, trying to analyse the

suitability in general of films of a particular region to the needs of Soviet

di stribution. The Bureau encouraged O0ex|
foreignch e ma 6 as w-edutatioa of thd radeéorssred IreGearch into

the audience. The+&ditors were supposed to keep diaries of their work and to

submit personal reports on theiraditing activity every quarter. For instance,

the reports of Sergeéfasiliev from 1 January to 1 April 1926 show that he

worked on such German films &er letzte Mann, Die Verrufenefi925,

Gerhard Lamprecht) a social drama about the poorest slums of Berlin, based

on the sketches of Haich Zille and starring Goetzkéud EgedyNissen and

Mady Christians),Die gefundene Brautl925, Rochus Gliesgith Xenia

Desni andlenny JugoandPietro, der Korsan(1925, Arthur Robinson) starring

EgedeNissen, Paul Richter and Rudolf KlgRogge. In his reports, the-re

editor, asan expert on German cinema, gave a brief assessment of every film:

from a highly enthusi a®drietzte Mamnsiae w o f Mu r
example of all the achievements of modern film technique... One must see this

film 7 otherwise it is uselesstoewn t al k about itd), to pos
Lampr echtfdsl mBe(rdlFonr the first ti me a fi
understanding of the I|ife of Berl inods I
especially recommended for tnhRetrovor ker 6s
die Korsarwith Paul Richter in the title role the star of the recently released

Die Nibelungen also received a positive review from Vasiliev:

The film could be regarded as a O6first s
ensemble is superb, thourlis used by the (theatre?) director rather
unskil fully. The performance, t hat was

fell into an opergheatrel i ke sham and thatés why its a



122

considerably diminished. To all appearances, the remains of the stage

props fromDie Nibelungerwere used for the filri®

Finally, Die gefundene Braus described as a mediocre film of average quality
with satisfactory acting and cinematography (as was true of most of the films
with Xenia Desni that were imported to thev&t Union in the 1920s). The
review finishes with general remarks about the films thatleat reworkedy
the Bureau in the previous quarter, particularly about their satisfactory
ideological quality, and the complaint that the films were often redebye
Sovkino already redited.
Another surviving report belongs to the-editor Korniliev, who
reworked the filnNamenlose Heldef1925, Kurt Bernhardt) in the first quarter
of 1926.Namenlose Heldewas the first production of the lefting company
Prametheus~ilm, with Willi Miinzenberg as producer. The chronitilee film
depicted the history of the First World War through the mishaps of a working
class infantryman, Schol z. The portrayal
massesd attr acctheads itnhge dSeopvakritnnoe nptu.r 61t s s o
is the first film with communist sl ogans
Korniliev. The editor found the quality of the performance quite low, however.
Pointing out that the film was successful ikth wor ker s®é quarters ¢
because of its social message, he suggests that it might also be well received by
Soviet audiences. As Sergei Vasiliev notes in his response to the critic Il'ia
Trauberg, the film was admitted for universal exhibition witheegditing22°
In 1926 the editors started their work on research into national cinemas.
The notes of the editors were never pub
internal documentation. The-eglitors were interested in the suitability of films

for Soviet dstribution and the possibility of the improvement of films through

2RGALI, F. 2496,0p.1,d.5,6,1.14. Theeedi t or s di vi ded the films int
0t hi r mpdodetomseaecording to their marketing and artistic value.
20See the article 6Pavly VI aBatiavasildvgd 158iny byt 6 uni
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re-editing, according to their country of origif. The report on the German

films that were purchased between October 1925 and October 1926 begins with

some short statistics: in the givgreriod of time 47 German films were

imported, with 25 films rejected by the political editors of Sovkino, 18 passed

by the GRK and 4 forbidden. After giving a brief outline of the history and

political life of the Weimar Republic, the reviewer concludest tithe
6degeneratived moods in German art reveal
of the bourgeois social systehte gives the examples of epic German films like

Die Nibelungenand Sterbende Vélker 6 Ger man decadence is gl
the death of idda and an inclination towards a past grandeur;regifoach and

aim ess wandering in the chaos of psychol
explaining the phenomenon of Expressionism, which, in his opinion, reveals

social critique of capitalist decafnalysing the content of German films from

the point of reféwxof/redhel dse!| ward soci al
Germany, the reviewer explains the growing interest in social themes in German

cinema Der letzte Mann, Die freudlose Gassc.). Arother tendency of

German film is the popularity of more co
bourgeoi s cr i Die §ta@e@o23, KarllGnae)rl SylNeser

(1923, Lupu Pick) are considered to be steps towards propaganda for

60c hauvinmpraptietoia®d wmoods, which is then open
films with Xenia Desni likdBardamg1922, Johannes Guter) aba gefundene

Braut German film, concludes the reviewer, is characterized by four tendencies

that dondt di mi tsforsreeditindhadd sgcoessiul uperobtisep e ¢
films for Soviet distribution. They are:
mysticatls y mbol i ¢ character; 3) propaganda fo
|l ifestyled and 4) pr &P Atghe sana tinfeotie Chr i st i

221 According to the Sovkino documents, the research work intieedé t i ng bur eau began
theam to discover the ideologically benevolent S
consumingas reediting material. RGALI, F2496, op. 1, d. 6, II.-B.

222 RGALL, F. 2496, op. 1ed. khr. 6, I. 8. The document also contains reviews of other national

cinemas, i.e., Scandinavian films that were considered to be difficult to improve, American films

that were characterized as possible to bedited but quite poor in tes of content, since they
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constantly growing technical quality of German film is perceived as a side effect
of the bourgeois crisis: é6The artistic vz
Technical perfd¥ mance is flawless. d
Re-editors often complained abathie negative decisions tie GRK,
particularly when it prohibited high quality films that Sovkino had considered
to be suitable for distribution, or when it demanded additioratdreng. The
changing of the original titles, which was performedtly GRK for almost
every film, also provoked critical remarks from theegitors, who considered
that this practice diminished advertising possibilities. Moreover, tagliters
were constantly criticized by agndi ences a
films, though it was often really the fault of the GRK that a film lost its
coherence and integrity after the removal of key sc&fes.
In 19281929 Glavrepertkom and Sovkino undertook a capital revision
of all the foreign films that were in Soviet dibution and had been allowed by
the GRK between 1923 and 19%7The purpose of this procedure was to clear
the film repertoire of old productions and to limit the total number of foreign
films in Soviet distribution. The films were-examined one by ori®y the GRK
censors after preliminary revision by th
this process was important: they could give an ideologically dubious film a
chance to be accepted for distribution. As a result of this revision, about 300

werpr elaching c¢l ass har mon yenclacngmadhatavas definel@a® nci | i at
decadent to the | evel of O6psychol ogical sadi smd,
exception of fil ms by Abel Gance) . British and

6commonpl aceb.

223|pid.

24T he afedeverredi ti ngd i n t hel9FBoeslltedtia gparrel besweeinn 19 2 5

S e r g e iev witlathei ciitid Il'ia Trauberg, who considered it to be inadmissible that the Soviet

audi ence must 60j udge Greditiefl bytsbntesir wo 1 kK Brat'iédt c ISierg hi
Vasil'evy,p. 157.

225RGALL, F. 645, op. 1, eckhr. 391, |. 225: Circular letter of Glavrepertkom addressed to all film

organisations of the Soviet Union, 20 November 1929. Due to the late submission of the lists of

the previogly allowed films by Sovkino, the revision work was finished in December instead of

September.
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foreign ilms from a total 1,000 were removed from cinemas. The Circular letter
about the results of examination stated that most of the films that remained in
the repertoire were allowed only | imiteoc
i deol ogi cal mb.oTheedmplete removat of such films was
impossible because it would leave Soviet distribution bare.
The foreign films that were revised in 1927 were reported to be of
extremely low ideological and artistic quality. Only three of them were
described asdealing with social and political themes, the others being
adventures, romantic melodramas, or films focusing on family affairs, etc. All
re-examined films portrayed the petite bourgeoisie, the bourgeoisie and the
aristocracy. The only German film thatthensors mentioned as depicting the
life of the working classes wdlie Webe® an adaptation of a play by Gerhart
Hauptmann about an uprising by Silesian weavers. This film about
revolutionary upheaval was welcomed by the Soviets, as were any German
films with leftist tendencies. Yet, the censors complained about the degree of
artificiality and theatricality in the German portrayal of the revolt of the working
classesDie Weberwas made by Friedrich Zelni& a director who worked
with popular, mainstreagenres like oriental stylisations and operéita film,
and was known in Soviet Russia for Rigssenfilmelhe Soviets suspected that
in EuropeDie Weberwas merely anothdRussenfim bei ng Zel ni kds r e
to the unprecedented popularity Bfonenosts Potemkid?® Despite this, the
film was rarity among German films, which were usually blamed for the
i deali zati on of pat hol ogi cal and decade
bourgeoi si e, 6undi sgui sed cruelty and S
prostitition and debauchery through nudity, sensationalism and criminality, and
so on??’ The censors and the-eglitors explained the worsening situation

around film repertoire as an outcome of the lack of clear ideological directives

226 Sjegfried Kracauer considered th2ie Weberdespite being a welhade film, simply used a

fashionable pattern of the revolutionary Russian films and is,toacertadegr ee, anot her 0
filmd of the director.
221Gl avrepertkomds |ist of forbidden films and an

productionfrom film repertoire in RGALI, F645, op. 1, ed. khr. 391, . 43.
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addressed to their foreign paers, and the low level of political education in
the Sovkinods purchasing department . Il n t

replaced by Soviet productions.

In the 1920s a neiwvertical and centraliseidsystem of censorship was
created according o common model and adopted by most Soviet institutions,
in which each element of the bureaucratic hierarchy was responsible not only
for its individual tasks but also for regulating the work of other elements. The
vertical censorship system provided absmbkontrol of German film on various
levels: selection, research,-editing, approval by the official censorship
organs, and selective removal of unwanted scenes. The film censorship
structure was governed by Narkompros, which in turn was subordindte to t
Political Bureau. Narkompros made important organisational decisions,
developed censorship strategies and implemented general political control of
films that were already in distribution.

I n most cases the Odecontamietati ond
censorship entailed the deprivation of their individual characteristics and often
films became very similar to one another. In the case of capitaitieg, films
were cleansed of any distinguishing element and then attributed a new meaning
though thensertion of new fragments or throughingertitling. The result of this
procedure raises a question over the aut
the early 1920s the notion of authorship was an important part of western film
discoursei not least under the influence of the American filmmaking industry
where in the 1910s the word o6director 6 be
certain style and quality. The prominence of this issue is revealed, for instance, by
the fact that in the Weim&epublic, popular directors and actors often established
their own film studios, like Richar@swald Film, LubitscH-ilm, Ellen-Richter
Film, FriedrichZelnik- Film, and others. The exclusiveness of style guaranteed by
authorship became a major factor iimf marketing. The censorship of German
films in the Soviet Union indicated the
authorship. In the mid920s authorship6i ndi vi dual G bewamega 6 col | ec
subject of theoretical debate among Soviet film doexctnd critics. One of the

resul ts of this debate was Ei sensteinbds



127

In 1930 Balazs publisheder Geist des Filmshis second book on film
theory, where he discussed the expressive means of cinema in the years of the
me d i u mo sn td sownaJsistifying the use of predominantly Russian film
examples, Balazs notes that Russian filmmakers are not only artists but also
theorists of their own aiit a feature that distinguished them from their German

counterparts:

We have our speciatisin aesthetics and the philosophy of art, who
have nothing to do with practice, and we have our artists, who do not
think.

[ é]

The artistic intentions informing Russian films are thus implemented

more radically than in German filmi&

A year before BalZs completed his book, he participated in the first international
Congress of Independent Film Makers, whyethered representatives of the film
avantgarde from all over the worl@he filmmakers and critics met for discussions

of film theory in the ca$ in La SarrazAmong the participants were the Soviets
Sergei Eisenstein (according to a surviving letter by Hans Richter, discovered by
Thomas Tode, Eisenstein was delegated to Switzerland in the place of Dziga
Vertov), GrigoriAleksandrov and the cam@mnan Eduard Tissé? In the presence

of the Soviet delegates, a discussion of merely theoretical aspects immediately
transformed into a debate on the political role of art. Eisenstein described the
members of the congress rpeoacittiincgs 6a swhéeae s
conversation on the future of independent film, the Soviets asserted the
impossibility of achieving independence of creative thought within western

political ideologies. The conference, argues Eisenstein, demonstrated in practice

228 Bela BalazsEarly Film Treory: Visible Man and The Spirit of Filned. Erica Carter (New
York: Berghahn Books, 2010), p. 116.
22Thomas Tode, 06Dz i ¢iaovedeheskiozapisi8ys, 2088, pp.d08L7a z 0 ,
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thatart is never apolitical and that a film reveals the political views of its creator.
The stories thasurround the creation of an impromptu film by conference
members, amongst the debates on the political role of art, reveal a considerable
degree of ironyn the relation of the Soviets to the film resolutions of the
Obourgeois |l eftd. The Il ost film farce, me
i n La Sarraz, portrayed the symbolic |
cinemad fr om n bk éedupparersof commeicialifilim|wih Béla
Balazs as a captainby the film avanigarde musketeers (led by Eisenstein and his
0ddoArtagnand L®on Moussi nat inemoirg/ana t sSsur vi
photographs of some participaritsdemonstrates he del egat esd cons:s
degree of selparody regarding their own role in the film process. The
photographs, for example, show Eisenstein himself dressed as a Don Quixote of
independent film.

In practice, the Soviet approach to ideological disagreemeilm
was not so welhumoured, as can be seen from the example of the censorship of
German cinema. The obsession of Sovietditing with the imaginary enemies
that were supposed to be concealed in western film resulted in the banishing of all
individual characteristics from imported films. The future stars of the Soviet film
avantgar de pl ayed t he 6 weditirgwithmuxotwvigpl.e d game
Sergei Vasiliev, for instance, defended in his articles the processditirey as a
one thatiberates foreign film from its bourgeois element and gives it a chance to
be -ddrrecat edd as independent .

In reality, the reedited films often lost their individuality and charm,
compared to the original . AbeBighgedespr i at e
Pandora,which was reedited in June 1929. The literary foundation of the film,

Frank Wedekindbds plays about the seducti
before the Revolution, particularly in artistic circi€Moreover, an earlier film
adatation of the playskErdgeist(1923, Leopold Jessner) with Asta Nielsen, had

been brought to the Soviet Union by Mezhrabgemm s 6 a f ew year s ea

20 We d e k i n drauklingp Enaaghenwas put on stage by Vsevolddeyerhold in 1907.
Meyerhold al so tr ans| &rtdgeistandDied®anoersaiweithe dticlesd 6s pl ay s
on Wedekind wear published in 1907908 by Alekandr Blok, Lev Trotsky, and others.
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enjoyed successful distribution. The new film by Pabst, which combined two
OLul ué pl ay sas pgassed byn@avrépertkam, in anseverelgdited
version. According to the surviving intertitle list that was submitted to

Glavrepertkom by Sovkino, the-gsitors attempted to transforie Blchse der

Pandorai nt o a mor e conyverekemetsadacrimimlidramau s f i

ifa film type that was familiar Do t he

Geheimnisse des Zirkus BaaadWas ist los im Zirkus Be&ly1926, Harry Piel)

which had been imported previously. In the new version, Lulu became$ f or me r

circus performerdé who is convicted for

puni shment o6thanks to the help of her
escape from prison, including the scene of her death at the hands heack
Ripperon Christmas Eve (mainly the plot of the paie Blichse der Pandoya
But this part was entirely removed. The film was renameéd for Soviet release;
the O6éeroticd scenes were removed. By
attempted t o findand toysutralize wriy sentimental, lyrical or
entertaining element, in an attempt to make the film resemble aasdlcboned
film, similar to hundreds of other bourgeois melodramas on the Soviet market.

Die Biichse der Pandorsias an unusual filnof Soviet censorship.
The O6subversived nature of the film is
familiar images of the decaying bourgeoisie, but in the very image of Lulu,
performed by Louise Brook$n the one hand, Lulu, despite her vamytike
literary prototype, is too artless to remain within the traditional image d¢thme
fatale231 On the other hand, her constant objectification and victimization by men
i's combined with a | ack of suffering.
binaly characteristics of victim/vamipthough they both are present in the film
manifests itself in her free motion, both in the film frame and between social
categories. It is also manifested in the lack of obvious determinacy and reflexivity
of her actionsnd, thus, in the break with the traditional dual scheme of the typical

[ n
S

i

me

r

Lu

Obourgeoi s womanodsd at t-like image @doss not fitt o whi c

BlIAs Thomas El saesser sug gqa&aintentiondity in relaterstuavie s a

k no

which Lulu | acksW. mahormda 1 effMas amaends Arft er: Ger many 6¢

(London and New York: Routledge, 2000)
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Lul uds smil e, whi ch i s i dike eetattthe samé e |, unc
time very sincere, livel@end c¢chi |l di sh, was viewed by so
| ack 0% Th anpbiguitypof the smile is intensified by its opacity: like those
who surround Lulu, spectators can only skim the surface but are not allowed to
comprehend the puzzle of her aguity. The film, thus, suggested a new type of
female image that resisted the stereotype of a bourgeois woman that was often
intensified by Soviet censorship duringediting. The heroine was neither a
bourgeois femme fatale, nor merely a victim of aipathal capitalist system. In
Pabstdos film Lulu freely moved bet ween
prostitute in the London slums where she is killed by Jack the Ripper. Lulu picks
up a man on the street and brings him to her room even when he esrifegshe
has no money. But even the final scenes had no strong social connotation, as was
emphasi zed by Louse Brooks, whibisdescrib
Christmas Eve and she [Lulu] is about to receive the gift which has been her dream
sincech | dhood. Deat h %5Havim litdeexperiancéen howto i ac . 0
deal with such film, the censorship was u
embedded in the plot, for which the fil}
monograph on Pabst.

Seondly, the reediting neutralized any direct references to the original
plays by Wedekind, which in the Soviet context were considered openly bourgeois
and decadent. Despite this, the film attracted audiences that were familiar with
We d e ki nd 6 s e Brdokspecame briefly popular in the Soviet Union after
the release of the film. Postcards with her portrait were published by
Teaki nopechat 6. Lblewaphatned tagdthersvjth the British9 3 0 ,
German ceproduction Moulin  Rouge (1928, E.A. Dupont) as bourgeois
productions. The censors noted that the Leningrad Inspection of Workers and

Peasants expressed their energetic protests against the distribution of both films.

?Both El saesser and Mary Ann Doane drecallcthei be Lul u
6emptiness of her smil ed aframmésdhtaes:Fenfinsm,€iln. See: M
Theory, Psychoanalys(dlew York and London: Routledge, 1991), p. 152.

2L oui se Brooks, PRaPmadosrt{Crhanal 2006)| pu7@3. i n
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The second reason that was decl alred
situationbo.

In concluding this chapter, | would like to point out once again ithat
offered an analysis of two fundamental institutions in the Soviet film censorship
hierarchy, which were responsible for control over all foreign films. The GRK
providedcensorship control by regulating and examining the alterations made to
German films before they could enter distribution. The role of thezliters was
complex, as they had not only to unify the criteria and the methodseafitreg
but also to study ahto classify the rediting material, whichprovided an
opportunity for the study of national cinema&ghat requires mentioning here is
that both careful rigour of the GRK censors and creative experiments of the film
editors were regulated by censorshifiecia that were prescribed by the Soviet
authorities. The criteria demanded removal of film scenes that were in discord with
the official ideology. Most of them, however, were vague enough to cause
uncertainty among censors and editors about what tedewnsiacceptable for the
Soviet audiences. The next chapter describes the main censorship criteria and

explains how they were applied to particular German films.

n
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Chapter 4
Mai nt adnmifmg@gdd Repertoire Policy

Criteria as Instrumeas for Ideological Control

1. Censorship criteria applied to German films

In the previous chapter | looked at the structure of the Soviet film censorship
apparatus, focusing on the interrelations between various levels of censorship
controlicahé o6wegani zation of Soviet film
groups of censors: on a basic level, film editors who directly worked on adjustment

of newly purchased foreign films through cutting out unwanted scenes, and on a

higher level, political edits of Glavrepertkom. The latter conducted ideological
assessment of all importededited films that were selected for distribution within

the Soviet Union. The secondary but equally important function of the GRK

members was regulation and control overwork of the film editors.

But what censorship criteriaereutilised by both groups of film censors,
to ensure that no ideologically unacceptable elements were left in a foreign film?
How did the work of both editors and censors determine the fateaitiaular
film? How did German films, according togtltensorship criteria appliedassify
as acceptable or unacceptable for various groups of audience? And, finally, what
was the fate of some famous German films that weotugh the double filter of

Soviet censorship? This chapter aims to answer these questions.

One of the main tasks of Glavrepertkom was to ensure that the censorship
criteria were adhered toThe general criteria were formulated with the
establishment of Glavlit as the official censuip centre of Soviet Russia. The
Glavlit Decree of 6 June 1922 set out to identify and to eliminate artworks that a)
rai sed agitation and propaganda against
agitation against the Soeéatseotthefiepubdici 6 ) , b)

c) incited public opinion by means of spreading false information, d) incited
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nationalistic and religious fanaticism, €) that were of pornographic chat#cter.

These censorship categories were used by Glavrepertkom and applied to all
examined theatre plays and films. Reference to these can be found in

Gl avrepertkomds circul ar | ablity),quagerlyt o t he |
and annual reports to the Narkompros collegium and, finally, in the protocols of

the GRK board of cewss regarding every foreign film that was submitted by the
distribution companies. According to Steven Richmond, these censorship
categories were perceived by the government as heffongversee controlled

entry into modernity: preserving the best asp@étthe old world, and taking the

best of the new, while f3Inpteervionlginaut t he
situation where the film repertoire was almost entirely composed of foreign films,

these censorship categmaofrelerencever e t he cen:

The aforementioned censorship criteria had varying relevance in the
process of film examination. For instance, point (b), which was a sensitive issue
left for the more elaborate organs of control, was never used as a reason for the
rejection of films in Glavrepekom protocols. Point (a) was irrelevant for foreign
film censorship, because films that contained an%oviet element were rejected
at the stage of purchase and, therefore, never retdith@RK. Thus, the major
points from he Glavlit Decree that were used by Glavrepertkom for censoring
foreign cinema were c), d) and e). It is important to note that the Glavlit censorship
criteria were outlined in such vague and generalized terms that the censors were
often confused by themeaning, which raised a problem of categorization and
definition. As a result, the censors often referred to the prior criteria that were
formulated in the years of the establishment of RSFSR. During that period
censorship was trying to rework the gevdutionary film heritage to suit new
purposes. In August 1918 the Resolution of the Film Committee of Narkompros
concerning the prohibition of certain films that were in circulation removed from

distribution films with: 1) pornographic elements, 2) poritaof crimes that have

234 SeePolozhenie o glavnom upravlenii po delam literatury i izdste(Glavli) that implemented
preliminary examination of the artworks and issued exhibition permissions. GARH.30,Rp.
5,d. 112, 1. 9.

2%Richmond, p. 52.
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no psychological causep sychol ogi cally incorrect and
i nstincts, 3) a biased and inartistic pol
in particular, of the military, 4) inartistic and distorteghdions of history, 5) rude
and vulgar comicality, 6) a likelihood to offend religious feelifitjdn 1922 the
censorship categories became more compact and direct, yet the directives offered
no clear and instructive definition, which until 1927 left th&av@epertkom
censors uncertain about wh at to conside
instance, O0cdunterrevolution6.

While examining a particular film, the censors interpreted the given criteria
rather broadly. Often the official Glavlit categories @#nsorship could not
describe all objections of the GRK censors against a given film or a theatre play.
Moreover, German films were examined on a dasease basis, which often
required employing more detailed censorship categories. R. A. Pel'she, the
Chairman of Glavrepertkom from 1924 to 1926, expressed the need for a clearer
approach to censorship work, with more thoroughly outlined criteria. In 1926 he
submitted a report suggesting expansion of the censorship prescriptions to 19

236 |storiia otechestvemogo king p. 9691.

B’See t he c bes dudng $hé Naskpnepwstheat onf erence in 1927: 6ét |
sufficient clarity in the definition of what is counterrevolution, what is pornography, what is

mysticism. Here we have the main root of gfreblem, where we get confused. We interpret the

phrase differently is it counterrevolutionary or is not counterrevolutionary [?] There is no precise

prescription istanovkh f or t hi s question, and this is the ma
(RGALI F. 2579, op. 1, d. 1969, 90); Markichev's speech at the February 21, 1927 session of

Narkompros theatre conference). The former Chief Censire@®@RK, R.A. Pel'she, expressed a

similar opinion: 6 Comr ade L unustanbvki]rfos denysorshimp | oy ed f
activity: counterrevolution, pornography, mysticism and hackwork. These are the bases, but this is

not enough. Life is more complicated and, once again, we can in our practical experience
demonstrate how sensitively we relate tistict works. We do not approach works in a bureaucratic

manner . Just what is pornography? [ é] It i's ext
counterrevolutionary. .. t he concept krang 6count e
rastiazhimo¢ 0 ( R B 259, op. 1, d. 1970, Il. 882; Pel'she's speech at the March 14, 1927

session of Narkompros theatre conference). Cited in: Richmond, {5. 14
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categories, instead bfh e G| a %¥8Althoughshis propwesals remained only a
suggestion, never being officially ratified, in fact they summarized the actual

criteria used by in the GRK censors over years. This assumption is easily proven

by the GRK minutes and reports, @k the same formulas are used over and over

again: class appeasement, pacifism, banditism or romantic criminality, idealisation

of hooliganism, apologia for alcoholism and drug addiction, vulgarity, cheap
6sensationali smé , t haed vseanvt curreisn go fo fo h i tgh
vulgar poeticisation of the life of night cafemeshchanstv¢ as o0i deal i sat.
06sanct it yldourgebis familyeof poentori, bf the slavery of woman, of
private pr-wokeecadgnteand chltvatidnmfurgeois salon lifé3°

In my examination | want to focus on these censorship criteria that were actually

used in the Glavrepertkom protocols for the particular German or Austrian films:

the existing documents allow us to trace the main reasons for a ding b

prohibited or requiring adjustments througkediting.

a) O6Works of pornographic characterd

One of the most important and earliest censorship measures that was taken in
respect o f foreign fil ms was t he el i mi
OPogmaphyd was understood as the exploiteze
i mages, and nudity for nudityods sake. Th
massesodO that was considered to be an att.
the opinion of cesors, meant that almost every foreign film displayed a wide range

of inadmissible elements, from indiscreet nudity or provocative dance movements,

to sexually ambiguous scenes and intertitles. It is important to note, however, that

at the same time the @ets eagerly imported Germakufklarungsfilme which

famously dealt with the problems of sexuality, venereal and hereditary diseases,

238 See circular letter to Gublits signed by Lebe#lianskii and Trainin: GARF,.R306, op. 1,
d. 1894, 19; and Pel'she's report on the actiafyGlavrepertkom in: RtsKhDNI, F. 17, op. 60, d.
789, |. 197 Dokladnaia zapiska o deiatel'nosti Glavrepertkoma fevralia 1923 po 1 iiulia 1926
Aug. 29, 1926 (cited by Richmongp. 4243).

239 bid.
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sexual taboos, deviant behaviour, and so on. The popularity of the
Aufklarungsfilmen the Weimar Republic was raised pyblic health campaigns

that attempted to present socially relevant topics in a more attractive fictional form.

Yet, according to film scholars, the origin and the 1920s implantation of the genre

is more complex as it dates back to early adult films tlea¢\wtended to be shown

in brothels and night clul¥8® With the evolving interest of the Soviets in the
documentary genr e, new Ger man 6enlight
documentary elements with an elaborate fictional plot became a popular article of

Soviet film import and distribution. Accor
Lunacharsky in his 1929 artickeulturfilm, 6a cinema performanc:¢
means consist of three parts: firstly, of a walide newsreel that must be imbued

with our ideas ad show things fronour point of view [Italics are mind. N.P.];

secondly, a main film that must have simultaneously an artistic, entertaining
(khudozhestvenro v | e k a) tard| eGuoatiamal significance; thirdly, a good

scientific film that provides ceitan pi ctor i al and *tnstruct
Aufklarungsfilmedue to their genre flexibility and polyfunctionality combined the

second and the third types of film required by the Soviet distributors for a

satisfying film programme, being a fictional stanfused with the elements of

scientific or instructional film. But where was the thin line between the
governmentally approved sexual enlighten
content that allowed the censors to forbid a scene or a whole film as Ephogr

Popular articles from the mit920s emphasize the specificity of the radically

moder n, new attitude to sexual aspects t
hypocrisyo or 6f al se shameo, i n-contras
fashioned exmlitation of sexual motifs. The Soviet approach to questions of

sexual enlightenment was argued to be in opposition to vulgar and titillating

western speculation on eroticized elements in theatre, cabarets and cinema. The

danger of oveexcitementwithsut 0 addi cti ved i mages was r ¢

of the typically o6westerndé portrayal o f

240 Richard Oswald i Regisseur und Produzengd. by Helga Bélach, Wolfgang Jacobsen
(Munchen: edition text + kritik, 1990)
241 unacharskyo kino: Stat'i, vyskazyvaniia, dokumerty 156.



137

and, therefore, highly desirable. Any sexual feelings experienced through cinema

were perceived as an individualistic, untofied and, therefore, a potentially

corrupting experience that contradicted the Soviet directive towards a more open,
disciplined and selfeflective society, and strictly regimented work and leisure

time. Moreover, an unhealthy interest in the erotiotent in cinema raised the
guestion of the Obourgeoisd objectificat
exploited nudity in a vulgar way. In the censorship documentation, however,
pornography was |l inked predomressadas | v t o
high arté and was s ubj-2920s,evdh thte dse mthe mi nat i
popul arity of western cinema and t heat:r
exploitation of nudity was publicly discussed in Soviet periodicals. The article
OrheirandOurEnt ert ai nment sd publSmenaapbpularn 19 2 6
journal for the Soviet youth) denounced unrestricted nudity as a corrupting western
phenomenon that contributed to the spread of social vices. This instructive article,

which was aimeadt discouraging young Soviet people from romanticizing western

cultural productions, is useful for understanding the importance of banning
Opornographydé in the i mported German f il

of the Soviets in the import éfufklarungsfilme

On the surface, the forms of entertainment are similar in the capitalist

West and in our country. (...) But the inner meaning, the essence of

these formally similar entertainments are essentially different, and

this drastic discrepancy dapes the difference in social system,

morals and culturelt must seem strange for us to see how much

space is given in the entertainment of the capitalist countries to the

6sex questiond... This question is also

inner life (v nashem ky dukhovnorp but in what sense?

We see a completely different picture there. In the spiritual capitals
of the West, on the streets of Berlin, Paris, London, New York you
will never find placards notifying you about the public debate on the
sex question polovoi vopro¥... Oh, you must be kidding! These

themesd of monogamy, polygamy, not to mention questions



138

concerning conception and abortidn more than anything else are
considered to be indecent. At least indecent for the wide masses,

becaus even if they are discussed, then it happens only within the

smal | circle of specialists. And even t1l
6prostitutiond are considered to be ind
6sexual mysteryo covers t hee m. Mor eover

considered to be not interesting, or interesting only in the sense of
6public scandal 6. And this attitude to

6protection 2f social moral sbd.

As this quotation shows, in the Soviet system of values hypocritical attitude
towardst he G6sex problemd was revealed throuc
art that was dictated by the pressure of providing commercial success. The
traditional understanding of the role of the performing arts, such as in the circus,
cabaret, theatre and@tér, cinema, as openly providipgblic voyeuristic pleasure

that could not be achieved elsewhere was associated with previous stage of social
development and contrasted with the riedidactic, instructional, functiondl
portrayal of thahwas demanded lyuhe Sovietocenéors. The
explicit presentation of the body as sexually attractive and desirable was linked to
the exploitation of the low tastes of the péturgeois public. Permitting such
motifs, argued the censors, would mean dlittmg the low taste of the NEPmen
audience. The author of the article 8menacontinues in halserious, hal

grotesque manner:

But what, at the same time, is the ideological content of the hundreds

and thousands of the popular theatres, large and, ssoattered

around the aristocratic, bourgeois and worldtegs areas of western

capitals? Exactly that 60sex questiond6 b
presentation.. Namely, through demonstratioof naked legs

(posredstvom demonstratsii golonozhid) é ] he Tmeaning is

reduced to, first of all, chic staging, to various stage tricks but,

26Razvl echeni iSmenal9 o2k, pp.45u nasod,
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mainly, to exposing as much as possible of beautiful girls with their

naked beautiful legs. The more girls, the more naked legs on the stage

I the more successful is the tee . GllénbzhigHere and further

the author uses a neologism derived figwlaia nogad naked leg.

Literally: ifiNdPdik geddralygarsigmsfisant factor of

western mor al i fe. They donot organi se
village library (izbachitaltnia) but they often have contests for the

mo s t beauti ful womenso6 | egs. [ é] Exact |
hypocrisy that is preached by the Christian religion and that is an

essential superstructure of the capitalist system; because of the

existence of a bourgeois morality that prohibits an open discussion of

sex problems, an average man tries to link his need for entertainment

T in theatre, incinem& t o t he desire to taste o6forck
through the contempl attisabsolueelfy a womanods
natural that questions of sex play a big role in the psyche of every

human and that where an open, public discussion of them is

i mpossible, there the O0se&thenysteryd emer

craving forgolonozhie?*®

As a resit of such an attitude, all scenes that contained nudity or frivolous

elements were ordered to be removed. When there were ¢y suchscenes,

there was no need to ban a film entirely: thedéing scissors could easily fix the

problem, cutting outmwanted fragments without damaging the storyline and only
insignificantly shortening the original length. Examples of such treatment of

German films are, for instanc¥,i kt or J a n DasnMillmardensouper d y

(1923), for whichthe GRK demanded the remau of the Odbdexcessive
womeno6sg*“Sienisléar | y, i n ApdroMdnopoBériesDieer 6s t h
Abenteuerinvon MonteCarto s cene of Opornographic chai
of the first part was ordered to be cut, after which the film vasved to be

screened for all audience groups.

2431pid., p. 15.
244Million za uzhin GFF, d. 188
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Another example that is unusually wdlbcumented hte film Landstrasse
und Grofl3stad{1921,Carl Wilhelm), which was in Soviet distribution from 1923
to 1931, having been i1gubmitted by Goskino in 1924,sal required similar
treatment. The film told the story of a poor talented violinist Raphael Strate
(Conrad Veidt) who with his accidental friends, the orggrinder Mendel
Hammerstein (Fritz Kortner) and the chambermaid Maria (Carolla Toelle), come
to a bg city in search of a better life. Strate becomes a famous musician and
marries Mari a. Hammer st ei n, who becomes
betrays him: after financi al machinati on
poverty and seduces hisifer After the first examination in 1923he GRK
I mmedi ately demanded the removal of the
second part of the sevaat drama. It is possible that more fragments were
removed from the original copy that was imported byZapkino in 1923: the film
appears in various censorship documents in three different lengths. According to
the minutes of the Sevzapkino Censorship Committee, which examined the film
for the first time in February 1923, the submitted copy was 2,176 sniatiength,
which is 376 meters longer than the original 1921 German version (1,800
metersF*® It is unknown what these additional meters in the Sevzapkino copy
were: either it contained added fragments from another film, or there was merely
a mistake in e documentation. However, the copy that was submitted by
Sevzapkino for the next censorship approval (by Glavrepertkom in November of
the same year) was already 176 meters shorter than the previously examined copy
of 2,176 meters. farsiom Was y1,800 Beteiskvhicgho 6 s 1 9 2 ¢
surprisingly, coincided with the original film lengtffIn 1924the GRK requested

the removal of further parts of the film: a few frivolous intertitles from the scenes

where Maria | eaves St r aoftdertofaverRafebbManae r st e i r
decided to sacrifice herself 6, o1 have t
a scene that depicts Strateds poverty in

distribution title from the oldashionedin the rowgh stream of life (V burnom

25TSGALL, F. 83, op. 1, ed. khr. 40, |. 6¥.burnykh potokakh zhiz(iin other source¥ burnom
potoke zhiznijvas examined on 12 February 1923.
246/ burnom potoke zhizrGFF, d. 162
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potoke zhiznio Man on his own (Odinochkavas demanded. Why was the
original title Landstrasse und Grof3stadRifs.Country Road and Big Cityyvhich
emphasized the main conflict of the filinthe opposition of the poor but hest
life of wandering musicians to the corruptness of the icitgplaced in Soviet
Russia with an average salon melodrama title in 1923 and, later, with a rather
neutral, onavord name in 19247 The explanation can be found in the GRK 1923
minutes, wherd he f il m i s def i nbeauragse oa s6dridmad, o
proves thathe GRK censors did not recogni ze the
povertyo and 6Des pipt € ntgh s ufciclem&d.cri ti ca
of the richappy waelding® obhettbbhb film, the
Obourgeois valuesdé: the audience was supf
character who in the end wins back both his wife and his fortune. The new Soviet
titles suggested an interpretation bétconflict as a love melodrama or a more
abstract story of a oO6lonely artistéo, rat
characters among the 6evil é bourgeoisie.
In the early 1920s not only films with subtle erotic references but even
thoserwivbhodsd content were frequently a
audience, although the censors emphasized the undesirability of such films. For
instance, the operetteased Schwarzwaldmade(1920, Arthur Wellin) was
admitted only for the central cinemas Moscow, with the following
commentari es: OWe dondét need such fil ms
Ger man, r at h e f8Atfitstiglgnae maaysuth figmis Wereyndt much
different from the already circulating prevolutionary cinena, with its foreign
salon melodramas filled with erotic undertones and decadence.
In the mid1920s when the market opened for new productions the
censorship minutes became more thorough, with the censors more often giving a
detailed appraisal of an exarad film, usually briefly defining its genre category
and artistic value. They often included instructions on how {edre certain
scenes, identifying the 6bourgeoi sdé el eme

dramas where the plot revolved amduwealth. For example, the filrbie

247 | bid.
248 Devushka iz narodaGFF, d 13-20
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gefundene Braustarring Xenia Desni, an actress much loved by the Soviet

audience, received the following commentary:

A rather silly, typically philistine comedy with love adventures,
inheritance and so on. It coute allowed on the condition that the
ending of the film is changed, so that Harry marries against the will
of his rich uncle refusing the inheritance, as well as cutting out the

undressing scenes. [Suité&ble] for commer

Censorship docuents ofVarieté,the famous melodrama by E.Bupont, reveal

a long debate about the suitability of the film for the Soviet distribution. The film

had all the characteristics needed to become an unprecedenteffid®zuccess:

a circus setting, a loveiangle story, sophisticated stunts, murder, and finally, the

famous Emil Jannings and two of the most favourite actresses of German cinema,

Lya de Puttiand Maly Delschaft,n t he titl e rol es. Despite
the film was passed by theRK for all audiences after the primary examination,

which can be explained by the popularity of Emil Jannings and, above all, by the
strikingly high quality of production and acting, compared to the average foreign

film. The ease with which the fimreceid t he green | i ght to be
clubs, however, caused controversy within the censorship organs and even
attracted the attention of the Investigation Bureau of the Central Executive
Committee (TSIKF®® The censors expressed the utmost need tadearitical

reviews of the f i\Vanmetéshouldthohbe allpweediscinema® The f i
of the workersd quarters because it has
unhealthy seeds and cannot give abdything
ran one of the TSIK letters fahe GRK censors. Without providing a detailed

explanation for the muetlemanded rejection, the reviewer pointed at the general
ounhealthinessd and vulgarity of the fil:/

249 Devushka iz provintsiGFF, d. 1321
20Varieté,GFF, d. 1014
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In the future when only strictly chosen films lile allowed to be

screened, such films will have no place in Soviet cinema. | am not in

a position to prove and to stress some moments in the film that, |

woul d say, are 6stupid and vulgaro6 but |
attention of someone who istrong in criticizing, so he can

demonstrate the negative sides of this film that, | will argue, cannot

not be useful for the masses but are ablgive rise to unhealthy

instincts(ltalics are mine:N.P.).

[.]

In the film the main character who I&iis wife and his beloved child
without maintenance, did not send them financial help in a lucky

moment of prosperity.

[..]

According to him, life is a continuous entertainment and a continuous
tremor of passion. No, such films are of no use for cultural

enlightenmentj but for the purpose of fishing for coins they are, of

A

course, Meneficial.o

Despite such a negative review, the film was not rejected. The censorship
conclusion contained a remark about the
the sceneshat add excessive obscenity and pornographic quality to the film,
depicting moments of 2@Admigtingghatitreifiines! v sens
0i deol ogically doubtfuld and d6édundesirabl
outstanding artisticquality t he Commi ttee passed the fil
for a restricted audience (strictly not for villages, working clubs and children under

16 years of age). A warning message was sent to Mezhrabpom ordering them to
avoid purchasi n@ fsiulcths 6ii m atplpe ofputiwmrnte. The

in distribution until 22 May 1930, after which it was moved to the archive.

251 pid.
252bid. Seeprotocols from 21 May 1927.
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However,Varietéwas a rare case when the censors of the late 1920s made
an exception by passing a controversial film. In most s;agethere was no
opportunity to make a film passable by cutting out a few unwanted scenes, such a
film would be banned outright as O6porno.
val uesd. An exampl e Foab mitsdanc \Weltréekor €1927 me nt wa
Erich Waschneck: O A vul gar and typically bour gect
on the one hand, with sespornographic scenes and, on the other hand, with
lecturing about the amenities of bourgeois marriage and family coshesds to
be profibited. 6

When a film was banned, the copies were most often sent back to the
foreign distributors within a specified time period. The financial loss in such cases
depended on the terms and conditions of a given contract. The rejected film could
also be exchanged fanother film by the German partner, or the Soviet distributor
could reappeal to the GRK committee with a thoroughly grounded request for
resubmission. However, the result of such a request, particularly in tHE920d,
was most likely to be negativedsise films were rarely accepted once they were
banned. As for the late 1920s and early 1930s, the rejected copies of foreign films
were often sent to the archivid §moteka for future use, or ordered to be washed
off the film stock.

Normally, a flimwi t h el ements of &épornographic
prohibited only when the censors had additional complaints about the content
and/or the form of the film. In the majority of cases such films were identified as
Obul dvar shchi nad tiony Bueraapcategory, forexampeywap r o d u ¢
applied to two films that passed throuthie hands othe GRK censors étween
1923 and 1926. In summer 1923 KiMmwskva purchased a copy of Michael
Ker t 8oslamdusd Gomorrhathe grandest Austrian productiontye Vienna
based company SaschRdm. The famous twgpart Monumentalfiim had a
complex structure (frame stories, symbolic parables and a biblical legend
embedded in the main plot) and told an elaborate story of the intrigues of Mary

Conway, a young womam icontemporary London. The plotline is interrupted

253Esli b ia byla shestoiGFF, f. 927
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twice by allegorical visions of Mary as |

This film extravaganza is, undoubtedly, a sensational production that hardly

qualified as a suitable film for Soviet distution: both parts of the film are full of

daring scenes, lavish sensationalism, and highly seductive acting from the main

actress Lucy Doraine, who plays the immoral Mary. Moreover, the purchase of

such a lengthy and high budget film was an audaciousidedor its time, and

not only because of the high prices on the copies. The film was bought for Soviet

distribution even before its release in Berlin on 15 August 1923, which was

unprecedented. In the early 1920s only KMoskva, with its thoughtful fiancial

policy and an effective agent network abroad, including in Austria, Germany and

Latvia, could afford such a purchase. However, the imported copy was

significantly shorter than the version for Austrian release. The original film was

almost 4,000 mets in length, with the prologue and four acts (2,100 meters) in

the first part and the 6 acts (1,800 meters) in the second part. WheMKsghkva

submitted a request concernfdgdom und GomorrhatheGRK on 30 July 1923,

the length of the skact film was registered as only 2,500 meters. It is probable

that the imported copy was shortened and cut from the two original parts either in

order to diminish the costs, which was frequently practised by both the purchasing

film companies and the 1=ellers, orto obtain more money from the distribution

of two separate edits of the same film as tfligged films: a salon drama and a

6hi st or?¥rraud oh behalf bfiie +seller could also be a possible reason

for the fil mbés s i gmparédiwithdhe origiva. s hor t er | en
Despite the submitted application, the prinSafldom und Gomorrhaas

not sent to the GRK, for an unknown reason, as stated on the existing register card:

6The decision was not taken beicrajits.e t he

The film reached the censorship organs later the same year under Geltida

Mirage (Zolotoi mirazh)and was not immediately identified as a fragment of

Sodom und Gomorrhdhe censors considered the film and the image of the main

2541t was also often practised by the censors during tieglitthg process. For exampleie Kinder
der Finsternig1921, E.A.Dupont) that was reut into a ongart film from the two original parts
in 1925. SeeDva mirg 2605/24, GRK register cards, GFF.

255S0dom i Gomorras10/23, GRK register cards, GFF.
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actressoveyl fri vol ous: 0The film | eaves a r at
of its problem statement of MAwomands pow
main actress, splendid costumes and grand staging boil down to a simple savouring

of the | ifeowoifettyhapgr ditiigthut edo whose refo
anyone o s%Accordiegrtoettse dedcriptiogolden Miragewas recut into

a separate new film from the first part®dom und Gomorrhténat depicts the

high society life of Mary Conway, this fabeing traced by the GRK censors only

in the | ate 1920s: 0The f i JantSodsnuad f r a g me
Gomorrhawith Lucy Doraine, whom we know frofhe Gilded Rofi.e., the re

edited version of a n Brdvabuse, der Spieleilhe censor iprobably mistaking

Lucy Doraine for Aud Egedblissen who played the dancer Cara Caramza

L a n §lrd.§ N.P.]. She likes to play vampire women who destroy all men with

whom t hey ¢°Howeiven, this Was motitiée only versionSidom und

Gomorrha that was in circulation in the 1920s. In 1926 the GRK committee

examined the filnPriestess LiaThe censorship register of the film was filled in

by Eduard Biroig one of the most interesting personae among the GRK censors

of the mid1920s to be workim on censorship of the foreign films. Birois was,
undoubtedly, knowledgeable about foreign cinema and left many valuable
commentaries on German productions in an attempt to fight trashy films on the

Soviet screen$® He immediately identified the origin dhe film: the first

256 Zolotoi mirazh GFF, d. 931

257 |bid.

258 Eduard BiroisSchmit (18911937) was a Latvian poet, journalist and party member who
became a victim of the OLatvian executi-on6 in 186
Schmidtdés wor k i n f i1926s. Somensowcessdsderp thainloeked ihe mi d
Sov ki naliing bureau (Sergei Eisenstein mentions theditor named®irrois§ see
Eisensteinfilm Form, p.11), whereas others suggest Narkompkdsgsnaia i spravochnaia kniga

na 1927 godQtdelenie 5. Reprinted edition (Moskva: Dineetdia, 2013), p. 230). According to

the protocols ofhe GRK, Birois was one of the chief political editors who worked with German

films from 1925 to 1927. Many important summaries and reviews of the films were written by
Birois. The information about tHde of Birois, as well as about other Glavrepertkom censors, is
scarce. It is known that he was arrested in 1936 and was sent to Solovki prison camp, on false
charges of belonging to a nationalist terrorist organisation, together with the other menthers of

Moskowbased Latvian theati@katuvenvhere Birois was a literary manager. Notably, one of the
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symbolic parable in the origindodom und Gomorrhevhere Mary Conway is
portrayed as the Queen of Syria. Theaditors tried to reut the film in order to
make it resemble an oriental costume dran@rientalfilm, a genre that was so

popular in the 1920s. Birois comments:

The affair supposedly takes place in ancient Assyria where, on the
celebration day of Astharta, Lia abandons her husband in order to
give herself to everyone. The main heroine, an expert in prostitution
affairs [masteritsa prostitutskih deLucy Doraine, acts in a talentless
way, as usual, with a single aim: to make the spectators admire her
and her attires. A grand performance with splendid mass scenes. The
OAmmonite tsar® bombar dsaswedcen city and de
see, with at least six inch guns and mortars. We can only wonder at
the military equipment of Ancient Assyria. It is useless to talk here
about any historical credibility. It can all be explained only by the fact
that the film is a remake in wth everything reminds us of its
previous essence, and even of the Bible (intertitles and scenes number
27, 28). Additional remarks: The remake is a piece of thepavd

Sodom und Gomorrha?

In the late 1920s, when the film wase®amined by the MontagBureau, the
editor, who again did not identify the origin of the film, commented on the old re
editing practice that made the filmés pl c

Pompous pseudoi st or i c al film from the 61ifeb

Babylonia with tremenous, senseless mass scenes, with colossal

arrested members &katuvewas the famous actress Marija Leiko who was known to the Soviet

audience from roles in such famous German filmSatsnag1920, F.W. Murnau), Kinder der

Finsternis(1921, E.A.Dupont),Die Rothausgass&wannon von Okader(1920, Carl Froelich),

Glickderlrrent 1919, directed by the famous director, Lie€
Guter),Kain (1918, Arthur Wellin), ad others.

%9 Conclusion of the political edZhtitsatia GEFp f or bi d.
d. 615
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expenditure of money on sumptuous scenery that tries naively to
reproduce the life of Babylon, with a ridiculous and silly plot.
Nowadays [the film] has only museum value. The film was produced
under the hugeinfein c e o f In@GlerantefAncierit Babylon).
Particular frames that are trying to replicate the American film, as a

matter of fact, only parody it, pitifully and careles¥X.

The reeditor critically remarks on the new intertitles that were addededilm
i n order to O6Osovietized the content and

criticizes the reedited version for giving a caricatypertrayal of revolution:

In our reediting version the attempt was made to fill and to lighten

up the love adveures of the legendary priestess Lia with some social

meaning (with the help of the intertitles), for instance, concerning the

cruel ruling priesthood, people being speechless during the sacrifice

(it says exactly | i ke Digturbancesét he peopl e
and revolts in Babylon are presented almost as if it is a revolutionary

protest of the oppressed nation, and so on. The intertitles are

generally an example of that 6adaptati ol
the Soviet screen that was undertakethe first years of foreign film

purchase®!

Sodom und Gomorrhaas not an exceptional cagkafilm criticized for having

the o6wrongé female protagoni st. Similar|l

60f emme f atal ed <c har aclelevwe affairs m®applo,deft e ngaged

the Soviet censors moralizigb out t he behaviour of a ot

unsuitability of the film for the village audience, who were not familiar with city

l' i fe. The fil m was bl ame defdrpossesdienmfiact i ng ¢
w 0 mainad topic that was not considered appropriate for provincial Soviet

audiences. The political editor who reviewed the film on 13 June 1924 noted:

260 |pid.
261 |pid.
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The heroine represents a type of a woman who without assistance
cannot fill herlife with anything and who finds no depth or interest

in any of the male friends she encounters.
[ é]

Typical consequenrftes of bourgeois |ifed.

The censors scrutinized the | ove adventur
of t he st oeveniitwadiadonflictevithlSaviet morals, at least serve

as a negative image in the-eedi t ed version (for exampl e
bourgeois values). The-gliting task in such cases seemed to be difficult, and

when in April 1926, for instance, tleensors looked at the altered version of the

old film Die Tanzerin Barbering1920, Carl Boese), they had to forbid it despite

6all the particularly revolting placeso
was a costume drama that depicted theeatives of a street dancer Barbara

Campanini (Lyda Salmonova) who becomes a courtesan who has a long series of

|l ove affairs. The iraoEnglish Lord, thdBFeench andtiher a 6 s | ¢
Prussian kings, the dance teacher Fossambother$ wereplayed by actors who

were weltknown to Soviet audiences in the niifi20s: Harry Liedtke, Otto

Gebluhr, Reinhold Schiinzel, Julius Falkenstein, and others. The original version

of the film, as well as the Soviet-eglited copy, have not survived but the
Glawepertkom minutes, particularly compared with the synopsis of the original

film, give an idea of how the Soviet-eed i t or s tried to constru
from completely unsuitable material. It was difficult to make the adventures of the

promiscuous dacer look like a tale of chastity:

262 Sappho GFF, d. 83. The documenteot ai ns a h a n diavTrdinin,tthe ohaiimant e by | |
of Glavrepertkom (192395 ) and t he future head of Sovkino: 0
that it is possible to make the films more suitable through the thoroughly performed alterations.

The film company is demanded to remake the film after which it might be passed. 14 Jufe 18
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The intertitles say that she innocently declines the solicitation of all

the kings and becomes intimate with the poet. But on the screen the

king and the O6poet 6 havéthayal di fference
take her inthe same way, like a female animal who, it seems, has

not hing against it Al her protests a

mentioned in the intertitles, cannot be seen in the film.
[ e]

The film has one moral... that is quite worthy only of the narrow
minded female dreamers who can think only about seducing rich
males with their curve®?

The film was, therefore, forbidden in 19
the original, after previously staying in distribution for a few years in iedied
form.

b)Bud 6var shchinabd

0Trashy6, or O6ébul évarshchinaé, was anot he
frequently used by Glavrepertkom to describe -tpyality productions. This

negative term that was previously applied mainly to literature entdred

vocabulary of the film censors in the late 1910s. The word usually described a film

with a 6émeaningless6 pl ot t heditng.dheul d har
category was rather broad and could include various subjgiter and genre
charactestics that could be attractive to a mass audience, for example, detective

and crime stories, salon dramas, oriental and costume films, often containing a
combination of various tricks and provocative, scandalous, or erotic elements.
Normally, the filmslabelledas o6bul 6varshchinad were pr
dramatic cases, were given permission for restricted distribution. Examples of the

latter include mostly older films likBie Marquise von Ostarring Hans Albers

(1919, Paul Legband). The film was thest screen adaptation of the novella by

263 Tantsovshchitsa Barberin&FF, d. 25
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Heinrich von Kleist that depicts the forced seduction of an Italian marquise by a

Russian count during the Napol eonic wars.

German trashyo(u | 6 v)asemiraental drama,dee ap st oryo t hat colt
c

admitted in &édbourgeoisd wurban i nemas.
prohibited: rejecting such films would mean rejecting the majority of the imported
entertainment films. The main censorship measure in such casessuiag the

film company restricted distribution rights that would not permit distribution in the

workersé quarters and the provinciallvill

Most such films, however, were still banned in the-18@0s, after a few
years of distribution, sinae-editing and rantertitling often failed to improve the
cheap, lowquality character of the productions. The historical fikonigin
Karoline von Englanq1922/1923, Rolf Raffé), for instance, was allowed in 1923
but banned after revision in 1926. Thlenfwas made by the director Rolf Raffé,
whose production company was based in Munich and specialized in historical and
costume dramas about the lives of royals. The cinematic tales of Raffé were
produced when films about monarchy were at the peak ofgbpularity in the
Weimar Republic. More than half of these films made between 1918 and 1933
focused on the lives of the Hohenzollern monaféhRaffé chose a more local
subject for his films, mainly focusing on the life of Bavarian and Austrian
royalties:the films that precedddonigin Karoline von EnglandereLudwig der
Zweite, Konig von Bayer(192Q Rolf Raffé), Kaiserin Elisabeth von Osterreich
(1920 Rolf Raffé andDas Schweigen am Starnbergersee. Schicksalstage Ludwig
., Kbnig von Bayeri§1921, Rolf Raffé). The film about the life of Queen Caroline
was purchased by Goskino and submitted to Glavrepertkom on 21 December 1923

%sSjiegfried Kracauer notes that the OFridericus

f

hi story indulged in obtrusive patriotismb. Their

charactkr whilicbhupgested the existing paralysis of nat

Siegfried, From Caligari to Hitler, A Psychological History of the German Fi{frinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1947), p. 156. Also see Bruce Miritayand the Gaman Left in the
Weimar Republic: From Caligari to Kuhle Wamf#ustin: University Texas Press, 1990), p. 75.
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under a different titlei Ventsenosnyi Don Zian (Crowned Don Juay?®®

Although the historical film was one of the most populgnres among the

imported productions, monarchy as a film subject, for obvious reasons, was not in

favour among the Soviet censors. The only possible way for a distribution
company to make a film admissible was teedit it in such a way that the film

obt ained a didactic tone, portraying the
the plot of the reeditedCrowned Don Juanot only continued to resemble a salon

drama but became inconsistent. First of all, the new title caused confusion because

the plot ofthe film did not correspond to it:

No one among the court circles raises any sympathy [in the

audience], only maybe the queen, as a woman. [The film] can be

allowed for all. The film is somewhat a rehash of a stoguapious

Geneviéve. The title doe8nt bdcause the title role is Karolina

[ltalics is mine.i N.P]. And why should the Soviet spectator think

that once upon a time there was a princess in England who had a lover

only before marriage, why do we have to sympathize with the fate of

the quea? Why do we need to be interested in the love affairs of the

feudal court in an old production? To be happy that the German

princess became a queen? In my opinion, such films falsify history

and give a onsided opinion on the life of the court, interpngtthe

royalsas people who are busy only with their family affairs and

problems, and finally o6émoralityd triumph
evil people is brought crashing against the cryddr purity of the

6royal martyr 60 (hobdhavebeerscallediat t he fil m s

Despite the negative conclusion of the pt¢
as evoking sympathy with feudal customs and pious queens, because nothing can

be i mproved here6), it was d4d¥3andevemassed L

265 According to one of the later protocols the film was also distributed under the title
Koronovannaia griaz' (Crowned Dirt).
266 \lentsenosnyi DoBhuan GFF, d. 1617
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the censorship certificates for the additional copies were ordered by Goskino. It

was ordered that the frivolous intertit!/
bored in her bedroom and wants do have
According to the GRK register cards, the film was banned on 27 March 1926. The

old copy, however, was revisited by the censors once again in 1927:

The film depicts the life of the court without any critical attitude. All
the events are given as vallalpositive phenomena, though they
have absolutely no value and no interest to our audience. The film
has a tone of cheap gosdip | 6 v a r hamd thegepditirgg that i
has been undertaken since the old f@mwned Don Juamlid not
make any changest is suggested that the film be forbidden as

unnecessary and harmfdl.

In the late 1920s the majority of new foreign films were forbidden by strengthening
censorship as 6extraneousao, uni nterest.
from Soviet realy; even the names of famous films stars or directors could not

help the film enter distribution. A film about a judicial err&chuldg (1927,

Johannes Mayer) was banned by Glavrepertkom in 1929 despite the enormous
popularity of its main actor, Bernha@oetzke?®®. The censors justified their

decision by referring to the cheap criminal character of the film and the overall
irrel evance o foCrt lcenteetl and treSls wdrkhtleatrcannot be

saved by the neck and acting of Bernhard Goetzke. Besid¢heme is absolutely

A

alien to the®Soviet spectator. 0

I n Soviet Russia o6bul 6varshchinad in | ite

only to be aesthetically or thematically unacceptable, but was classified as

267 |bid.

%' n 1928 the publishing house Teakinopechato even
film stars, with an esgy written by Boris Mazing. SeBoris Mazing,Bernhardt GoetzkéVioskva

Leningrad: Teakinopechat', 1928)

269Viinoven GFF, d. 120
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provocative and suspected of sang unhealthy reactions in the audience.

Therefore, censorship measures towards imported German films, the majority of

which in the early 1920s welabelleda s 6 bul 6 var shchinad, had
but al so d6dsanitaryd6 f uimpottantassuge in S&ietc i a | hy
Russia, and any cultural production that could compromise or put in doubt official

standards of social behaviour was unwanted. The recognized ability of cinema to
6enchant 6 spectators t hr oughmantehan over al
interesting fictional plot or even by raising compassionate feelings towards the
characters, influenced, first of all, the attitude of the Soviet officials to genres such

as detective films. Such films were suspected of arousing and encouraging
antisocial behaviour. In this respect, one of the additional censorship criteria
suggested by Pel'shé 6i deal i sati on of hooligani s
[brodiazhnichestyp bandi ti sm and 7 became ndefulcasit r i mi na
directly targeted detectivand trick films, despite their continued popularity

among the Soviets.

Detective films that were imported in big numbers in the early 1920s were
often passed by the censors as | ess 0Obol
films. The censorship meassrwere limited to cutting out the small, removable
fragments containing 6pornographyd or 6 m)
the perception of the threat posed by such films led to clearing these productions
from the cinema repertoirels. some ases the censors were so inventive that they
even suggested the retention of previously purchased German detective films,
using the reedited versions as instructional films for Soviet police, as in the case
of Sein grofRer Fal(1926, Fritz Wendhausen) witAleksand Murskii and Olga
Chekhova. The film was imported in the late 1920s when the genre of the detective
film in Soviet Russia had fallen out of fashion. Noting that the film attempts to
revive the 6édying formd of: tdcBe ccaruismee osft of
depiction of the latest technical inventions being used by the police, this film can
have purely utilitarian interest for our criminal intelligent services. But for the

mass audience, certad°nly, this film is n¢

219Ego bol'shoi sluchaiGFF, d. 925
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Generally, howeer, detective and adventure films formed a highly
entertaining, profitable part of the film repertoire. On the Soviet censorship scale
such films were not among the most unwanted. Probably, the most prominent
examples in this respect were the films of @erman actor and director Harry
Pie,Pi el 6s f Die Gebeinmigse ties Arkus Barré, Unus, der Weg in die
Welt(1921, Harry Pie), three parts oDer Reiter ohne KoffL920/21 Harry Pie),
Das Schwarze Kuve(l922 Harry Pie}, Der Mann ohne Neen (1924 Gérard
Bourgeois, Harry Pi¢l Was ist los im Zirkus Beely(2926) and others were
imported between 1922 and 1928, with a new Harry Piel film appearing in cinemas
almost every film season. The persistence with which the film companies returned
to Pields films reflected audience demand
that these films would pass censorship with minor adjustments. Harry Piel, the
6Ger man Douglas Fairbanks6, was one of t
star who was contuously present on the Soviet screens throughout the 1920s. The
author, director, producer and star of his films, Harry Piel became popular abroad,
including in Soviet Russia, for the sensationalism of his crime films, which were
known for their original wnts, thrilling plots, car chases and various special
effects. Moreover, his image as an adventurous charlmérh e man wi t hout r
I was so popular that young people repeatedly mentioned Piel as a favourite actor
in the questionnaires of Soviet filperiodicals. On top of that, his name features
in several literary works of the 19288t he negati ve influence o
and criminal image on Soviet youth was emphasized, often in the form of
feuilletons and poemsé.ccording to these texts, afteatching such films Soviet
youth o6learns how to break windows using
repeat s-thrRateningstuntd likeftightropealking, climbing on rooves or
jumpi ng f r omEvenrweraet growiag leyéist of iBooligam were

2"1The name of Harry Piel notably appears in a few literary works between 1923 and 1927: the

years of the active distribution of Piel s fil ms
Valentin Kataev (story O6lvan Stiepd,6 192@€8), Vpaeim
Maiakovsky( unpubl i shed film script 6Pozabud’ pr o kami
(1927), comedy O6Klopd6 (1928), |l gkrsiSewvaminani mdy

(early 1930s), I'l"ia Nabatovédéds poem O6Parodiia na
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cl aimed to be in direct correlation wi i
sensationalismé of films made??DBer t he Ger
ReiterohneKopvas bl amed by the GRK censors for
and dumbd& htarti cokcan only multiply the hool
trashy producti on i s actually made. 6 Tt

unacceptable:

It is so lowquality that it affects the spectator with the directness of
moonshine. Horrors, crimes dusilly tricks follow in such quantity
that the spectator must lose his wits and surrender his defenceless

mind to the hands of the criminal bourgeois ideology of such filins.

Despite such reviews, Piel s films <cont.
commercial success. An interesting, and rather amusing, fact was that in June 1928
a public trial was organised by the O&6Fri e
cinema Ante?’* The conclusion of the trial was unfavourable for the films of
Harry Piel: itwas declared that they should be removed from the cinema repertoire
immediately. However, since the films were already purchased and withdrawing
them would mean considerable financial losses to Sovkino, the films were allowed
to remain in distribution othe condition that Sovkino stop buying new Harry Piel
films. The Committee also called for the
films that could rival and replace the sensational films of Piel.

The decision to r emova@nenthaapertgireWase |l 6s f |
not based only on negative feedback from the audiencedRag the detective
and the adventure films was a difficult, tirnensuming task because of the nature
of those film genres. Simple removal of a few scenes could not sagtific
improve the content and, as the plot of an action film is rich in events, censorship

scissors often removed the caw$tect links that connected the numerous

22See Boris Kol omaKow, 0Vs6eu9z0ip.B2\a ki nod,
213Vsadnik bez golovFF, d. 1629
4. et opi sO r 0l8G3192%pk6A0y 0 ki no
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episodes of the plot. It is not surprising that sucledi#ing caused constant
complaints§rom audiences, critics and even the Narkompros leaders. The attempts

by the editors to process such films in a more sophisticated way resulted in the
practice of radicad 6 ¢ a pdi ree@d i6t i ng, as i n the case of
Dr MabusdGilded Ra. Such treatment of a film often meant the removal of whole

plot lines or attributing the characters with new characteristics, sometimes very
different to the original. In other words, the finaledited version might hardly

have resembled the originalni, but would allow it to enter distribution. The

original Dr Mabusewas banned in July 1923, and the censor expressed his concern

about foreign crime films reaching an immature Soviet audience:

[The film] must be banned. | consider it is necessarpénfature to
make [the film companies] answerable for purchase of such films that

are explicitly corrupting for young peopl€.

Looking at the surviving intertitles dbilded Rot one notices that the original

filmdéds pl ot has b e end giverodidacticdnéonation while s hor t e
still remaining a detective story. The intertitles were completely changed in order

to impart instructional qualities to the film. The original criminal story of Dr

Mabuse was transformed indoschematized illustratioalmost aKulturfilm that

informs the spectator about a wrecked bourgeois world with no positive characters.

The original plotline relating to Chieinspector von Wenk was completely
removed and even Mabuseds victimis the 06g
converted to a lustful femme fatale. In the new version even the title character, Dr
Mabuse, has been renamed. I nstead, we he
Brauni a name that to the Russian ear sounded familiar, more westernized and

less fictioral. It manifested eassead connotations concerning the ideological
opposition between the O6rottend capitaldi
rather than the fantastic strangeness of
important as an early sigrf a general trend that strengthened in the late 1920s:

275 Dr Mabusq GFF, d. 1419



158

the Soviet rejection of o6art for artos s
ideological straightforwardness. In Soviet discourse a character originating in the

fantastic world of German cinennavillains like Scapinelli, Caligari or Nosferatu

who had an easifraceable connection with Hoffmannian figures and German

folklore, symbolized the political confrontation between the right and the left,

omitting the original cultural link with Romantsgm and Expressionism. The

met amor phosis of Langds film in the Sovi e
ideological and stylistic ambiguity. The film opens with a long intertitle that

describes the corruption of the Weimar Republic:

International cenage led Imperial Germany to breakdown and
capitalist bankruptcy. At a time when the working classes make
incredible efforts in order to at least somehow support their existence
and to ward off domestic and foreign predators, people who did not
take parin the war and who are free of its burdens, who are used to
having an idle life, used to speculation and adventurism; these people
continue to live like that, even after the war managing to lead a

dissolute and reckless lifestyi®.

The intertitles that deribe the characters have descriptive and evaluative
functi das:i dGet and pleasure seeker who i
0The ari stdoax rsade kveormacnf v ul gar edntheer t ai n me
life scenery of a degenerate patrdnoar t s6; 6éThe pasti me of t
nothing else to do in |ifebd, and so on.
keep the borderline between the imaginary world on the screen and reality
appreciable: the spectator is forced to remainfoet 6r eal 6 si de of a
commentator who suggests a way of reading and understanding the fictional
Owesterndé worl d. T Mabssed biun v amswcthenabdbose

right ideological purpose, since it vividly demonstrated everythingaltoviet

26[Esfirt6 Shub, Sergei Ei sensKine-pn¢saoPoBobbprabenanbhad,
Deriabin,Kinovedcheskie zapisks8, 2002, p. 147; the copy of the intertitles is also held in the
collection of Gosfilmofed:P o z 01 o ¢c h e GRFad. 2020g ni | 6,
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new man should not be and, thus in theory inculcated in the audience feelings of
contempt and repugnance towards the bourgeoisie.

Exampl es of German fil ms being bl ame
unhealthy i mpul seso i n tFor einstamae,dase n c e we
Panzergewo6lbg€1926, Lupu Pick) was banned for its criminahdencies, and
ordered to be transported back to the foreign supplier by its importer
Mezhrabpont’’"Re i nhol d &g Gell mau eel Stras¢e921, Reinhold
Schiinzé)l, whichKino-Moskva submitted for inspection on 12 January 1925, was
rejected a few days after submission. The film was sent for censorship examination
in a considerably shortened version (6 parts covering 1,500 meters in length
against the original 2,400 metershis melodrama about the life of impoverished
barons and rich bankers was given another chance to enter distribftgon
revisionin 1926. The censors, however, decided to keep the film forbidden for its
portrayal of o6the lifrRroowof ahyevreit ague san
The film, about the marriage of a poor aristocrat to a rich capitalist, indeed, had no
didactic side to it that could make the film passable: the financial machinations of
sly and greedy aristocrats, the bankrupt invasend a deceived banker who
commits suicide at the end of the film revolve around the love intrigues of an
adul terous banker 6s wi fe. The censors d
audience empathise \Withe cheated rich husband. Qmedentified Geman film
with the lItalian star Carlo Aldini was reviewed by the GRK in 1928. The film was
forbidden because the censors disapproved of the positive portrayal of the upper

soci al cl asses that oppose poor Ocri minal

Vul gar bul 6 var s h cahdetectve stofyhwéh thei x t ur e of

portrayal of life of aristocracy. Refined aristocrats contrast with the

277 Bronirovannoe khranilishch&FF, d.9-9. The submitted version was considerably shorter than
the original: 6 parts, 1,50@etes of length in the GRK minutes and 7 part3,2® meters in the
German censorship risters. Probably the reditingwas undertaken by the distriloatprior to be
submitted tahe GRK. The film was ordered to be sent back to thealeer.

278 Zolotoi tumanGFF, d. 932. The reedited Russian copy of the film starring Schiinzel and Liane
Haid is held by Gosfilmofond.
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6scumbags of s oGhinesdlen Keepern, blackmenf ace of
and the bandits. The moral of the film: the poor should not envy the
rich, thehavehadomra@asy | ife. The film is

banned’®

A film by Erich Waschneckie Carmen von St. Pauli928), depicted the life of

the sailors, thieves and prostitutes of
The plot of the film centrearound the story of an honest shipman who finds

hi mself at the epicentre ofd BtPaulngirin al I nti
Jenny Hummel (Jenny Jugo). The Soviet censors found the portrait of the lower

classes unconvincing and the driving force aéviant social behaviour

unexplained. In the original film the antisocial behaviour of the characters is not

classd et er mi ned. Taking this into account,
ideology is that the environment does not influence an individaats core it is

an idealistic point of view. The favourite motifs of foreign productions: criminality,
debauchery and the erotic find a rather convincing, artistically formal

i mpl ementation which mak é&%The fine degpitel m unac

279 Dvoinik, GFF, d. 923. The film was forbidden in 1928. The original title of the film is not

registered, the redited titled Dvoinik (Doppelganger® does not allow identification of the

film. A film under the same title agpar s i n Egorovads catal ogue, star
Brigmann and, most probably, e GroRindustrielle(1923, Fritz Kaufmann). It is, therefore,

uncl ear which of Al di ni GeGRKenrl®28 My Juggéstioaisthat s r evi ey
the filmcalledDer Kampf gegen Berlifl925, Max Reichmann) was also distributed under another

Russian titleWhich one of the two (Kotdriz dvikh). The film has a criminal plot that matches

the description in the censorship documents (opposition of the wbtlikccriminals and the
aristocrats, the O6Doppestghages 60baaddete)Tfegsbeen K
According to Egorova, only two filmsitin Carlo Aldini were distribugd in Soviet Russia, both-re

edited prints of which are aently hetl inthe archival collectiontHelena. Der Untergang Trojas

(1924, Manfred Noa) arider Kampf gegen BerlifL 925, Max Reichmann). According to the GRK
register cards a film under the title 6Doppel g?n
February 8, 1925 and rejected on February, 19 of the same year. It could possibly the second re

edited version ober KampfgegenBerlit 6 parts 1, 084 meters in | ength
and 6 parts, 1,734 meters of the original German version).

280 Karmen izSan PauliGFF, d. 936
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its entertaining plot and the famous actors in the title roles (Jenny Jugo, Willy
Fritsch and Fritz Rasp, all of whom were previously popular in the Soviet Union),
was rejected.

c) O6Religious propagandadod

The official c ens or sohpiapg achadtaedg ocroy ea fe do rt emc
films: any films containing religius references or scenes, weor ks o-f a &pr
religious kind; and films with supernatur
undertones, | ike fil ms veastlyladjusteddhronghgr aphi
the removal of the parts suspected of cultivating reactionary moods. Examples of

such treatment of religious matters in films can be found in almost any surviving
censorship protocol. Popular films with scenes which had to be szirfefore

the film could enter distribution includ®es Lebens und der Liebe Well@®21,

Lorenz Batz)Vaning Schlagende Wett¢t 923, Karl Grune)..ucrezia Borgiaand

many otherg®! Such mild adjustment, particularly of films that fell between the

two censorship categories (for example religious/gaiirgeois films), allowed

the censors to pass a film with only insignificant changes. The Alkohol

(1919/1920, E.A. Dupont, Alfred Lind) raised the theme of the social stigma
attached to criminals. Irhte  f i nall scenes of the film t
negative character who is an alcoholic and a murderer who escapes imprisonment,

is killed in a fire saving peopleds | ives
who is O0good aasdriveeta crimé by kacial ciraumstancgs was

made overlysentimental, with the accent shiftedm socialissues to melodrama.

Here the censors criticize not the film itself but the general inability of German
filmmakers to identify the most importantgament in a film and to give it

powerful artistic implementation. Despite this, in 1923 the film was allowed

limited distribution under the titte at her 6s Lotisa)and (vds reledsedv 6

281\/olny zhizni i liubviGFF, d 10-4. The protocol orderemoval of titles 17 (a scene in a church),
72 (a praying scene with a Catholic priest)Vanina(GFF, d. 1612) the church wedding scene
was cut out. IrBhakhtior Toma§GFF,d. 27-22) scenes with a couple going tateurdh wedding

and prayers of a coalminer in front orucifix were removed.
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after the removal of only a few intertitles that had religi@ms decadent
undertoneg®?
When a film had too many religious scenes or was entirely based on the
forbidden topic of religion, it could either be banned or ordered not to be purchased
as oOonot needed in the pr esbDemPfarreevyoro c h 6. on
Kirchfeld (1926) made by the Austrian directors Luise and Jacob Fleck. The title
role in the film was played by Wilhelm Dieterle, the star of more than a dozen
films distributed in the Soviet Union during the 1920s. However, the topic of this
fimmade it i mpossible for it to be accept
film is solely focused on religious matters, it agitates for the church, religion, a
good pastor... Conclusiof: the film must
An interesting example of cenship compromise in the case of a film that
contradicted antieligious propaganda criteria wedunder der Schépfun@ 925,
Hanns Walter Kornblum, Johannes Meyér)an elaborate film essay about the
creation of the universe and human knowledge about E&hi.film, which
included alternating documentary, animation and acting scenes, was a product of
a collaboration between several film companies, with fifteen experts working on
special effects, nine cameramen and a few famous actors (Margarete Schon,
Margaete Schlegel and Theodor Loos) working on the production. This grandiose
Kulturfilm about astronomy, which was imported in the late 1920s, was valuable
for the Soviets. The scientific basis made it possible for the film to be used for
educational purposek a type of film that was highly appreciated and even

welcomed in Soviet distribution. However, the film confused the censors, who

282 Karnaval zhizni i smertiGFF, d. 1812. The censor w t eé\:petitdourgeois film drama,
sentimental in the German style. Gquetformance. Can be allowed in the central cinemas with a

change of the intertitles 14 (60One Christmas Eve
(6No, I owi || die |Ilike a gentl eman, nodwhen convict o
the Christmas bells rang. .. 06), 103 (6So, Deat h, |
over a | ast Aglcasdiofy wion&E@®podovads catalogue, the

titles (Two DevilsandF a t h e r)dhait were diiezent from the original titlélkohol (removed

as unfavourable since it evoked associations with alcoholism). Initially the film was distributed by
Kino-Moskva, who purchased a copy of 2,000 meters in length.

23K i r k h f gastdy, @FF,Id.i9i
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considered it to be not entirely scientific in its content. Every part of the film that
depicted astronomic discoveries wagplied with quotations from Genesis, and

various references to the Bible were embedded in the structure of the film.
According to the prescribed procedure for reviewing films with specialized

content, the censorship examination was conducted in thenpeeséan invited
specialist who had some expertise in the
among the minutes of the GRK in Gosfilmofanen original handwritten review

signed by Mikhail E. Nabokov (188P60), who was invited to assess the {ils

scientific quality?®* Nabokov was a member and thefoander of the Moscow

Society of Amateur Astronomy (which existed until 1932), an assistant scholar in

the Astronomic Observatory of Moscow State University and a future professor

who contributed tohte development of astronomy in Soviet RusSi?Na b ok ov 6 s
review was written shortly after the GRK examination of the film on 2 January

1930. The document is important because, being a considerably longer review than

the usual GRK minutes, which were merédghnical notes, it sheds light on

various aspects of Soviet film censorsfripm the typical reediting mistakes to

the question of what content could be acceptable in an imported scientific film.
Pointing out that it is difficult to give an adequateegssnent of an entire film after

only one screening, Nabokov describes in detail the negative and the positive sides

of the work. First of all, he finds the Russian distribution Mieacles of Heaven
unsuitable. O6The tit | eespopndwithout[lalecs alka b ok ov,
mine.T N.P.] view of the Universe asognizable meaning it does not contain
6miracl esd but on PSMentionthgthatthe sriginal Getmand ar e a s
film was made in collaboration with famous astronomers and, thakesmo
serious theoretical mi st akes, he points
explanation of lunar phasésa fragment that was shot in the style of a fedilme

no explanation of the phenomena of the changing seasons, no details on the

284 Mikhail Nabokov, 'Chudesa neba; Astronomicheskaia-kiamina', inChudesa nebaGFF, d.
27-21

285 More about Mikhail Nabokov in V.K. Lutskiilstoriia astronomitieskikh obshchestvennykh
organizatsii v SSSRMoskva: Nauka, 1982)

286Chudesa nebaGFF, d. 2721
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congruction of the space rocket, etc.). Next, he mentions the confusing results of
re-editing, which was probably done hastily, allowing many intertitles, German

names and inscriptions to remain without translation. Finally, the Apocalyptic

scenes and repedtaeferences to the Old Testament that describe the divine
creation of the world instead of offeri ng
to be removed, as emtgi e ri tha It ¢h ee nddsiungga rwi t h
German everyday life. The latter,itets Nabokov, would be incomprehensible and
irrelevant for the Soviet audience, and

Such small mistakes could easily be fixed by the editors but Nabokov
dwell s on describing more profound probl
essatial divergence from the principles of dialectical materialism. Instead of
presentingthe worldasmat t er i n motiondé, the film su
it as an inexplicable chain of miracleshel aim of the German film, argues
Nabokov, isdescriptve when, in fact, it should be explanatory. An amaigious
directive is absent from the film, which Nabokov finds surprising in a scientific
documentary. He expected to see the more emphasis on the portrayal of the conflict
between astronomers and tfeurch as well as a stronger materialist statement.

For Nabokov, the balance of fiction and documentary was incorrect: the
6featured el ements of the film overshado:
does not correspond wiltihg h&tememe®d v iogdt tihdee
Here the reviewer shows, like most of Soviet censors of the 1920s, his
misunderstanding of the German genre of khdturfilm 7 a notion that was
broader than just documentary, educational or instructional film KTiteirfilm
often balanced between various genres. Most often it was a film essay with
intermittent dramatized scenes that served the purpose of supporting the scientific,
documentary content of the film. In other words,Kloéturfilm was an entertaining
educationafilm rather than a didactic lecture.

Taking into account the valuable scientific component of the film, Nabokov
suggests thatVunder der Schépfungould only be shown after: 1) a full review
and, perhaps, rediting according to the principles of dialeeti materialism, 2)
the addition of new, domestically produced parts to the film that emphasize the

abovementioned tendency, 3) the improvement of certain scenes and intertitles
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between the images as well as inscriptions inside the images, 4) the complete
removal of the end of the film (the last part) and insertion of entirely new shots of

Soviet production. The directives of the reviewer were followed only partially,

since the demand for the documentary films in the country was very high. The

censors of ta Leningrad Regional Committee considered the film to be harmless

in its original form. They prescribed onl
(containing religious references), after which the film was allowed to be shown for

all audiences, evemi wor ker s cl ubs.

d) O6Mysticismb

ORel i gious propagandadé in fil msitamobas not r
i ncl uded -banategdry that wasaéfined by the literary critic, professor

lu. GrosmarRi shchin as a Oa cogngotic with@amiffeceit a gen
worl dé or o6érecognition of the presence il
or rationalistic, b @ Thevcategyry wasmareaofiehe ( si ¢
applied to German films than to any other imported produs, as a result of their

specific content, choice of themes, unusual settings and lighting, as well as

Oi nexplicéabédednt sb.eeTh e O Gemmonuasn gvailllleariyn sdf
professors, somnambulists, vampires, supernatural creatures) and thentfreq

settings of such films (opium dens, haunted castles, old mansions) were criticized

by the censors and film reviewers for being too remote from Soviet reality. Such

films were considered to be deceitful because of their ability to transfer the

spectato from t he real into a fantasy worl d
to the 6real 86 ones (t h-eevolutbonarygmesecisoede) . The
in the continuing interest in the world of the irrational and offered an easy escape

from everyay life. Despite the continuing popularity of such films among the

wider population, their import was under the strict supervision of the censorship

organs. The O6out of control & world of d

287 Quotad from GrosmarRi shchp@adsh ¢ onc eRevizompgesered cap thed s

Glavrepertkom theatre conference in 1927. See Richmond, p. 30.
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perceived as awakening unhealtinypulses in the viewers and was linked to
deviant social behaviour such as alcoholism, drug addiction, violence and
Ohypersexual ityo.

In Soviet perception, the German Expressionist cinema that became
available from the early 1920s was associated excly el y wi t h dmysti c
critical debates around Hipadacleisheskaeni s m a
iskusstvpdid nothing to stop the growing interest in the new art movement. Since
Expressionist cinema was at the peak of its popularity and couldirgea
profitable distribution, many such films were, nevertheless, imported and were
passed by the censors, often without many changes. Remarkably, Expressionist
film, despite its i1ideological controver s
Soviet cotext and also left traceable intertextual parallels in the Soviet cinema of
the late 1920s. Examples include such Soviet filmJlasGhost That Never
Returns(1929, Abram Room)Miss Mend(1926, Boris Barnet, Fedor Otsep),
films of the FEKS group and otise

The famoudDas Cabinet des Dr Caligawas released in Soviet cinemas
in winter of 1923. According to the surviving list of Russian intertitles, the film
was distributed in a version that was very close to the original. The copy of the
film that was e-examined bythe GRK in 1926 was only 80 meters shorter than
the original version (1700 and 1780 meters, respectively). Before the film was
released, the critics attempted to inter|
accepted by the consmtive bourgeois Wst. However, after the release of the
fil m, its Omystical 6 quality became a fo
settings6 was popular and was regul arly
finally forbidden. The censorshipboasdo nsi dered it to be an 06
represents only delirium and horrors, and serves as an example of degenerate
bourge®iSomar tf.id ms with oOmystical é conten
in Soviet Russia, for example, the fibme Schreckensithte auf Schlof3 Rochester
starring Anna von Palen, Bruno Decarli, Marquisette Bosky and Mara Markhoff.

The film was submitted by Sevzapkino for Glavrepertkom inspection on 7 August

28K abinet doktora KaligariGFF, d. 51
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1923 and as a wstagel but dll antusedwetls dark weslich

moods 0, it was forbidden to be screened

audiences. A handwritten note was later added to the protocol reporting that the

film was finally allowed to be shown in

release in the céral cinemas. Yet, in June 1924 the film was forbidden fof®all.

The censorship documents reflect a change in the attitude to such films. Even if

they were allowed to be distributed in the early years of the NEP, before

Glavrepertkom started its active Wwoof monitoring film repertoire, later they

were ordered to be removed for not corresponding with a changing reality. Also,

the film copies were often in poor condition after years of extensive use. This was

the reason, for instance, for the filber Graf von Cagliostrowith Anita Berber

and Conrad Veidt being removed from the film repertoire. Initially, the censors

allowed universal exhibition of the film after someediting, but in 1924 the film

already had to be removed from distribution as the copea® worn out and

impossible to project. The purchase of a new copy of this film was deemed

unreasonable because the theme had become obsolete. The figure of the demonic

count had, supposedly, lost its romantic appeal. The censor left a remark:

6Cagbidsscredits hims®I1f with his own tr]
Films that exploited Omystical d themes:s

in the mid and late 1910s, with some prominent German directors like Fred Sauer,

Carl Boese or Ernst Wendt specializing in their potidun. Very often the

supernatural component of such films was linked to oriental legends as, for

instance, in the Austrian precursor of #zaligarbstory Der Mandarin (1918,

Fritz Freisler). Someti mes it apgeeared i

deat hs 6, mysterious disappearances, or

However, such films arrived in Soviet Russia after the peak of their popularity in

Europe, often with a few yearso6 delay. I

were assdated with the German literary tradition and could, for instance, be

traced back to the literature of German Romanticism. With the strengthening of

2%V zamke Rochester/ OFFdHi,; ORK =gistekams, B3t/23hest er
20Graf Kaliostrg GFF, d. 129. The film was passed for distribution with the considerable cut

outs.
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censorship control, such films were among the first to be excluded from the
distribution lists. By the mid9 2 0 s omystical 6 fil ms,
disappeared from distribution, giving way to popular circus, adventure and
detective films which, in turn, were replaceddkgmmerspiel@nd social dramas,
Bergfilme( 6 mount ai nufklaruhgsiidm@) and

Numerous imported films represented a mixture of film styles and themes

where &édmysticismd \BehwlR Vogelbdbchadtend Eimet devi

nachtliche Halluzinazio(i1923, Arthur Robison)\osferatu Eine Symphonie des

Grauens(1921, F.W.Murnau) andmany others combined the supernatural with

Wi

c

crime plots, elements @trassenfimavi t h 6 hauntingo6 *£xpressi

The attitude to such films was often more forgiving. The episodiddi#mSchadel
der Pharaonentochtef1920, Otz Tollen) with Emilannings, Erna Morena and

Bernhard Goetzke was brought to Soviet Russia by the company Ekran and

received censorship permission in June 1923. The censors concluded that the high

technical quality of production allowed it to be accepted despite its ligbticaly

undertones: O0OThere is a certain degree

splendid staging that depicts four different epochs with their everyday life and so

on, the film has great value and raises great interest. It is possible totadiow i

condition that the mi s s3i®nSjmilarlyn anetet i t 1 es

episodic film that was passed afterediting, despite its even more conspicuous
references to the supernatural world, Was n Bed mide Tod a film with three
episodeswvithin an Expressionistic frame story. The Russiardited version of
the film did not survive bil according to the GRK minwggeit is possible to
conclude thaadjustments to the plot involved cutting out the Biblical references

and changing the franstory about the encounter of the young couple with Death.

291 Other imported films in this respect wefaganini (1922/1923, Heinz Goldbergprlacs
Hande, Die Nacht des Graue(ik924, Robert Wierje Gestohlene Seeld918, Carl BoeseDer
Unheimliche(1921, Ernst Wendt)Madame X und «die schwarze Hand®20, Fred Sauerper
Schrecken der roten Miih&921, Carl BoeseRrofessor Nissens seltsamer 1&816/1917, Einar
Zangenberg, Edmund EdeDer Totenklaug1921, Richard Léwenbeinkwannon von Okadera
(1920, Carl Froelich)Praschnas Geheimni®as Wachsfigurdrabinett Die Strale Der mude
Tod, Raskolnikow

292 Cherep docheri faraonaGFF, d. 278

of
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The frame story was probably-cet into a separate part, so that afteedéing it
could be admitted for distribution under the tif®ur Lives.Due to these
adjustments the film started to eesble the popular genre of historical episodic
fil ms, | ilntokeranGe(101f6,fDiW. @ridfith) which allowed the censor
to concl ude: éetitedefromr @&mysticabfim amddhe-eslitire is
successful. There /% no mysticism any mol
The film Alraune (1928, Henrik Galeen), an adaptation of the 1911 novel
by Hans Heinz Ewers, was imported to Soviet Russia in 1929. The film told the
story of a young woman Alraune (Brigitte Helm) who was born as a result of
experiments conducted by @ofessor of genetics, Jacob ten Brinken (Paul
Wegener). The professor, inspired by medieval legends about the mandrake root,
artificially inseminates a prostitute with the semen of a hanged murderer. The child
is thenadopted by the professor, who aim&xplore whether human behaviour is
determined by genes or the environment. Despite all the attempts of the professor
to provide a Christiampbringing for Alraune, she grows into an emotionally cold
and scheming woman who drives men into the abyss amd@kes cruel revenge
on her own 0cr e aetlited vérsion tohvertedRthesstoiy afrthe r e
mysterious genetic experiment into a more conventional psychological
melodrama, considerably shortening the film and removing all the elements of
Omysmd.cisll the scenes of the experi ment
legend of Alraune were carefully cut. Instead, the Russian version begins with the
return of the teenage heroine to the house of her adopter after years in a boarding
school,andcani nues as a story of the young wom
background. Another motif that becomes more important in treglited film,
compared to the original ver sion, i's th
Alraune and his struggle with thegeelings.
The reeditors attempted to adjust the film to a more accepted genre type
0 a chamber or a salon drama, even a psgehxaal drama, which investigates
the psychology of the young womandés rel a

thesepurpass t hey sacrificed the el ements of s

293Chetyre zhizniGFF, d. 716
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origin as the product of the professords
with the | egend of the dédmysteriousd mand
original flmAlrauneds hyper sexual behaviour is e
causes (the professor creates a child who has no soul and is unable to love), in the

Sovi et version her frivolity 1s interpr:
Christian upbringing in theonvent. In other words, where the German film used

a combination of elements of mysticism with popular science, the Soviets
attempted to show the events from a per s,
towards the environmewrientated explanatiof social behaviour and the

problem of awakening sexuality. Despite succeeding in maintaining relative
coherence in the plot, the editors failed to make thelie=d film convincing: the

film lacked proper causendeffect links, which was noticed by thmensors.

Noting that the film stands out from most imported films because of its advanced

formal characteristics and, therefore, its desirability for distribution, the censors
pointed out that it is, at the wlame ti me
moment s6 while having a Ahaarewas forbiddennf usi ng
to be screenet??

The oO6mystical dé film that was more suc
Orlacs Handg€1924, RobdrWiene). It was imported by Sevzapkino in early 1925
whenConr ad Veidt, the fi | mknewnrtodhe 8avietst ar , w
audi ence for hi s LadyxXHpmilters Das cCabinsttdeds Dr ol e s i
Caligari, Das indische Grabmahnd other major imported productions. Like
Alraung the film tells the stor of a medical experiment and explores the origins
of deviant behaviour, whether it is determined physically or psychologically. The
pianist Paul Orlac is severely injured in a railway accident, and the surgeon, in an
attempt to save his hands, transplamt him the hands of a hanged murderer.

While recovering and learning about the operation, Orlac starts to believe that
toget her with the criminal déds hands he h

violence, after which he develops nervousness and ansirsesith murder.

2% Al'raune,GFF, d.9-1. The censorship protocol was issued on 23 February 1929egistered
length of the film is1,950 meters, which is 1,352 meters shorter than the original version (about

one third of the original running length)
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Exaggerated, expressive acting by Veidt reminded auelseothis earlier films,

which received wide distribution in Soviet Russia. A copy of the film was

purchased at the end of 1924 by Sevzapkino. Under thN¢itlees Dance (Pliaska

Nervov) it was passed by the GRK on 31 January 1925. Debates around the

admi ssibility of such a O0decadenté psychc

the title role, resulted in temporary suspension of distribution in late March of the

same year andhé return of the film to the repertoire only in 1927. But not for long.

Only a year later the film was finally removed from all screens during the 1928

general reexamination of the cinema repertoirethg GRK. The official reasons

for banni nagr swhecrhei néabdu labnvd my st i ci sm: &6 Tr as

with pathology and decadence that are presented and propagated through the

popul ar name of the?®fAfilm staro Conrad Ve
Portrayals of dédabnormalities then soci al

strictest censorship. Such elements were classified as romanticizing a decadent

asocial, seldestructive and unlahy lifestyle and suggestingegative role

patterns from which the audience also needed to be protected. Examples include

films that patrayed drugaddiction and alcoholism (like the old commedet

arte film Marionetten (1915, Richard LowenbeinBlitzzug der Liebg1925,

Johannes Gutewith Ossi Oswalda ddas Leben und die Liebe Weljeriolence

and aggressivenesBdriserinnen(1921, Leo Lasko) Madame DuBarry(1919,

Ernst Lubitsch) hooliganism Der Reiter ohne Kopf suicide Die Schuheeiner

schénen Frau1922, Emmerich Hanuglnd so orf® In some cases positive

2% pliaska NervovGFF, d. 5719. The aiginal length was 2,507 meters, whereas the Russian copy
is 2,074 meters long. The film was forbidden on 15 June 1928. The GRK documents contain the

protocol from 27 January 1926 that, possibly, refers to another film that could be purchased for

Russiane | ease, however, is not mentioned in Egorovabd
Nerven( 1919, Robert Reinert). The hypothesis is pro
cleared off of all unwanted references to the World War | as well adanyp c i a l el ement 6 ¢
therefore, can be passed as an 6il |l usOrtacst ed examp

Hande unlike Nerven had no references to the World War |I.

2%\arionetten GFF, d.1814, Blitzzug der Liebavith Oss Oswalda GFF, d 27-25, Pariserinnen
GFF, d 18/15,Madame DuBarry, GFFd.10/9,Der Reiter ohne KopfGFF, d.1029, Die Schuhe
einer schénen FrauGFF, d.10/10
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references to violent customs like vendetta were removed, patonlaases of

a film being prepared for distribution in those regions of Soviet Russia where such
customs were still practised (for example, the intertitles removed from Georg
J a ¢ o\terydétts(1919)2°’

e) O6Meshchanstvobod.

The most frequently usédandrather broad criterion that was applied by

the censors to German films was O&édmeshcha
a widespread philistine way of life and way of thinking was one of the main

tasks of the new ideology. Apart from denoting particularaalasses, the

wor d Omeshchanstvoo i n Sovi et Russi a r
connotations that related to personal characteristics, such as harrow

mindedness, stinginess, triviality, pettiness. Western film, for which the

petite bourgeoisie as a skawas the target audience, often exploited the

settings of bourgeois salons, cabarets, restaurants, hotels, etc. The content of

such films did not vary one to the next: family affairs, financial speculation,

becoming rich through inheritance, advantageuoasriage, and so on were

constant themes. The original versions of
were often removed from the Russian distribution copias Yuri Tsivian

points outi in orderto avoid he suggestion O6that one can
cag t al*® $mé. censors protested against t h

Asanctityo of the meshchanskaia family,
t he ensl aving of wo men, of private pro
censorship categories). Thisresultedi @thc ensor s6 hostil e atti:

elements in German filnThe GRK instructed the reditors how to identify
and remove the most outrageous elements of bourgeois idyll from the films.

However, it was not always possible. When films werediéed in thisvay,

297 \fendetta GFF, d. 1616. Censorship removed the intertite number 80 from the montage list:

6" m af woma@or sica, and we, Corsicans, firmly abi
2Yuri Tsivian, 6The widbseiagdawdcB8edi gaméil Recul t
333.
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particularly in the | ate 1920s, they wou
spiritdéd and banned. The category includ
60Germané virtue and the bourgeois explo
propagated f aiodmeiss ébamdgéait al dgom; t hat
rich as the route to happiness; and those that were of a banal or sentimental
character. The adjective O0Osentimental 6 a
censorship vocabulary and became associated exclusiveélyGerman
Kammerspietiramas.

Nevertheless, such films were treated with a certain degree of leniency,
since the censors admitted that all cultural production received from the capitalist
West would be imperfect, but for the time being Soviet Russidavesd to rely
on its importation. While in the early 1920s many such films were allowed to be
distributed, with the sole censorship measure being the limitation of exhibition to
the central & NEP mM492a@s the practeced capitalegitingt he mi d
stepped forward. The +seditors attempted to preface the films with didactic
I nstructional intertitles on how to intert
altered the plotlines, as in the cas@ bé Gilded Rgtand adjusted the key scenes
of a film so that they fundamentally changed their meaning (as with the handful
of adjustments t@anton). In the late 1920s the films that were identified with
Omeshchanstvod were most ofDagschwhrzer bi dden
Chauffeur (1921, unidentified directoy, Das Licht und Mitternacht Der
Witwenball,Eddy Polo mit Pferd und Lassand otherg® With the rising number
of Soviet productions in distribution, the censors found it tomesuming and
unprofitable to work on the adjustment of figrefilms, considering that the results
of such adjustments were almost always deplorable.

The films were only forwarded to the editors of the Montage Bureau if,
despite their petibourgeois character, they were high quality productions. Such
films often caused long debates about their acceptability for Soviet distribution.
For instance, this was the case with the famous Aikphalt(1929, Joe May)

starringGustav Frolich and Betty AmanAsphalttells the story of a young and

2% Das schwarze ChauffeuDas Licht und Mitternach{1922, Hans von WolzoggnDer
Witwenball(1929/1930, Georg Jacobyl® ), Eddy Polo mit Pferd und Las$©928, Eddie Polo)
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naive policeman who is seded by a glamorous trickster femme fatale,
abandoning both his duty and his old moral principles. It was not the passionate

|l ove story but the f i guaneld poficemarhveho pr ot ag
himself takes his son to the police station after trefesses having committed

murderd that attracted the attention of the censors:

The figure of the old policeman Holk is an expression of the modern

socialtpol i ced Ger many where O6o0order 6 and &I

o)

maintained.

[..]

The image of the policean turns into a symbol. The old Holk
teaches how to maintain order, asserts t

as an example to the unstable yoiith.

For the Soviet censor#sphaltwas not a romantic love story between the
representatives of two differeesto ci al ¢l asses, it was a par
The fil més tale of fathers and sons/ cri me
in a most conservative fashion. Thexreli t or 6s note contains a
fil més br i | | iyandthe artefthé cameramman GigniharIRittdu. The

re-editor did, however, suggest that the film be declined since he could not see the
possibility of remaking it into a more ideologically acceptable product without

affecting its quality:

Despite the highlyuality of the artistic performance, the ideological
directive and the material of the film suggest no possibility of
remaking. | suggest declining the fifit.

The next reviewer added:

300A s f &FFOd. 93
301 |bid.
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The ideology is clearly maintained from the bourgeois point of view.
Despite the happy ending, the class morale that stangsard for
6order & overpowers weverything, the vice
Menacing class rule speaks out in the face of a merciless but
reasonable and, of course, loving father. What could be more
convincing than such morality? This is the way an ordinary spectator
of the bourgeois country is brainwashed.

[ €]

Asphaltdeserves not only rapt attention but also a methodological
study as an outstanding example of bourgeois skills in the area of
dramatirgy3°2

The reeditors, unlike most members dhe GRK, possessed an excellent

knowl edge of cinema (Yuri Tsivian call s t
could appreciate the artistic side of foreign films. In their reviews, they often
expressed theiunwillingness to rework highuality films of bourgeois content

that have a poetic, lyrical quality to them, like, for instakasmhaltor Jenseits der

StraRe®® In such cases they suggested that the films be forbidden altogether.
However, thereweres@m e x c e pt i 0o nMetropoks(192f7)za grlaraliosg 0 s
production of UFA, was reviewed by the ¢
preceded the screeningtime GRK gave a brief synopsis of the film, stating that

such symbolic expression of capitdlis har mony (6one must treat
|l i ke domestic animal sd6) should be all owec
perceived as attractive. On the contrary, argues the eM&rppolis will not

excite the imagination of the Soviet spectaffine film will cause the exact

302 pid.

303pPg tu storonu ulitsyGFF, d. 269. The poetic quality of films was often perceived by the GRK

censors a6k rédbmamrtgiemiizsati on and sentimentality th;:
social problemsJenseits der Strasséor instance, was forbiddefior these reasons despite its

powerful social message and lyricism in depiction of the lower classes as Wwsltasnections

with the German Left (the film was produced by the left film organisation Promeftileushat

worked in close relation to | AH; Wil M¢nzenber ¢

of the late 1920s leftving German films wereften perceived as not ideologically consistent.
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opposite reaction from the audience, sin
cause indignation and resentment agai ns’
suggests a plan of passi nfg ctlhaes sf iclom,ciwhiia
with a prel i mi nediting. Theglanpfa reditimginciuded féur r e
main alterations: 1) composing a long preface to the film with an explanation as to
why Sovkino decided to allow the film to remain in distributi@hreducing the
length of the film by at least one third, in order to emphasize the political idea; 3)
inserting new intertitles not to parody |
more flagrant; 4) adding a proper conclusion that explains thenteaaing of the
film to the Soviet audienc® The editor és suggestion f o
censorship of the film was not supported by the GRK censors, who considered that
the film could potentially do more harm than good. The protocol of the GRK
examina i on i s brief and abrupt: 61t was un
forbid the film. o

Reedi torsd hopes concerning the Soviet
Metropolis even with severe adjustment, were rarely satisfied. In the late 1920s
such films had no chance of being distributed. Among all imported film
productions, they were considered to be particularly harmful since they contained
direct counterevolutionary messages and compromised the ideology of the Left.
The film Schuldig about a falsekgonvicted man being released from prison, for
i nstance, was forbidden for its assertior
of workers as defenders of capitalism. After examination, the censor concluded
t hat al l owi ng s uc hdayf inlthe<ircunstacesi ahphe ssi bl e
i nternational economic crisis and the ma:
mo v e m¥ rAnhothér film, Sprengbagger 10101929, Carl Ludwig Achaz
Dui sberg) was accused of O0depimredthang moder
destroys feudalism. It is a poem about not only stable but actively advancing,
strengtheni®fg capitalism.?od

304Metropolis,GFF, d. 1712
305|a svobodenGFF, d. 1620
306\/zryvaiushchii ekskavatoGFF, d. 915



177

f) Other criteria

In their work on German film, the censors often used other criteria that could

classify films as unwanted material,&dh gener al f or mul a 6wor k o
(chuzhdoi ideolog)i included films that depicted colonial patriotism and
chauvinism, t hat romanticized fatalism a
pacifism and liberalism, or suggested undesirable inteiwas of historical

events. Some of these criteria were essentialSviet Russia, which tried

throughout the 1920s to overcome nationalistic moods and prejudices in the Soviet
republics. Most such films were banned after the first examination. Fitheéne

classified as nationalistic were usually based on historical material, such as
costume pr odu c tLadpHamiltohor Gtaéin \Walsweled! 6dsdast ur at e d
with Polish®hae¢i 6hak ks ibargco, ter Ringkr ddsi | m
Mikado(1922)was <cl assi fied as a oOotypical Amer i
wi t h a col3%imitha Soviet coatexk @ny mockery of ethnicity was

considered to be unacceptable. Such scenes were removed (for instance, the censor
ordered the nemwvah af bbackcean as a moc
from the film Milliardensoupe}. Flucht in die Fremdenlegiorf1929, Louis

Ralph), was classified as a film of high technical quality, but was nonetheless
banned for its inapspts apdinat a,adthefiminalv kai r
portrayed strikebreakers in a positive light. The film depicted hordes of Arabs
attacking the 6dheroicd Spanish Foreign L

supressed, which elicited a negative reaction from the @sripdoard:

The revolt itself is depicted as a riot by a drunken rowdy mob,
although the campaign in the desenvithout water, in incredibly

harsh conditions, without an aim that interests people, for the sake of

7L edi G a @, |d 0184 Grafinia Valevskaia GFF, d. 1310. Both films were left in
distribution despite the protest of censors.
308 Marko & boets MikadpGFF, d. 181
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the unknown plans of strangérsanbe a reason for a serious mutiny.
Arabs are, of course, Atraitorso... not
their freedont®

Films that advocated individualism were not welcomed by the censors.
Individualistic heroism, as opposed to the Soviet ideal ofcthiective, was
perceived as a bourgeois notion. Lunach.
hostility towards heroism illustrates wh
the personal success of a strong protagonist, not presented as a part of collective,

were not acceptable:

Our communist principles stem from collective heroism: they
appreciate an individual only if we can be sure that this individual
gave all his talents for the benefit of the common deed; when he
abstained from personal undertakingsl as keeping step with the
correctly understood reality. The Proletariat likes and values such a

person who is not in disagreement with discipfite.

The motif of personal success, as opposed to collective benefit, could be
manifested in film in various ays: first of all, in the depiction of unwanted
heroism in soci al and everyday situati on
using Leninds phr ase, was regarded as &
spectatof!! For insance, one example is the film Rginhold Schiinzdbdas Geld

auf derStral3e(Zolotoi tuman)t hat was prohibited for cul
heroic deedsd and dbdawakeni rginthenl®20snat ur al
films could be prohibited for indirect correlation with this categ for instance,

when they emphasized personal achievement in sport. The individual figare of

309 Begstvo v inostrannyi legioiGFF, d. 95

310 Anatolii LunacharskyGeroizm i individualiznfMoskva: Novaia Moskva, 1925), p. 44.

311 Rus.geroizm otdel'nogo poryv&. | adi mi r | L&ni npoé¥eée nod, Pdinbe VI adi mir
sobranie sochinenil. 39 (Moskva: Izdatel'stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1970), p. 17.

312Zolotoi tumanGFF, d. 932
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sportsman as a champion/hero, thus, was undesilabies particularly relevant
to such sports as boxing, which, in the mid and late 1920s (until 1933), was
officially rejected in Soviet Russia on the grounds of its discrepancy with the
developing massrientated sports movemetit. Until the late 1920s the word
6championd was never ment POThecattitudeto Sovi et
German sports films waghus, variable: boxinthemed films like another of
Sc h¢ nz e lLiébge imRind1829/1930), had little chance of attaining Soviet
distribution, whereas the smlledZirkusfilmethat depicted athletes and gymnasts
struggling with poverty in bourge®icountries were warmly welcom&@.In the
late 1920s circus films were eventually replaced in their popularityBetgfilme
(6mountain filmsé), where skiing was dep
to athletic competition.

Returning to individalism in film, it is important to note that idealized
depictions of strong personalities such as historical figures was also unacceptable.

The rejection of the O6individualism of hi

313More about soviet attitude to boxing see in: Kassia Bagldying: A Cultural History(London:

Reaktion Books, 2008)

814 Aleksandr SunikRossiiskii sport i olimpiiskoe dvizhenie na rubezhe-X¥vekoWMoskva:

Sovetskii sport, 2004)

315 An illustrative example of the 1920s Soviet attitude to cinematic portrayal of boxing is the film

The Ringby Alfred Hitchcock (the Russian titlei u b o v Si | éirLovg of a Stlorggl o v e k a
Man). The film was purchased for Soviet distribution as a Germartlited version adapted by

SidFilm, Berlin (reedited for German release). The drama, about two boxersjisasproved

of by the censors. They demanded t hatshipiee editor
di scr edi t edlfng, thDfins was forbiddenefter revisidni ub o v sildnogo che
GFF, d. 6213. Some boxinghemed films likeDie Boxerbraut(Nevesta boksera) with Ksenia

Desni and Willy Fritsch (1926, Johannes Guter) Blaiccos schwerer Sie@922, Joe Stockel)

were purchased for the Soviet Union in the late 1920s but did not reach distribution, having been

forbidden bythecesror shi p. Joe St°ckelds film was submitte
24 May was already declined by the censors {keeGRK register cards)T he 6 ci rcus f i | m
enjoyed stable popularity among DdrMann &fidemi ans . Fo

Kometen(1925)1 Chelovek na kometé&sFF, d.27-4 that tells the story of an amateur circus
performer who invents a successful -ediorrfleffas show c:
comment on the need to for bi dic fightdor imdivilueh as Opr o]

happinessbéo. Despite this, the film was passed.
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censor so6 di s a pigfime tha wWerewdry pdpalgr abroaddut rarely

appeared in Soviet distribution (for instandéadame RécamieDes grofen

Talma letzte Liebewhich was ordered to be radically -edited prior to
distribution)3'® Individualism as a decadent, bohemiantade was not left
unnoticed, although the censorsdé6 attitud
milder. Such fims aPr e yMichédebver e per cei ved as an 6in
psychol ogi cal portrait of &6l onatftap peopl e
0extraordinary individualist who suffers
banned, despite its individualist tendencies. And it did not cause controversy
because of its homosexual undertones, despite the fact that such undertones were,
accordigg t o the Dreyer schol ar Casper Ty bj
contemporarieso6, t ho®f@he pratdcasyevealghatahien ed i m
story of a love triangle between the artist Claude Zoret, his model and companion

Michael, and the bankrupt cotess Lucia Zamikoff, who seduces Michael, was

understood by the censor in a different light. The suffering of the artist Claude

Zoret was interpreted as unreciprocated love of the countess rather than jealous

|l ove of Mi chael , whomadbept ecensomd.caThe
temporarily passed in Leningrad in December 1924 after the removal of a few

scenes. In January 1925 it received a new license that allowed Sevzapkino
universal exhibition of the filmMlichaelwas successfully distributed unidnuary

1930 in a version that was 766 meters shorter than the original. Jdubted

version of the film had an introduction that, like the intertitles in Gilded Rot,

invited the audience to see the film merely as a-sas#y of another bourgeois/

decaent type.
316 Madame RecamieGFF, d. 1816. The fimwasre di t ed because it portraye
of a historical personab.

S"Casper Tybjerg, 6The Maker snalfi tMoes ,evishal) Anutt hdad s, |
Authorship: Creativity and Intentionality in Media (Northern Lights: Film and Media Studies

Yearbook 2004)ed. by Torben Grodal, Bente Larsen, Iben Thorving Laursen (Copenhagen:

Museum Tusculanum, 2005), pp.i59.
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Herman Bang [The author of the novel on which the film was based.
T N.P.] belongs to the type of the west&uropean writers most of
whom in the early 1890s depicted the pbturgeois class in their
literary works. The dominant mood of theserks was depression

and melancholy, disappointment and mysticism.

[ é]

Under the mask of individualistic philosophy, wrapped up in the robe

of the oO6tragedy of | oneJasamattes 6, t he hero

of fact, just the ordinary petiieourgeos who shed tears at the sight

of a small scratcPt?

Other German films with homosexual subtexts, lkesetze der Lieb@ 927, a

version ofAnders als die Anderf1919), bottby Richard Oswald), ddamletwith

Asta Nielsen (1921, Svend Gade, Heinz Schalfre passed by Soviet censors

who found no serious reason to ban them. While in Soviet Russia homosexuality

was decriminalised in 1922 (according to Dan Healey, it was a conscious decision

of the preauthoritarian state that -fmposed the ban in 1934)t remained

marginalised, with homosexual subculture living in relative invisibilty.

Homosexual tendencies in German films were, accidentally or deliberately,
overl ooked: there are no commentaries o0
protocols. Thus,Oswad 6 s f i |l m was passed in 1928 as
demand in Soviet Russiel a m| leomdssexual undertones were ignored by the

censors, who described the film as a vme#lde historical production with beautiful

costumes and wonderful acting bytAa Ni el sen. However, t hey
crossdressing motif rather odd. Nonetheless, the film entered distribution only for

a few weeks. In July 1923 it was removed from the reperttilsewhere a scene

containing a provocative dance between theid@sBountess Geschwitz and Lulu

318 Michael,GFF, d. 1831

319 See: Dan Healeydomosexual Desire in Revolutionary Russia: The Regulation of Sexual and
Gender DissenfChicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001).

820 GRK register cards fadamlet,270-23, GFF.



182

in Die Buchse der Pandonaas removed as the film was considerably shortened
and recut3%!

In more rare cases, films could be banned for less obvious reasons, like the
overaestheticized and overly stylized film adaptatiaofs literary text. For

instance, reviewindzin Sommernachtstraurfi925, Hanns Neumannigduard

Birois commented on the wunfamiliarity of
text, which makes this O6overly theatrice
pari cul arly in the workersd and village au
grown up children who received <cl assica
censor.

Films with Russia as the topiRssenfilmewere in mostases rejecteas
low-qualitypr oducti ons. Of tweorr khédhued wassappkedtor v 0 h ac
describe such films. It is interesting that most Austrian films by such companies as
SaschaFilm, SaturnFilm, Terra-Film and others were rejected for this reason.
The censors found theatcentric, lowguality, full of stylistic and technical flaws,

or overly slow???

2. German films that received positive reviews.

Not all German films were criticized by the censors. In many cases they received
positive reviews and were allowed distrilourtj particularly if they addressed

social issues or presented bourgeois habits and the bourgeois way of life in a
unfavourable light. Anatolii Lunacharsky was one of the strongest defenders of the
unlimited use of satire in art. His article about comedysatire in film, published

in 1931 after his speech in date of the Soviet filmmaker Alekadr Medvedkin,

i nstructs the reader on how satire can b
to discredit the bourgeoisie. Lunacharsky emphasised theediffe between the

western and the Sovsmekh approach to o6l augl

321 Censorship minutefor Lulu, GFF, d. 1810
322Geether@di t or sd notes for t helocAnestsim Gosafimofond,id.ms among
62.
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Bourgeois auteurs often slip into purely entertaining art and it serves
the bourgeoisie, distracting the opposition from serious social
guestions. Our art must offer serious proletarcontent and must
provide such entertainment that, while giving rest after work, would

at the same time be an act of educatfén.

The educational tasks of &édSoviet | aught el
use of any available artistic metspdncluding caricaturé a method that was

often used in fundamental-egliting of German films. Films that already contained

this element, in explicit or implicit form, received special attention. Sometimes it

was simply emphasized by inserting a few kegrtitles, as in the case Der lezte

Mann (1924, F.W.Murnau). This is a story of an ageing hotel doorman who is

demoted to a toilet attendant, after which his family and neighbours turn away from

him leaving the hero destined to end his life in nyisérwas received by the

Soviets with enthusiasm. The story about the loss of his uniform, which
metaphorically expressed his loss of status, reminded the audience of an important
text of Russian c¢l| as s OwraoatTHe hdluematonsu r e, Ni
of the drunk doorman in the film recalléite visions of Akakii Bashnakin in

Gogol 6s story. Neverthel ess, for the Sov
something bigger the institutional power of capitalist hierarchijhe implicit

irony that runs through the whole film and reveals itself on various levels (and that

was notably rare in imported German films) was noticed by the Soviet censors.
Parablelike narrative and metonymy were often used by Soviet literature and art

as powerful persisave devices, anDer letzte Manremployed both of these. Most

I mportantly, it had a traceable associat
the uniform that wins him selespect and respect from his social class, and the
metaphorical transformationf ahe story into a critique of superficial western

society where a garment serves as a guarantee of social accéfftance.

323 Lunacharsky, p. 205 [first published Broletarskoe kinp9 September, 1931, pp-15]
243 on Hughes, 6AazZivil st amllaempdage hauwllti wrhe .o fCl toh
in Neophilologus\olume 88 (2004), p. 439, pp. 4295.
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Contr ast i ndmmerspiktiiama doesdat contain open social
criticism. On the contrarmisthaimdoesmygor t ant
overstress an implicit metonymic shift: the film remains a reflective, even
melancholic sketch about the fragility of social roles and the fragility cismith
that i s i mposed by age. | n drheo rSalvé et a dv et
become a film about the O6general 0. The
enchantment of German society with the power of uniform, a motif that continued
to resound in poswvar German literaturef or exampl e, i DerCarl Zu
Hauptmann von Kopenickl929)d was used by the Soviets to make a sharp
satire. What interested them was the portrayal of capitalist society, in which every
el ement I's easily replaceabl e, and whic
without regrets.

The cesors praiseder letzte Manrf o r Emi | Jannings6é ac:
fil mdéds i nnov atdi comrasting lghting, tbeafamous iusk ef the
entfesselte Kameraand the absence of supporting intertitkss a result, the film
was passed and remained istdbution until 1930. The few alterations that were
made to the film were, first of all, a change of title fr@er letzte Mannto
Chelovek i livreia (The Man and the Unifoxnplacing an emphasis on the link

with Gogol 6s t ext ; truatimedirsttintesitlei nser ti on of &

This film brightly reflects the worldview of a modern Philistine...
Wealth is his ideal... Servility is the means of achieving that ideal...
Uniform, tailcoat, livery are the only signs of appreciation of the

manos ®merit.

The inserted intertitle thus highlights
protagonistos relationship with his deif
beginnings of the six parts of the film were preceded by short titles, while the

originalflimhad no intertitl es: 60The chapter ir

0The chapter in which the man finally ap

325 Chelovek i livreiaGFF, d. 273
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grotesque ending where the toilet attendant accidentally becomes a millionaire was
not removed from thelfn**®The surviving montage | ist s
endingdéd followed after a short intertit]l
miracles in the world but the author, for the sake of calming, nevertheless, invents
a mirfAcle. 6

Other films that redeed positive commentaries from the Soviet censors
were two comedieddas Moral (1927, Willi Wolff) and Sechs Madchesuchen
Nachtquartier(1928 Hans Behrendt). Both films represent ironic sketches of the
bourgeois life in which female characters revesd hypocrisy of patriarchal
society wunder capitalism. The Sovietsbo
objectification of woman led to the passing of these films, neither of which was
devoid of a certain degree of frivolity. The first film, which starreléfRichter,
told the story of a cabaret dancer who uses a film camera to collect compromising
evidence against her male visitodsme mber s of the O&dSociety
Revealing this material, she unmasks the hypocrisy of these men, who are secretly
tryingt o seduce her while publicly speaking
The fil més o6épolitical directivebd was con
entertaining scenes that oOcSechgMidchemd t he s
suchen Nachtquagr with Jenny Jugo, told the story of six enterprising young
cabaret dancers who, after being fired from work, organise a brothel in the
provinci al St . Magdal enebds Asylum for Rel
of the village sgdakéhgs d® whletherhwies h hg h H Ma
think that they are playing skittles in
although not very deep, satire on the sa
and a denunciation of the religious hypocrisy of thddia classed?®

Finally, there are examples of films that were passed for their truthful

depiction of social problem€onsi der t wo D freadivaesGassd? ab st 6 s

326 The removal, however, was mentioned by Yuri Tsivian in his article @diting. See: Yuri

Tsivian,6 The Wi se andRewdckedgGaméd: Sovi et Film m Cul tur
History, Vol. 8, 3 (1996), p. 333.

327 Chelovek i livreiaGFF, d. 273

328Mo r aGFM d. 1833; Shest' devushek ishchut nochnogo pristanish@lrd, d. 2723
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and J u t KuttérsKrauens Fahrt ins GlickThe latterd a production by
Prometheud-ilm and Willi Minzenbergd wasc al | ed by the <censor
revolutionary foreign filmdéd for i1ts expl]|
misfortunes experienced by the lower classes in capitalist Germany. The film was
allowed distribution, excegor the village audiences for whom the censor found
the film to %% O6overextendedd.
The number of German films that received positive appraisals from the
Soviet censorship was not very great. Such films appeared only in the late 1920s,
when the graduahvolvement of the Weimar Left in film production with the
help of PrometheuBilm introduced social themes to German cinema. Before
that, o6évaluabl ed German cinema was | i mite

ironical portrayal of bourgeois morals.

329 Schast'e matushki Kraus8FF, d. 2313
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Chapte 5
0ln Caligari s Circleb6: Soviet

1. From censorship to exhibition: Introductory notes

Foreign films that successfully passed censorship were distributed in central and
provincial cinemas of the Soviet Union, accordingtotheseor s al | ocati o
this chapter | want to look at the critical response to, and the popularity of German
films, that is, at the ways these films were interpreted, analyzed and consumed by
Soviet society in the 1920s.
Little attention has been paid tlis question in the scholarly literature. In
2002, the journaKinovedcheskie zapiskiarted to republish previously unknown
archival material concerning the reception of German cinema in the Soviet Union:
reports by the Soviet filmmakers Friedrich Ermigbram Room, @gorii Giber
and Vladimir Erofev about their visits to Berlin in the late 1920s, and the articles
of the oO0Soviet correspo #UEha timpactnof Ber | i n
Expressionist film on Soviet flmmakers was discussed by Yuri Tsiviaia N
Zorkaia and Evgenii Margolit!
However, the Soviet film periodicals of the 1920s, which provide rich
material on the reception of German film in the Soviet Union, have never been the
subject of scholarly discussion. In 1922, when the first Germars filmare
imported to Soviet Russia, the critics responded to their popularity with a series of
articles on various aspects of the Wei ma
German distribution practices, and the genres and styles of selected German films.
They also provided informative advertising material. In the first years of NEP,

330 SeeKinovedcheskie zapisiEg, 2002 , pp. 22285.

%31 See:Yuri Tsivian,6 Cal i gari in RuCland. Der deutsche Expr
Fi | mk u IDie ungedvdhnlichen Abenteuer des Dr. Mabuse im Lande der BolscBerilin:

Freunde der Deutben Kinemathek, 1995), pp. 1697 6 ; Neia Zorkaia, 6éDoktor
Akakievich Bashmachkin. K voprosu o nemetskikh vliianiiakh v russkom revoliutsionnom

a v a n g Kinavezldheskie zapisk§9, 2002, pp. 580; Evgeni i Margol it 6 Kak
Gemaniia v sovetskom kino mezhdu 1920 3 0 Kgqagvedbheskie zapisks9, 2002, pp. 61

80.
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which were characterized by competition between several distribution companies
on the Soviet market, foreign films were often reviewed even before they appeared
in distribution. Such reviews (usually positive) were a form of advertisement. For
example, the discussion Galigari began several months before the film entered
exhibition, which enhanced public interest in the film.
From the midl920s, journal articles were not thenly materials
concerning German film that became available in the Soviet Union: there were
bookl ets and postcards on popul ar Ger man
German film industry and on technical aspects of cinematography. Moreover,
German fims became a subject of various feuilletons, sketches and poems. At the
end of the 1920s, Soviet flmmakers who were already known in Europe visited
the Weimar Republic (1928929) and, upon their return, reported back to the
Association of Revolutionary i@ematography (ARK) about the results of their
visit. Some reports were published in film periodicals as articles about the German
film industry3®2 At the same time, the experience of watching andokking
German films for the Soviet screens resultedhi@ adoption of certain styles,
techniques and i mages from Ger man <ci nemze
Ei senstein worked on a Soviet epic filwmn
Nibelungen Expressionist settings inspired the directors of the FEKS gmoup i
Leni ngr adQblontok impeewadss cr eated as a response
visit to Berlin, where he became acquainted with the latest German theatre pieces
and films; German films influenced the imagery of popular adventure films like
Miss Mendha use intertextual parallels to Expressionist classics. And throughout
these years the Soviets were not only watching but also studying the ideological
basis and artistic methods of German film. In the late 1920s the Soviets refrained
from importing foreig films. This led not only to complete revision of the cinema
repertoire by the censors, who removed every German film from distribution, but
also to the absence of any material in the film periodicals about new German films.
In other words, the Sovietlfn journals that were published in the early 1920s,

which depended on the distribution of foreign films for their content, included

332 Kinovedcheskie zapisks8, 2002, pp. 23285.
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considerably more information on German and American film production than

later publications such as the leng official film journal Sovetskii kran.

Changes in the political environment, economic reorientation from the NEP to
centr al pl anning, and the strengthening
affected film production. The ensuing break with western aesthetits &ohost

complete neglect of foreign film in the Russian print media. In general, the
attention to domestic production grew gradually from the 1922 issukmof

(journal) to issues ofSovetskii kran in 1928 or 1929, in which the previously
compulsoryphotographs of foreign film stars were replaced by portraits of Soviet

actors and directors.

2. Soviet film periodicals and the first imported German films

The major Soviet film periodicals regularly published articles on German cinema
throughout the 120s. In this chapter | will examine the materials published in
Kino-(journal) (looking at issues from the period between 1922 and 182%);
nedelia(19241925),Kino-zhurnal ARK(19251926),Kino-(gazeta)(1927) and
the 19251929 issues dbovetskiekran.

With the arrival of the first film purchases in October 1922, when only a
few German films appeared in the cinema repertoires of Moscow and Leningrad,
Kinopubl i shed its first article on new Ger
I mpr es s i ceausnia repatshatiwas made by K. Fel'dman of the Society
of Filmmakers in Moscow?® Providing a detailed overview of the economy and
politics of the Weimar Republic, reflecte
industry, the reviewer describes theculiarly German film genres. First of all, he
mentions the particular interest of the Germans in the genre of historicd4ilm.
Fel'dman explains this interest by the past crisis which resulted in an increased
reflectiveness amongst the masses. @ftga list of the titles of the most popular

historical film dramas likeMadame DuBarryand Danton he emphasizes the

3383 K.Feldmanpl z zagrani ch,Kinkh 1929 ppc2&%t | eni i 0
34 |bid., p. 28.
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achievements of the Germans in the development of this genre. Historical film, for
Fel'dman, represented the future of film as an arts€hend type of German film
that interests the reviewer is the-s@a | | ed O&éconstr udasi vi st f
Cabinetdes Dr. Caligari Descr i bi ng t h€aligad, betdmani st 6 s e
del i berately avoids usi ng itdorcludestmain 60 EXx pr
Ger man oO0constructivist filmé is the dbdnew
American montage films, and he expresses hope for the young Soviet filmmakers
to grasp the technical achievetnetont s of t
(sintetichesk)i f i |l mo &% the future.

Various notes on the situation around the German film industry were
published in the same issue Kiho, reporting on the O0exces:
films on the *CGchmdiades, mhiEch ketewleto .information
provided by the German publicatiofgm ZeitungandDeulig-Film, aimed to raise
the audienceobs i nterest i n German f il ms
distribution in central cinemas.

In late December of the same yeKino opened apublic dispute on
Caligari publishinga lengthy review of thélm.33" This time the article praised
German cinemd Ot hveliesti n t h el fav offeding & variety of any
i maginable type of film: oOfil msortheor chi I
petitebourgeoisie, for the educated classes; for the performers and artists;
propaganiadofvelvms, 6the positive commentar
caused prolonged debates in subsequent issudsinof In January 1923,
immediately afterCaligari was released in the Soviet Union, a group of Soviet
cinema and theatre directors responded to the review of the previous issue with

severe criticism of the fild®® The reviewers emphasized the decadent nature of

335 bid.
336 |bid., pp. 28-29.
337 K.F.<el'dman?>Kino, 4, 1922, pp. 142.

338 bid., p. 10.
3360 fAKabinete d&ikot B 4923K@pl 188. aDekatdésdorCaligari with
Anoshchenko, Bol tianski i, Tairov, Lev Kul eshov,

Doronin.
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the O6futuri st d fsiilsm otfh ato urregfeloa @aguedl | tt huer edde
the Goskino director Aleksn dr Anoshchenko, O6is the psyc
bour ge&®wWhsiilee . Anoshchenko defined Expressi

of capitalismod, other ami dbamatewerdf eerxpdr i
(VI adi mir Tur ki n) . Criticizing the form
settings, Lev Kul eshov call ed t he met hc
Oridicul ousbé6. For Kul es h o wfashiondden it i | m s e
thea ri cality, and resembled a oO6typical Sp

Kuleshov and the aot and director Mikhail Doroninhowever, mentioned the
talented acting of Conrad Veidt, whom t he
that sufdledd8 handdeoB'OdEorodamcdioredma . Wer ner
achieved less enthusiastic appraisal, Doronin finding his acting overly
theatrica®?The main trend that is traceabl e at
of German film is the attempt of theoBet cultural elite to understand the
phenomenon of Expressionist film. The search for new forms and themes in
cinema, and the new definition of a film
S n o maturghohik ordsultédhngheid mo d e | a

(tpazh or Kul eshov
break with theatreCaligari was perceived by most Soviet critics as a repetition of
theatrelike cinema from the old times and a return to decadence: in other words,
it qualified as a reactionary bourgeois producfithn.

The revievs of German films that were published in the periodicals in the
first years of the NEP help to reconstruct the chronology of their release in Soviet
cinemas. In January 1923 comparative reviewkimo of two new productions,
Ernst L SumurungZbehtbuzhina Garemjawith Pola Negri, and Tod
Br o wn iThegviigs of Stambou{1920, Tod Browning; RusNishchaia iz

340 |bid., p. 15.
341 |bid., pp. 16-17.
342 |bid., p. 16.

343 Anoshchenko, who asserts th@aligari a ‘'futuristic film' and who defines futurism as
‘degenerative anomaly of bourgeois art', regarded the film to be an 'illustration of contemporary
crisis of bourgea culture'. Turkin considered the film to be merely '"amateur experiment'.
Sabinskiiregarded it to be a cinematographic exercise which could be interesting only to a small
circle of film experts.
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Stambuld with PriscillaDeari si gni fied a new tréhd towar
Using the examples of these films, Soviet critics exploredlifierences between
American and German cineniatwo leading exporters of films to the Soviet
Uni on. The genre of o6oriental filmd was
was in other countries, gaining popularity in the +h810s. German costume
dramas which were based on oriental faitgles and stories about harems, slaves
and padishakhs, likBie Teppichknupferin von Bagd4@i920, Edmund Linke),
Sumururor the episode filnDer Schadel der Pharaonentochitevere among the
Sovi et a u drites. RrimarilysGermanwigental films were different from
ot her countriesd productions because of
setting.Sumurun argues the reviewer, i's a rathe
dynamic American alternative, Wi had faster action and less dramatic acting.
Being overloaded with theatricality, however, it attracted the audience with its
carefully selected costumes and interiors. Admitting$uehurunis a quality film,
the reviewer expresses hope that Germanecma wi | | find a 061l es
approach to filrrmaking in the future.

Shortly after the arrival o€aligari, Soviet audiences got a chance to see
anot her famous vi |l | aDoctoraviabusanas finseshowrt i n e ma :
in early 1923 aBoktor Mabusg alessradicallyre di t ed ver si on than |
and Sailded Bat The first review inKino demonstrates that even without
reedi ti ng, Langbs film was regarded to be
6Shar p and an gtairymoments becoemesthbrribly grotesques Ehe
film has no p¥sitive characters. d

The material offered by these first publications can be roughly divided into
several groups, according to the character of their reference to German film. The
first, and thdargest group, is comprised of material devoted to the latest news and
events in the German film industry. The purpose of these articles was to outline
the situation on the German film mar ket a
Regularly publised col umns enKinot | edyr OEKbfmadd (th

(Kinozhurnal ARK revealed the impact of political and diplomatic relations on

344 ®Sumurun: librettg Kino, 1(5), January, 192%p. 1314,
345 |bid., pp. 40641.



193

European film industries. Since the Weimar Republic was the biggest film
producing country in Europe, andthe Sodedt i on6s maj or fil m sup;j
of German cinema occupied the most space in these columns.

Soviet film periodicals were not isolated from the rest of the film world.
They often made use of the alternative German film periodicals asiliothtbild-
Bihng Der Film, Film-Kurier, Die Kino-Technikand Kinematograph,which
supplied the Soviet editions, particulakyno-nedelig with information on the
German film industry, statistical data and foreign film reviews. References to Film
Kurier andLichtbild-Biihnewereused most frequentf#® In 1922 Kino published
a positive review of a German article about Russian filmmaliudj, v Rossiiu
(Der Weg nach Russlandyhich had been published Der Film in the same
year>4’ The German article approvingly mentehthat the Weimar Republic had
recently become interested in the Soviet Union as a potential film partner and
pointed out the recent improvement of the Soviet economy. Another example of
Russian film journals drawing from their German counterparts caome &s
competent and informative a journalkisozhurnal ARKthe official organ of the
Association of the Workers of Revolutionary Cinematograpglinyozhurnal ARK
referred toDer Film almost in every issue in 1925 and 1926. For instance, issue
number 2 fom 1925 reviews a German article on Soviet filmmaking that was
originally published in 1924 As the Soviet critic emphasizes, the German article
explores potentially suitable films for the German market and gives commentaries
on the foreign success of Sew Kulturfilme such asAbortion (1924, Grigori
Lemberg). However, the Soviet reviewer concludes with regret that ideological
censorship and the inevitable O6Bol shevi s

insuperable obstacles for the import of Sofiiets to the Weimar Republic. The

346 See some examples of references on German periodidgilsdan2, 1922, p. 2£5; 4, 1923,
p. 3, p. 12. Also seKino-nedelig 3-4, 1924, p. 8Kino-nedelig 5, 1924, p. 6Kino-nedelig
8, 1924, p. 5Kino-nedelig 14, 1924, p. 7Kino-nedelig 22, 0924, p. 5;Kino-nedelig 35,
1924, p. 2122; andSovetskii Ekran25, 1926, p. 14.

%7 6 Put ' VKINRQ,s1%2P, ppu BL5.

348 @z inostrannoi kinekhroniki: Nemtsy o sovetskom kidoKinozhurnal ARK 2, 1925, p. 30
[originally in Der Film, vol. 50, 124].
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German article mentions two Soviet action films released in 1924 as examples of
Soviet films that could be potentially interesting for the foreign spectator. These
films, the comedyPapirosnitsaizM o s s e la (924, loirmZheliabuzhski), and
Morozko (1924, dir. lurii Zheliabuzhskij) both made by the company
MezhrabporrR u s émbodied for the German side the hope for future
collaboration between the two countries. The critic emphasizes the strong interest
of German distbutors in similar Soviet productions. In his opinion, the distinctive
characteristic of such films is their balance between documentary and action film
genres, as opposed to the artificially constructed fofRiggsenfilmefor example,

the combination ofan exciting plot with documentary shots of the streets in
Moscow; of folklore references and real Russian landscapes, and*So on.

The second group of material devoted to German cinema included
feuilletons, reviews and discussions about particular fillmsekample, a lengthy
arti cl e Nibelungeras gpudbkshedn Kinozhurnal ARKin 1925. The
article is an example of a new tendency in Soviet critical discourse of the late
1920s: a gradual shift towards the rejection of bourgeois cinema. The reldewer
Rosenthal blames foreign cinema (mainly German and American films by Fritz

Lang, Richard Oswald, Ernst Lubitsch and D.W. Giriffith) for its attempt to portray

hi storical events i n a diedlungerche aagues| vy s ubj
are overly maticandlackb i nner movement 6. This is, for
cinemabés weakness in its portrayal of he
in film is a very difficult task. Todayoés

to which Lang klongs, cannot produce an artist who is able to create monumental

and tr ag¥°dhe remewvgreriticizés bot@aligari and Nibelungenfor

their use of highly ornamental or unrealistic settings. The contrast between real

people and artificial scenery comic and even absurd, argues Rosenthal. In his

opinion, even the actors that were selected by Lang did not qualify as heroes of
German epics. Thus, Paul Richer is calle
who hardly resembles the hero Siegfried; kn Ralf (Brunhild) is described as

6a shhmdrrted femme fatale from some <cheap

349 |bid., p. 30.
3501, RosentalMibelungid Kinozhurnal ARKG-7, 1926, p. 33.
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Rosenthal s articl e, which asserted that
country of socialist revolution, followed the official Sovieeology in refusing

the capitalist West any considerable artistic achievements. It is important to
remember in this respect that such reviews of popular foreign films were often

ordered by censors who, in passing an ideologically doubtful but commercially
successful film for exhibition, tried to minimize its harmful effects by publishing

negative articles in the popular press.

The Sovietsod fight with the popul arit:
owrong6 portrayal of thés masslksonrebBeuhd
Year 1 & prgedt which later becantgronenosets Potemkirtisenstein
himself compared the film tdNibelungenin an interview that preceded the

shooting. Oksana Bulgakowa notes:

Sein Held sei die Masse, und die Fabel wirddas geben; er habe

gewaltige Massakerszenen vor: den Brand in der Tomsker Oper,

Judenpogrome, das armenidatarische Blutbad und die
Unterwasseraufnahmen von Schiffen der bei Tschutschima
versenkten Flotte. ADi e Aufnahmen werde
real e Mat er iDaslMaterial,avonbdem Eisemstein hier

sprach, war der Kérper der Masse, in Fritz LaNgselungenzum

dekorativen Ornament verwand&ft

Most articles on German directors that were published in thelB#0s
expounded negativienages of German film directors. For instanéa&ozhurnal
ARKDoOt e about Fritz Lang (6The conversat
director of O6bou¥P’G&eipsi tial md ewi elwsi 0dn\E.r

American films andetcy mamecatesppor ttdbhrei Sma@iof

351 Eisenstein und Deutschland: Texte, Dokumente, Brazfeby Oksana Bulgakowa (Berlin:
Akademie der Kuinste/Henschel Verlag, 1998), p. 143.
%2A1 eksandr NeVFeridawz,e nd RieagheydabmiRK 10, 1925, p. 32.
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| eftdo di rPek weeempublished in the same ye&f. Such articles
persistently produced an image of O6corru
German film directors as aristsygsemsandwho ar e
therefore, cannot produce anything worthwhile. These motifs resounded in many
publications on foreign film in later years, for example, in the brochures of
Teakinopechatdé, or in Efimovds monograph
hisrefusal to come to the Soviet Union.

In 1925, the Soviets expressed contradictory opinions on the suitability of
foreign films as examples to be foll owe:q
regular contributor t&inozhurnal ARK Kirill Shutko (who alsorenslated Béla
B al 8Dewssiclgbare Menschn t he same year), wrote: 6T
has little to learn from the German film industry. It has no reason to trust it without
the strict guar an?*éneugast of theushne yeAwatolp e ns at i o
Lunachar sky responded wi t h an article
Komsomol'skaia pravda 6 We must | earn from the bour
learn not only the technical aspects but also the art of scriptwriting, acting,
direcé®ing. o

Despite thesignificant reduction of the number of positive reviews of
German film in the Soviet press after 1925, articles that carried information about
current affairs in the German film industry were consumed with interest. Regular
overviews of technical novelse detailed descriptions of German film studios,
news concerning German distribution companies that could potentially be

involved in collaboration with the Soviet Union or commentary on the current film

repertoire in Berlinb6sfrcameamase wemres aulsy ad
perspective. Such material came under t he
Berlind. These articles were usually writ

Roman Gul 6, who p Sdvdtskiekdarbeivednl9®5 and 1027.c| es i n
The reviewers could be Soviets living abroad, such as Vladimir Erofeev, the

3 <VT.>, 6 Nemet skii r e z hKinszturnalrARK2, 1828ep: B3kR.®Ki no i
bur zhuaznoe Kiodziaina ARK3, 1925 @ 28.

%K. Shut ko, 0 KKkinozburnal ARKe-b, mbn . 22223.

355 Lunacharsky, p. 53.
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creator of the entertaining newspap@mo-(gazeta)who, from 1925, worked as a

representative in the Soviet film trade mission in Berlin and regularly pedlish

his insightful commentaries on German cinema in the Soviet press. Such articles

familiarized Soviet readers with the German film scene: its latest trends, premiers,

new film stars and the study of Ger man

commentatos in such essays implied the authenticity of the information about

western film and all owed an o6insider 6 vi ¢
Particular attention in the Soviet periodicals was paid to the success of

Russian emigrant film stars abroad. Although mostheit received negative

reviews in the late 1920s when the movemerBrmenovekhovstweas rejected,

the early 1920s saw lively interest in Russian success abroad. #19922the

Soviet film journals included brief notes on the foreign works of such palites

among Russian filmmaking circles in Europe as Ivan Mokkim) Vladimir

Gaidarov, Grigorii Khmara, Olga GzovskaiOssip Runitsch, Ksenia Desni, Diana

Karenn, and others. One of the many examples of this class of publication provides

information o emigrant film stars, flmmakers and companies in the West as well

as approvingly referring to thé® new OR

International projects lik&VESTIby Vengerov and Stinnes, received positive

responses from the Soviets. For instance]925 Kinozhurnal ARKpublished

regular notes about this project, callin

artistic forces and German technol ogi es¢

interest in the tr edftHovweevet soodrticl&udespitee an pr c

their generally optimistic intonation, also reveal hidden doubts about the very

possibility of any Germaf®oviet collaboration: the ideological difference between

the counties was a barrier to collaboration, particularly for the Sowibio could

not support capitalist, bourgeois Germany. As a critic writes in 1925, the Soviet

Union, in this fight for filmmaking dominance between world leaders, should

rather oO6lie in wait catching the®r inevit

356 9 R u e&gerknanskoe kinoproizvodstvoGe r maKinib-nedelia,8, 1924, p. 8.
357 K obrazovaniiu vseevropeiskogo sindikatginozhurnal ARK3, 1925, p. 26.
358 | bid.
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However, despite the interest in emigrant production, the Soviets often
expressed a desire for films with Russian themes to reach Europe not through the
hostile camp of White emigrant®3Thbut o6t hr
marked the beginning ad campaign against the foreigRussenfiimeon the
European market. In the late 1920s the names of the Russian emigrants disappear

from the Soviet film press.

3. OArt is never apolitical 6: | deol ogl

Thus, the critical reception of Germaiints in the official Soviet press went
through four major stages: 1) in 192923 German films were widely advertised,
and the German film industry was praised for its resourcefulness. The Soviets saw
the Weimar Republic as an example of success, andrtheef/iews were usually
positive. Soviet critics carefully studied the German film industry and the artistic
method of the main German directors; 2) around 1924 the Soviet critics developed
a critical attitude to German film (based on an assumptionhtbditurgeois world
cannot create anything good); 3) in 190927 the critics openly attacked the
weaknesses of the German film industry with its lack of a stable financial platform,
strengthening Americanization, and so on; 4) after 1928 almost all Géitman

were ignored by the Soviet press, or received negative reviews.

In the Soviet Union of the 1920s, film was considered to be a reflection of
ideology, national identity, and the national approach to histdrg. Soviet film
periodicals explored thiphenomenon and, disclosing the myths, beliefs and
political tendencies concealed in films, tried to determine the place of the Soviet
Union in the confrontation between the film industries of various countries. What
becomes evident from the Soviet film ggeof the 1920s is that in the highly
politicized context of Soviet cultural life, even the failures or successes of
particular films were perceived as symptoms of political and economic tendencies
rather than purely artistic achievements and faults. Rengarelatively impartial

in the confrontation between the leading world film industiie&merican,

359 <Skii>, &hronikag Kino, 2, 1922, p. 28.
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German and, to some extent, Freindhe Soviet Union, nevertheless, planned to

profit from it in the future: most importantly, through economic and calltur

partnership with the Weimar Republic as the leading producing country. In 1922

1923 Germany was, indeed, seen as such a leader and a role model for the

developing Soviet film industry. Genre flexibility and the variety of German

production, from epic @& ma s and OAmericand6 adventur e

Kunstfilme evoked contradictory opinions. The majority of the reviews that were

published in Soviet periodicals, howevgspke of it positivelyd0 The power of t

production of German companies lies in fihet that this country produces movies

that suit any tastes, that m&%t all purp
The Soviet Union followed any changes in relations betweenvpast

Germany and other countries, including the situation around film ptioduwith

unconcealed interest. For instance, a reviewimd defended the superiority of

the Germans in the domain of historical film, explaining their success in this genre

by the humiliation that the country experienced after the First World War:

Germans interpret their history in a heroic vein and speak ironically
of the O6greatdé past of their recent en e
absolutely innocent revanche, if it brings any libemato the spiteful
feelings! AGerman filmi about Frederick th&reati is an example

of modern German epics. The stories from the first empire in France
1 for instanceMadame Récamiger are a malicious and ironic farce
dethroning Napoleon. If the French responded to the German sneer
with another sneer, we could wétss an interesting competition
between the different points of view on the history of the great
European nations, the debunking of historiegishes and mutual
unmasking and defamation, and would also profitably extract

something from it for ourselves. &vould not maybe know the

360The article inKino is based on film reviews from the French film periodicdlZ a gr ani t sei :

Leon Deliuk o mi,Kioojlg1922kp.24e mat ogr af i i 6
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history better, but we would start to understand the weaknesses of its

patriotic interpretation¥!

In 1923, the Sovietsodo fascination with t
film production reached its climax. Inan articlee vot ed t o Amaxst Lubi
Boleyn(1920) Sovietcr i ti ¢cs wrote about the need to
as a strong model for the devel opment of
boasting in front of Europe of our culture and our artists, andawe every reason

to do this. But really, in film we have things to learn from our neighbour Germany,

and not only technical sk=© Umil,1928ut al so
commentaries about German film were still optimistic, though the growing

popul arity of American productions on t he
preferences. A 1923 review iKino gives a contradictory conclusion about

German film on the Soviet screen:

We d o Hiléet German films that much. They are marked with an
artisticpedantry and a conscientious Munityle training that does
not save them from faults of taste and technical lapses that cause

much annoyance and perplexity.

At the same time, the critic also points out that the average American film cannot
be consider@ a satisfactory substitution for German production for the Russian
audience, since the audience finds it overly entertaining, superficial and naive. In
1925, with the establishment of Sovkin&merican films were classified as
ideologically unsuitablé®

Partly due to economic limitations, French cinema could not compete for

dominance in the field of flmmaking with Germany and America. Some articles

361\eronin, &Kriticheskie zametkd Kino, 1, 1922, p. 123.

%2 9Na prosmot r ak hino B7A1023ap. o | ey n o o,
363Veronin, &riticheskie zametld Kino, 1-5, 1923, pp. 141.

%S, Boitl emyso6HNeés Kindahioikad ARK1d-12, 1925, p. 24-26.
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explore the quality of the French productions that reached Soviet cinemas.
Analyzing French films released 1924, Vladimir Pozner, a Russian journalist

based in France, concl ukKihezeurnal ARKhdttlse 6L et t e
French have significantly better artistic taste than the Americans, as well as the

ability to createl i ot eltlergeyd®dprthboeghr

In French films people always talk too much, far too much try to
clarify the action through the intertitles (a tribute to literature), the
French actors make too grand gestures, too expressively roll their
excessivelypenciled eyes, too demonstrably suffer (a tribute to

theatre).

[..]

Americans, of course, feel better. They have neither tradition, not art
behind thent®®

In the following yearKinozhurnal ARKpublished an article by Vladimir Erofeev,

0 Why Ameg &autinizing thre secret of American success in flmmaking,

Erofeev concludes that American film is not national but initialigrnationaland

because of this it is accessible for audiences all over the world. Similarly to Pozner,

he explains thisquai t y by Americads indegpgiwaadence f
burden as well as by Americabds strategy ¢
its own films. The German film industry, Pozner says, despite being the most
profitable in Europe, has the samelgems as the French: mainly, due to its
dependence on the traditions of literature and drama, the Weimar Republic creates

Onemnematographic cinemad that carries t

4. German film: Pro et contra

365 Vladimir Pozner 6 Fr ant zuzs ki i ki nemat ogr afKinozhurhd 24 godu:

ARK, 2, 1925, pp. 2-29.
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Starting from 1924, Geran films and actors were reproached more often than any

others for theatricality, decadence and exaggeration. One of the repoKers-of

nedeliain 1924 makes an attempt to rehabilitate Germaencan As he points out

i n t he article OiAlbrosu&, stohmee tGoetrarlanr &) ect
productions would be unnecessary, undesirable and even harmful. He suggests that

Soviet filmmakers try to understand and adopt the stronger sides of German

cinema for use in Soviet productions:

Despite all the effort®f German filmmaking at least not to pass

ahead of but to go arm in arm with America in production of

adventure films, it is clear that only in cases where Germans operate

with the actorsdé suffering and with a sl

their works a&e interesting and make serise.

Throughout most of the 1920s, Soviet reviews of German film defined it as highly

artistic. If in the early 1920s the critics apply this characteristic to set designs,
costumes and the choice of genres of German cinema,tfromrmid 1920s they

start to talk about a distinctively 6Ger
having oO6psychol ogical depthd of artistic
tradition in Germany. Because olie the em
psychological portraits of the characters, German productions, for the Soviets,

were characterized by a slower tempo of produdtithne distinctive feature that,

depending on the circumstances, became a
orprai (fil ms are of o&éhigher qualityd).
The increasing public aredryl efdr fihes

produced in European fikmaking countries, primarily in the Weimar Republic,

irritated Soviet printed media even more than the naivety of GelRuasenfilme.

The director Leonid Trauberg, in an ironic feuilleton published in 1924, scrutinized

the recent vogue for the O6American style

types of O6Americani smo:

36|, Nikulin,6 O nekot or ykh n,&inoenedelig b, k924, p.67.' mak h 6
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1) American i the wide range of names from Griffjt Erich von

Stroheim, Chaplin t-genigssmagsteesofthe k nown but s
twoact comediesd; 2) Russian (Mozzhukhin!
many weldr essed extr as; the luxury of O6Amer

exteriors; tricks: hundreds of automatednesarvants and clerks,
low-taste jokes, something unexpected in settings (springing out
telephones, a ladder that slided along the wall). Sensation: chic of the
dancing parties, musitalls, fuss of the streets, newspaper men,
advertisement. Wonderful acsin dramatic roles; specific manner

of acting that is: exaggerated imperturbability or nervousness...But
rarelyi (I emphasize itly any new methods of filming, montage,

disposition.

[.]

Thi s i s t he mai n dr awback of t he beauti

Yank&%eso.

From the mid1920s, the official Soviet press started to publish regular articles on

the oO6crisis of the German fil mmaking6 ar
Soviet Unionds main supporters of the Ger
who, besides writing regular reports on German film in media and promoting
GermanKulturfilme, also supplied the Soviet reader with detailed essays on

German filmmaking. In 1924, Lebedev published a badbout German
cinematographya thorough review of the ment state of affairs in the German

industry, with a list of the major film studios, actors and direct$"$he book

received a rather aggressive reaction from the radical review&ismhedelia

Explaining why such works are of no use for the Sovletniaking, the critic

concludes:

%7 . Traubergd Esche o fAZhenshchi negKingnedelial4 1924, p.dami 0 i pr o

368 Nikolai LebedevPo germanskoi kinematografioskva: Kino-Moskva 1924)
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The ignorant god of geographical borders attached us not to America,
not even to France, but to Germany. In the realm of filmmaking we
are disturbed by this allocation. From 100 pictures that are shown in

Sovietcinemas® ar e Ger man. [ é]

If we take into account the stylistic range of German film, we will be

surprised even more. Mysticism, bizarrerie, theatricalism,

tastelessness, hysteiiaeverything that is openly antipodal to the

aims of the Soviet film, we can state if we come across any

amusing detectivesorcomedies hey ar e not more than the
6Cel ebrated6é German actors are annoying
realism. But no... not America Germany is closer to the USSR.

Nothing can help. Neverthals, there are things to learn from

Germany in terms of film technique! [...]

If there is something we can take from Germany than these are (of
course, for a cheap price) floodlights, film and equipment. The aims
and reviews of Geémangbef dmuthstesscinensn

to uss6°®

From the midl920s, proletarian art signified a reorientation towards realism,

manifest optimism and innovative approaches to filming technique. First of all,

this |l argely meant an al monsttd cboonuprlgeetoei sb r
that in the Soviet discourse was primarily associated with Germany.akhris
Khersonskb s article OAbout the I ast foreign
issue ofKinozhurnal ARK radically diverges from Expressionist aesthetide T
article explains this through the dunheal
the O6romance of everyday |life as the spe
and Swedish cinemad. German fil m, concl

optimistic due tdhe social conditions, political troubles and the poat national

389<T>06 Bi bl i Kipo-nedeliagio,d®4, p.7
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despondency. Ne@Ger man ci nema, at the same ti me,

alternative to German cinematic decadence:

Germany in its Expressionist experiments, mainly, in the dimreciio

Robert Wi ene and in the 6doubl e orchi dbo
Veidt, portrays mentalhabnormal people who are oftgslainly

insane. It demonstrates psychical degradation, mental kinks and

gangrenous wound4’

In conclusion, Khersonskii calls ftine need to rerientate Soviet cinema towards
American models and to refuse to follow Germany as therfikking leader,
stating that 6Germany is attracted to f
sceneryo. For Khersonskied WGerdnins a&p pmeinmat
in real life, misleading the spectator moving him to the shadowy environment of
supernatural, unrealistth ant asmagorias. 6 I n the critic
woul d be a better ¢ hReal&meridarosm, ahdbteghe Sovi et
notorious detectivstory crap, is for us a bettégchnicalteacher than German
cinema ¢

German films that were henceforward proclaimed to be unsuitable for the
Soviet spectator for ideological and aesthetic reasons were still considered to be
suitable for projection but had to be carefully inspected. Thus, advising the
workersoé clubs and prol etar iKmozhumaldi ences
ARKi n 1925, suggested rather old and ideo
Lubi t s citeltddeamdviadameduBrry with Pola Negrillona (1921,Rober
Dinesen that explores the life of Hungarian peasants,2@dkleine Napoleon/So
sind die Manner(1922, Georg Jacobyn Russian releasda pol eonps Cour i
starring Harry Liedtke, who was vepppular among Russians. Interestingdgr
kleine Napoleonan extremely long, tepart historic drama was mentioned along

with another German filmpPas indische Grabmalby Mikhail Bulgakov in

870Kh. Khersonskio O posl edni kh z alkgimoahuinat ARKY, k985, dp.2®a a k h
371 |bid.
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0 D e v iChertgvéhchippi a short comic story about proeial clubs where,
due to a lack of rooms, film screenings and public lectures were paradoxically held
at the same tim&2 The majority of films that were suggested by the editors of
Kinozhurnal ARKi n t hi s short note in 1925 were
Intolerance Abel J®@arcd@@salir. Abel Ganceb A fi Il m in pl a
language and clear for workers language tells about the horrors of the World War
s | a u ¢ istatedrth@ article), and the American adventure-dibge hit The
Woman God Forgofin Russian releasklo nt e z u ma 6,491D €acipbh t e r
DeMille) were all released before 1920, some even before the Revolution. For the
western audience of 192926, the years of the rising European vogue for the
Soviet avangarde, the selection offer¢al the Soviet workers could have seemed
almost prehistoric.

In the mid1920s the Soviet discourse of film criticism found all other
national cinemas unsatisfactory: German films seemed to be overly stylized,
Obori ngd or -revblitidnaryciRema, 006 rammote frameeality in their
sentimental appeal; French production was considered to be overloaded with
unnecessary details and too literatareentated; American films misused trick
effects and were perceived as primitive in their themesgaand psychological
effects. In the midl920s, foreign films became the subject of satirical poems,
feuilletons and jokes. In 1924 the illustrated newspKp®-nedeliapublished the
ironic poem OFour Fil msd t hatsinitheit ustr at €
extremes’*Thi s was one result of the Sovietsod
of exclusively foreign film for a few years, a poem that expressively portrayed the
essence of preevolutionary Russian, German, French and American films. The
titles of the films in the poem recalled the typical Soviet distribution titles that
frequently appeared in the cinema repert
a dol | he broke her heart as i1 f it was a
flm,prer evol uti onary andThat Feant hiemt @If | il gdritl

6The Merci ful Foresight 6, 6a French filn

372 Mikhail Bulgakov,&Chertovshchind in Mikhail Bulgakov,Sobranie sochinenii v pistomakh
T.2 (Moskva: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1992)

373 Aleksandr Neratow) C h e t y 1© Kinofnedeélia, 16,1924, p. 5.
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Mil es under Wateré or O6The Col onel at t hi
adventurédusoéKadImband Emiliadé or 6The Woo
ol d and senti ment Russan prdevolutiomary sinemawas i ¢ po e
associated with exaggeration and decadence, French films with sophisticated

family melodramas, and American with essive special effects and tricks. The

German film is primarily associated with lengtkgmmerspiedramas from the

life of the petitebourgeoisie:

Poor but honest Karl loves Emilia,

Calls her lovingly 6émy 1|1ilybd

And gives her other little namés

And, of course, treats her with the Russian pancakes.

Eine so schone Idylle!

Half rent is paid by Karl, anothérby Emilia...

One day Karl 6s stomach gets wupset,
And Emilia, loving and delicate,

Cures him with poultice from his cramps,

And he rewards her with tremllection of stamps.

They want to get married butwhat an omissior?

Emiliadés father wondét give his permissio
Until Karl earns enough money to buy a double bed...

But (as we need, at some point, to reach the end)

All obstacles are smoothed away blyagopy chance,

The marriage is finally announced.

Karl buys a large tankard for beer,
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She slowly knits him sockisnow all is clear
Daddyodés smile is moving and affectionate

Everything ends*up in the best stateé

The poems and feuilletons in ertg@ning mass editions lik€mena, Iskusstvo
trudiashchimsiaor Kino-teatrsport as well as popular publications like the
brochures of the publishing house Teakin
manifested severity of the official Soviet press, itbality was not that gloomy:

foreign actors still enjoyed wide popularity among the Soviet audience in the late

1920s.

5. OFaustian soul 0: German actors i n |

The brochures of Teaki nopechabebweener e pub
1926 and 1928. These essays, only a few pages long, with photographs, were
devoted to foreign and Soviet film stars and were aimed at giving a brief analysis

of the work and acting style of achosenacione Teaki nopechatd boc
uniguebecause of their content: the essays
or references to foreign sources. They were aimed at a wide audience, being highly

original and interesting to read@he majority of publications were devoted to

German stars, whon@yed enormous popularity among Soviet audiences. The

target readers of the brochures were a heterogeneous mass of the population: urban
film-goers, amateur filmmakers, readers in provincial libraries, workers of

regional film organisations,and film lecturersi whom the brochures were

supposed to help with the task of building the film repertoire. In total, about 15

brochures on German actors were published in 1926 and 1928. Most of the essays

on German actors were written by two authors: Boris Mazamggular author of

the Teakinopechatdéd series and a respecta
Germanophile circle of the poet Mikhail Kuzmin (who was a colleague of

374 bid.
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Mazi ngds at KradmaagaretdywagthepSeviet journalist and critic
Ismail Urazov3” The brochures, now a bibliographic rarity, have never been the
focus of scholarly research. However, they provide a demonstration of how
German actors were perceived by the mass Soviet audience. From 1927, a series
of postcards of popular Germatars (Emil Jannings, Conrad Veidt, Paul Wegener,
Bemhar dt Goetzke, Asta Nielsen, Louise Brao
as an addition to the brochures. Most of them repeated the original German Ross
Verlag postcards, sometimes in a bigger formad, reached a print run of 15,600
20,000 copies.

I n 1926, Teakinopechaté published the
Conrad Veidt, Harry Liedtke, Ossi Oswalda and Henny Porten, all of which were
written by Izmail Urazov. In 1927, the Harry Piel broahand another booklet on
Conrad Veidt were published. In 1928 they were followed by essays devoted to
Pola Negri, Paul Wegener, Emil Jannings, Werner Krauss, Liane Haid, Bernhard
Goetzke and Lia de Putti, mostly written by Boris Mazing.

Asta Nielsen wasone of the most popular actresses amongst Soviet
audiences, who still remembered her from her 1910s films by Urban Gad. Her
early films Engelein, Die Suffragetand others) were among the first productions
that were imported in 1922. However, in 192& Danish actress, who started her
film career when, according to Urazov, C
to the younger generation of the Soviet foers from her newhmported
German films, such adamlet, Geliebte Roswolskys, Vanina, Erdgaisd Die
freudlose Gassdn the essay Asta Nielsen is referred to as an inventor of the
Bubikopfhaircut for her role iHamleti one of Ni el sends most p
the Soviet Union. Giving a brief biography of the actress, Urazov includes a few

parggr aphs on Nielsends acting method and h

Asta Nielsen often stars in films with unhappy endings. Often plays

prostitutes. Doomed women. People who are bored to live happily.

SSMi khail Kuzmin, &éZhizndé podo | 6dom HRNasheevi k 192¢
Naslede, 9394, 2012, pp. 9@8.
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And someti mes, when therebs a kiss in tfF
thescript, you are still left thinking that there will be another episode

and the happiness is not to¥&.

One of her most recent roles, of Hedda Gas
called by Urazov the quintessflomthe of Ni e
correspondence of Sevzapkino in the early 1920s, films with Nielsen were one of
the priorities for the film agents: the actress was so popular that the acquisition of
such films guaranteed successful distribution. When the brochure was published,
the Soviet audience was al r Peagichtbafeami | i ar
Menschwher e Bal 8zs gives a O6portraitdéd of As
physiognomy in cinema. Bal 8zs writes aboi

the most gbtle emotion in her face:

In Asta Nielsens Kindlichkeit liegt ihr Filmgeheimnis, das
Geheimnis ihres mimischen Dialoggler ohne Worte einen

lebendigen Kontakt mit dem Partner schafft.

[.]

Asta Nielsens Mienenspiel ahmt, wie das der kleinen Kinder,
wahrend der Geschprachs die Mienen des anderen nach. Ihr Gesicht
tragt nicht nur den eigenen Ausdruck, sondern kaum merklich (aber
immer fUhlbar) reflektiert sich darin wie in einem Spiegel der
Ausdruck des anderéfy.

Asta Nielsenbds talgentCairt i gemb iGeibRdg d@&eais pi
child-like ability to mirror the facial expression of the other person, mentioned by
Balizsmade her the favourite actress of the

Erdgeist where Asta Nielsen played the lustiwlu, remained for several years

376 |zmail Urazov,Asta Nielser{Leningrad: Teakinopechat', 1926), p. 12.
377 Bela BalazsDer sichtbare Mensghp. 107109.
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one of the most popular foreign films 1in
the Russian actor Grigorii Khmara was mentioned in the Soviet film periodicals,

the 6psychol ogignethoddre perfbed aod aMiBpgovtnasd ii n
intheRu s s i almendeiSeelm Ca r | Froelichds adaptatio
Theldiot, 1921) attracted the attention of Soviet audiences that wanted to see her

as a ORussiand6 actress.

In the Soviet Union, Nielsen had a ugtion as an actress who portrayed
the o6tragedy of woman and womaatheood. 6 0
audience iey,0 wevemsh&r aap p’GinaTtafterwat ch h
seeing in Berlin the premiere Dirnentragtdie(1927, BrundRahn)i a powerful
drama where the actress played an ageing street walker Atigustecharsky
menti oned Nielsen among the actors who 0
in Russi#n cinema.

The second of Urazovds esascgeywmdto hat wa:
another 6classical 6 face of Ger man Cine
audiences, this actress was associated with the canonical image of a German
womani6a woman of 4 Kwéar Qaawobmpa, ohopesgs Ul
Porten was knowrprimarily from the film Anna Boleyn where she played
alongside Emil Jannings. Urazov praises F
understandable to the wider masses: ol t
humankind,Anna Boleynlt is a storyof a gentle blonde German girl from an
ancient smaltown. What else could we expe¢i@nny Porten, the tordbearer of
the spiritual power of German®oOosi past,
Oswalda was also known to the Soviet audiences from the filEset Lubitsch,

primarily from Die Austernprinzessir{1919). Her operetthke comedies and

78 bid., p. 15.

$%Lunacharsky, p.8T he pl an was never i mplemented but, par
Dirnentragddie Hilde Jennings, who played a younger street walker, Clarissa (who seduces
Augusteds Il over), moved to the Soviet Uni on with
Mikhail Dubson. In 1941 she was charged with espionage and sent to a labour camp in Kazakhstan.

Ar kadi i BernshteinendéaGol Suddhka biezt happlyestvo VI
Kinovedcheskie zapisks0, 2002pp. 213259.

380|zmail Urazov,Zhenni Porter(MoskvaLeningrad: Teakinopechat', 1926), p. 6.
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simple adventure films likdas Madel mit der Mask€l922, Viktor Janson)
belonged to the light genres that were mostly enjoyed by urban audiences. In his
essay abat Ossi Oswalda, Urasov notes that, if Henny Porten is a nostalgic image
of a woman of pravar Ger many, Os si Oswal da i s the
virtuous and senti ment al :-blao&H bourgesis a wo ma
wo ma*t. o

Itisimportanttonbe t hat the essays of Teaki noj
provide brief information on foreign actors but, mainly, to familiarize the Soviet
audiences with German society. The notion that these actors, through their typical
roles and t heiiets calladis diddnot sim@y enbody vebiaus
psychological types of people but also represented characteristic features of the
members of different social classes, was very important for the Soviet audience.
Boris Mazing, who wrote most of the Teakinopgché br ochures i n 192
the tone of editions, preferring thoughtful analyses of the German national
character as embodied in film acting to light sketches on actors' biographies that
were prevalent in the mitl920s. The critic attempts to analyzer@an cinema
and film acting in a broader context of modernity, generously supplying his essays
with the references to Oswald Spengler, Georg GrossyitleiZille, Sigmund
Freud, Franz Werfel, Kasimir Edschmid, Ernst Toller, Gustav Meyrink, or even
Albert Einstein382

Bernhard Goetzke was described by Bor
of reflexive German intellectual so, wh o
bourgeois world. Goetzke was favoured by Lunacharsky, who even invited him to
the first Gernan-Soviet collaborationSalamandethatwas based on his script.
Abram Room, in his report about his visi:
best actor o Taeactoravas kooivmte tnea Sodiets from his

previous roles in the most popul@erman films likeDr Mabuse, Das indische

381 |zmail Urazov,0ssi OswaldgMoskvaLeningrad: Teakinopechat', 1926), p. 15.

%82 Boris Mazing,Bernhard GoetzkéLeningradMo s k va: Te ak i nRay Wegeknart 6, 192 8]
(LeningradMo s k va: Te aki nvenper KrdwsgtedingradMo2s8k)v;a: Teaki nopech:
1928)

383 Abram Room, [no title], Kinovecheskiezapiski,58, 2002, p. 258.
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Grabmal, Herrin der Welt, Verrufeneand others. For the Soviets, Goetzke, along
with Conrad Veidt, embodied the #®Bypically
Another Expressionist actor that the Soviets kfrew fantastic films likeGolem
was Paul Wekgirepean s halA o iHah § writes Mazing,
fantast®c mask. 0

Throughout the 1920s, Harry Liedtke, Werner Krauss, Emil Jannings and
Conrad Veidt remained the favourite actors of Soviet awei® Liedtke, as a
German antipode to the 6écaramel & Rudol f
younger generations of Sovi et peopl e, w
Urasov, allowed him to play young rakes and broken counts. Liedtke, who
appearedh a lot of films in the miell920s was one of the most recognizable faces
of the Soviet film repertoireDie Tanzerin Barberina, Sumurun, Der Mann mit
den eisernen Nervgt921, Georg Jacoby\usternprinzessin, Vendetta, Die Insel
der Traume(1925, PaulLudwig Stein) Das Weib des Phara@921, Ernst
Lubitsch) Madame wiinscht keine Kindgr926, Alexander Korda), based on a
script by Béla Balazs, and many other films, were amongst the most successful
releases of Soviet distribution in the 1920s.

In his brochure, Urasov notes that Liedtke, like many other German film
star s, used to be a theatre actor. The
prominent actors was emphasized by the Soviet critics as a distinctive feature of

high-quality German film. BoridMazing wrote:

German cinema is following American in that the public demands
new faces. Those new actors are numerous and quite often they are
overly advertised but their acting is poor. The best acting of the
German screen is still an achievement ofesyvsmall group of
people. And everyone knows those people: Veidt, Jannings, Krauss,
Wegener, Goetzke, KleiRogge, Asta Nielseft®

384Boris Mazing,Bernhard Goetzkeop. 810.
385 Boris Mazing,Paul Wegenerpp. 1213.

386 Boris Mazing,Werner Kraussp. 3.
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Werner Krauss was regarded to be one of the most skilled German actors who,
according to the Soviet critic, completely disss in the image he portrays in

cinema and whose oOtypically German facebo
6plasticity®Kfaexpdosesacbnidg won high es
audiences and critids this fact possibly explains why his films contad to be

distributed in the Soviet Union until the late 1920s, at a time when German
production had almost completely disappeared from the Soviet scféerSoviet

audience knew him from his leading roleGaligari and such boxffice hits as

Fraulein Raffke (1923, Richard Eichberg) obas Wachsfigurenkabineft®

Fraulein Raffkewas welcomed by Soviet censovgho identifiedthe film as a

sharp satire of the bourgeoisie, though the critics later blamed Krauss for
delivering an ov e oflayich ¢apitalist®iJaneings, wHod i mage
appeared in a number of films on Soviet

l ively realismé. Lunachar skyVarietgbals hi ghl vy
his acting 6mimic ach? evement of highest

6. Reception of German films in Soviet literature and film

Finally, the German actor who caused the most controversy in the Soviet Union
was Conrad Veidt. After he was initially praised for his image of the somnambulist
Cesare, he received rather criticel mme nt ari es concerning hi
Oexpressionistéo rol es as suffering arti

bohemians. One Kinopechat' reviewer wrote:

387 bid., p. 11.

388 In his essay on Krauss Boris Mazing notes that the pribasfWachsfigurenkabétt suffered

from re-editing: the final fragment where Krauss appears asth@dR i p p e r  lfrighafiguvet h e r
of Expressionist cinenfawas removed. This information contradicts the words of treditor of
Sovkino Seswlgoeniites\atshalin dvas not reedited and was shown in its original
form. SeeBrat'ia Vasil'evyp. 160; Boris MazingWerner Kraussp. 14.

389pP-\ein.,,6 Do ¢ h ' , KRhaerfeflekagl® 1924, p. 2.

390 unacharsky, p. 84.
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These eyes are as if they have seen everything and learned
everything. T h ery ar daging indhen). dhey aver b r av e
cold and dead. Such, probably, was the stare of dying civilizations.

And this is the gaze of the shards of modern humankind, shards that

do not believe neither in the past nor in the future and that know

nothing apart from sty %!

While the professionalism of Veidt as an actor was not in doubt, the gallery of his
roles was constantly associated with bou
deviations of mi nd% Veatwas the $iret rew dilin stabi st or t i ¢
become famous in 1922 when he featured as Lord Nelsdadyg Hamilton
alongside Liane Haid (a 6modest actress \
in Kino). In the early 1920s some critics regarded him as the embodiment of the

60dar k 6 esnandcelture dnd a&&ymbol of the pastr generation:

Veidt is a product of a certain social environment. This environment

gave birth in literature to pathology and mysticism and in life to
homosexuals and the O6fatigueadd. This env
of 6The Decline of the Westdéd. And in its
of Spengler was born. Veidt is of its flesh. He is one of its brightest

manifestations. His art is the logical end of this line of development

that led bourgeois civilization to theibk of extinction. It is the

brightest stroke of the cultural degeneration that is a fertilizer for

European capitaP?

The superl ative tone of this descriptiol

figure and t he 0hand drongthe caltapund Veidtsvasé , i | |
391 Al Abramov,Conrad Veidffirst editon] Mok va: Ki nopechat 6, 1926), p.
392|pid., pp. 9-10.

393 |bid., p. 5.
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in the Soviet Union. His films had a strong impact on Soviet life in the 1920s.
Expressionist classics lik®as Cabinet des Dr Caligariwhich resounded
throughout Europe several years before, stimulated lasting discussdiatss
artistic synthesisé and o6futurist appr o
was extremely famous in the Soviet Uni on
(romafamousclosap of the somnambulistds face ir
of Al anés death) became part of the urban
met aphor for Expressionist cultural 6dec
was a scandalous fashion idol from the bourgeois West, for others, like Valentin
Turkin, his method f wor k was oO6not at all somet hir
not hing of a O0sick and degenerat-e talent
sugge¥®tiono.

Conrad Veidt was a favourite actor of Mikhail Kuzmin, one of the most
prominent Russian poets ¢fet 1920s who, as is known from his diaries, watched
Caligari at least threetimesin1922923. I n hi s diaries he me
face of t he?3Hhdvuarohal@2B Kuzmirswatghed another film with
Veidt, Das indische Grabmal The experienceof his first encounter with
Expressioni st fil ms resulted in Kuzminbo
references to Conrad Veidt in his poetic cydies r e | 6 r aanNowa et | i oc
G u | which were devoted to his lover Lev Rakov. (Edgar Hulbne of the
characters obr Mabuse played by Paul Richter, resembled Ralkamcording to
Kuzmin) . After his second experience of
note in his diary ciloane@ampteithatdlustta@sahow gar i 6s
the relationshipf the characters in the film and the hypnotic image of Caligari
were interpreted by Kuzmin in a personal

are terribly familiar plizki]. To abandon honour, peace and work and to live in a

%94Valentin Turkin,Kino-akter( Mos kva: Teakinopechato, 1929), p. 1
BNi kol ai B o go mol o wikhaib Kiankirr i iugskara kubtura XXi veka: ,Tezisy i

materidy konferentsii 1517 Maia 1990 godaed. by G.A.Morev (Leningrad: Muzei Anny

Akhmatovoi v Fontannom dome, 1990), p. 207.
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shed like scum with a mometis and heavenly guest. [...] And Francis: once you
step into Cahiyggoobddyei %1 any ot her 1ife.
The popularity ofDr Mabuseand Das Cabinet des Dr Caligatfeft its
impact not only on poetry but also on Soviet filAllusions to Germay and
Weimar film were dispersed throughout most Soviet production of the late 1920s
and early 1930s. These references could come in the form of a parody of the
commercialized and carpted German film industry inalk o v Protazanov
PrazdnikSviatogo lorgna(1930, or the stylized Expressionist interiorsSrth i n e | 6
(1926)by Kozntsev and Trauberg from the Lening#aased studio FEKS, or even
the motifs of Strassenfilman Margarita Barska 0Rvanye bashmakil933)
whi ch expl or ed tldreeintheWeimar Bdpubliohrek edrhsadu ncthe d 6
fantasies of Expressionist film, with it®ages of villains, became so common in
Soviet discourse of the early 1920s that they started to be used as a cinematic code
in adventure films likeMiss Mendor The Ghat that Never Returns
Miss Mendwas a fowhour adventure film that was made by BdBarnet
and Fedor Otse he adventures ofitee reporters who try to prevent a biological
attack on the USSR planned by the powerful western businessman, criminal
scienist, terrorist and prdascist profiteer, Chiche, represent a complex mixture
of motifs borrowed from al most every Kkinc
criminal dramas, to the stylized comedies of Lubitsch, and the spy films of Fritz
Lang. The masstrikingly ironic are the references to German Expressionism: the
villain Chiche wears the top hat of Dr Caligari and the frogkt of the criminal
Haghi f r $pronebehasghé same hypnotic, piercing eyes as Dr Mabuse
and spends his freetmé@myi ng chess with his victims
card gambling) in the grotesque interior of his American villa. The action of one
of the most interesting episodes of the film takes place on the big deserted ship
that brings Chiche to Leningrad. Bhscene playfully uses the famous motif of
Mu r n aNosbesaty eine Symphonie des Grauemtere the deatbringing

% See more on Kuzmin as a film sgkdntoztrdrt el nd, |
Kinovedcheskie zapiskli3, 1992, pp. ~82; andNikolai Bogomolov,Mikhail Kuzmin: Stat'i i
materialy (Moskva: Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 1995). Ratgauz mentions two lost articles

written by Kuzmin as response to the film: o6Cal i
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vampire arrives on the ship in a coffin on his way to killing the crew. The dramatic
sequence of the German film, the ghidst ship rockingon the ocean waves,
carrying Nosferatu, is repeatedMiss Mend Nosf eratuds coffin i
Chiche forces his victim, a wealdlled, blackmailed millionaire Mr Storn whose
deat h, according to Chicheds poffimin, i's pu
the shipds hold. Ther e i slookalike cagcatere i N whi
i bold, bigeyed, dressed in a similar freckat, but certainly more funny than
frightening i rises from his coffin in an obvious reference to the sketwn
Geman image of the vampire. On the other hand, the coffin scene echoes Dr
Caligari and his somnambulist: as Storn, frightened, tries to escape, the
manipulative Chiche appears in the room and forces him to return to his coffin.

Another adventure film thatsed references to the image of the Weimar
cinema vil |l ai nPrvidesie khtbroeanenvozvrasbhamsitgiEd29,
The Ghost that Never Retujn#n fact, this film about American prisoners and
wor ker 6s rebel s, based omadebyRoowiel929by Henr
soon after he returned from his travels in Germany. As is indicated by the transcript
of his lecture given at the Association of Revolutionary Cinematography in 1928,
visiting Germany, Room was patrticularly impressed by the filmBritz Lang,

despite their ideological repugnancy:

The film Spioneis an antiSoviet film, whose main character is
Dzerzhinskii. Here they advance the idea that, as they say, our Trade
Mission truly concealed a spy organization. The film is made with
unsaurpassed artistic skill; the traditions Df Mabuseare preserved.

Every twothree minute$ a new action, new fact€’

Room used these cinematic discoveries while working on his own film: dynamics
in action, parallels wittMetropolisin the prison sequrees,similarities between

the depictions of Langds Haghi and Roomb:

397 Abram Room, [report]Kinovedcheskigapiski,58, 2002, p. 268.
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of capitalist vampirism. The governor is attributed the crooked fingers of
Nosferatui a small detail that refers the spectator to anotherkmeNvnimage.

Another film, Oblonok imperii, is a remarkable example of the direct
influence of German art, experienced by Soviet film in the years when the Soviet
government encouraged filmmakers to make stewrh trips to the Weimar
Republic. Durig those tripsdirectors and critics were supposed not only to
establish contacts with the Weimar Republic and to learn the secrets of German
filmmaking but also to explore the drawbacks and advantages of the bourgeois
approach to fil mtrNdualtaionL e chawsdscyicl e

expedition in Germanyod states:

My expedition is a reconnaissance. It must show how and to what extent a Soviet
filmmaker can work in Germany. If the film expedition is successful, it will open
one of the ways tthe West that is so much demanded by us. Secondly, it can give
the Soviet spectator a series of truthful film sketches about the life of bourgeois
Germany captured not by the odious hand of an UFA cameraman but by the

impartial Soviet leng®

To see thénner side of the capitalist industry was the official reason for visits by
members oftie ARK' Nikolai Lebedev, GrigoriiGiber, Abram Room, Friedrich

Erml er, Vert ov 0 svhognade a pumlaenal trips to hthe Weimar

Republic in 19261929. Theiropinions and impressions of German filmmaking

were registered in a series of publicationsKinozhurnal ARKand in public

lectures.d would define German filmmaking approximately like that: cinema in
Germany is a madhouse, 6r whser dh et mlplenii mgt
on 22nd March 1928. Speaking disapprovingly of the confusing German methods,

their filmmaking techniques, the stratification of work, he mentions, for instance,

the impressive repertoire of German theatres. As Yuri Tsivian acclmuntshis
article O6Caligari in Russl andd, Er ml er,

significant number of films and also attended theatre performafic@me of

3% Nik. Lebedevp Ki-enlos pe di t s i iKmozRurn& ARKS 4925, pp0d2&7.

399 Yuri Tsivian, Istoricheskaia retseptsiia kino. Kinematograf v Rossii 18890 p.392.






