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TWO LITTLE-KNOWN 1932 LECTURES
OF OLEKSANDR DOVZHENKO
IN THE MOSCOW STATE INSTITUTE
OF CINEMATOGRAPHY
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Abstract. In this article, two little-known lectures of 1932 by the genius Ukrainian film director and script writer Oleksandr P. Dovzhenko

in the Moscow State Institute of Cinematography (Higher State Institute of Cinematography, All-Union State Institute of Cinematography,

now the All-Russian State University of Cinematography named after S. A. Gerasimov) were investigated and analised; the reasons for

conducting these lectures at Moscow State Institute of Cinematography and not at the Kyiv State Institute of Cinematography (All-Ukranian

State Institute of Cinematography, Kyiv State Institute of Film Engineers) were given; the relations of his creative activity in domestic cinema

as a director of feature films and educational efforts as a leading Ukrainian mentor of creative youth were covered.

Keywords: Oleksandr P. Dovzhenko, Moscow State Institute of Cinematography, history of cinema, film director, two little-known

lectures, 1932.

Problem statement. The urgency of this study is
caused with the lack of special studies of cinema-ped-
agogical activity of Oleksandr Dovzhenko in Ukraine,
with the urgent need to create a complete and ob-
jective picture of the artist’s biography and of his in-
fluence on the formation and development of Ukrai-
nian cinema education in the 1930s and 1940s. It is
an attempt to open the obscure circumstances from
the biography of Oleksandr Dovzhenko, to discov-
er and publish an unknown layer of sources from
formerly closed state and personal archives, special
storages, and libraries.

Analysis of recent research works and publi-
cations. In the studies of M. P. Shudra [13-15], L.
Cherevatenko [12], V. Marochko [8], V. Myslavskyi
[9] and others O. Dovzhenko’s life and work have
been thoroughly studied, but besides the publica-
tions of O. Bezruchko [1-4], his cinema-pedagogi-
cal activity is briefly mentioned.

Objectives of this article are to study the cine-
ma-pedagogical activity of Ukrainian feature films
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director Oleksandr Dovzhenko; to analyze his little-
known lectures in December, 1932; to give the rea-
sons for conducting these lectures in the Moscow
State Institute of Cinematography and not in the Kyiv
State Institute of Cinematography; to recall the inter-
connection of his creative activity in domestic cine-
ma as a director of feature films and educational ef-
forts as a leading Ukrainian mentor of creative youth.
The purpose of the article is to study and an-
alyze the little-known lectures of 1932 by the ge-
nius Ukrainian film director Oleksandr Dovzhenko
at the Moscow State Institute of Cinematography.
Presentation of the main research material. Con-
sidering the lack of works on the subject in the five-
volume collected works of Oleksandr P. Dovzhen-
ko, edited by Yliya Solntseva in 1983-1985 [7], his
lectures in 1932, 1936, 1949 and 1956 (by that time
already published in the Russian Federation [5; 6]),
the author during the study of the cinema-educational
activity of Oleksandr Dovzhenko actively conduct-
ed the archival search in Ukrainian and Russian ar-
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chives. The previously unknown lecture of the artist
(carried out on December 18, 1932) has been found
in the Central State Archives of Literature and Arts
of Ukraine (CSALA Ukraine), as well as the archive
writings of the lecture on December 17, 1932, pub-
lished only in Russia [1; 2].

Upon the Kharkiv authorities criticing from film
Ivan, O. Dovzhenko was forced to go to Moscow
to escape from the arrest, where, despite the dan-
ger, on December 17 and 18, 1932, he gave lectures
to students at the Moscow State Institute of Cine-
matography (Higher State Institute of Cinematog-
raphy, All-Union State Institute of Cinematography,
now the All-Russian State University of Cinematog-
raphy named after S. A. Gerasimov) “on two topics.
The first—in general, my attitude to cinema, about
my work and the second—about the work on the film
Ivan” [11, p. 2-3].

Dovzhenko started his lecture with the speech that
many experts did not consider important in the ed-
ucation of the filmmakers: about the organization
of the process of film production, “I believe that
the main disadvantages of our cinema are caused
by the influence of infinite number of small causes.
We primarily suffer from disorganization. I am deep-
ly convinced that if a person works in a dusty room,
then he definitely misses something in the results
of his work. If dust does not disturb him at all, then
it is even worse, because he already has dull feel-
ings... That is what I want to start our conversation
with..” [11, p. 2]

In these lectures the artist shared with students
the thoughts about the work of the film director,
the language, the national specificity of the sound
in the cinema, and the perception of his films (“My
films are like an apple tree—if well talen care of—you
get five hundred apples, if treated badly badly—only
ten would ripe» [11, p. 4]), an analysis of the own
method (“I sometimes get up with some idea, when
it seems extremely simple and understandable to me,
I make it in three frames and I think that it is clear
to everyone” [11, p. 4]); landscape and its significance
in feature films (“We recognize that the landscape
does not have the right to citizenship on the screen,
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especially after critics spoke about such things, as aes-
theticism, biology, etc” [11, p. 10]), some aspects
of the recording of the choir, work with actors, psy-
chology of creativity, application of the effect of statics.

In the lecture on December 17,1932, O. Dovzhenko
declared his method of working with the cameraman,
“The more you can take from the cameraman, the bet-
ter it is for you” [11, p. 17]. The artist considered
the film director to be the true author of the film,
so the cameraman should work in the ensemble with
him, embodying the film director’s intentions. Olek-
sandr Dovzhenko did not diminish the role of the cam-
eraman, gave him freedom of creative search, which
made the best Ukrainian cameramen consider it
an honor to work under his command. Still, Dovzhen-
ko warned the novice film directors not to fall under
the influence of experienced cameramen, because
“the cameramen can be dangerous, especially if he is
stronger than you, still a novice film director. May-
be it will help you in the beginning, but you should
always remember that you do not need to fall un-
der his influence. You have to express yourself, your
feelings in the picture. Moreover, I assert that I do
not see any damage in terms of moral for the cam-
eraman. For me, in my activity, the cameraman is
a purely technical figure” [11, p. 17].

The cameramen students were offended
and in the next lecture Oleksandr Dovzhenko was
forced to explain his vision of relationship between
film director and cameraman more clearly, “I see
the role of the cameraman reduced to an extreme-
ly simple one: he twists the handle and produces
good technical product. I do not demand anything
beyond that from him, moreover—it is quite a good
idea for me” [11, p. 22-23].

Taking into account the sad reality of that time
(the first arrest of his cameraman Danila Demutsky
in 1932 [10, p. 14]), Oleksandr Dovzhenko was forced
to tell half-truths to the students about the situa-
tion when Demutsky did not finish shooting Ivan
and was replaced by Rapoport and partly by M. Glead-
er, “In most cases, these pictures do not differ from
each other, because they are subdued to my artistic
and technical requirements” [11, p. 23].



Two little-known lectures of 1932 of Oleksandr Dovzhenko

Oleksandr Dovzhenko taught students to think that
the cameraman should not only be in tune with the di-
rector in the general ideas of the movie. The most
important was the symbiosis of the film director
and the camerama in the smallest details, “I con-
quer their task, I think that the cameraman can then
be a full-fledged, so to say your creative soulmate,
if you, working with him, can be sure that he also
understands absolutely all the details of your plan,
not only in terms of ideas that you want to put into
the picture, and also in terms of all details of the form.
This is very difficult and happens rarely” [11, p. 23].

In an unpublished lecture on December 18, the art-
ist described the creation of a picture as “a rather dif-
ficult process. [This] is ultimately a process of pecu-
liar obsession for a rather long time, a pre-created
picture in his imagination. That is why, if we exclude
an accident, there is a casual effect, and if we con-
sider the process deeply and seriously, then the ac-
tual implementation [picture] is the fitting of daily
or weekly all that you do in the design of the world
of living and dead. And the fitting of all this under
the pre-created, a very clear picture of the picture.
Therefore, you can not always be guided by the per-
fection of your right hand—the cameraman, which
would allow you to rely on him and give him the por-
tion of work he must do” [11, p. 24].

On the shooting site of Ivan O. Dovzhenko taught
not only the young film directors, but also the young
cameramen [11, p. 24-25].

Oleksandr Dovzhenko could not avoid two popu-
lar topics about which “some lively discussions took
place at several sessions of the Union”: the prepa-
ratory period and “installation as a technical func-
tion” “There is no such period that could be accu-
rately formulated as preparatory. This could be only
if the process was mechanized, as in [other] produc-
tions, if the attitude towards it was as mechanized
as the processes in other industries... But since most
film directors are looking for scripts for themselves,
or there are co-writers, it is extremely difficult to es-
tablish where and when this preparatory period ends
and at what stage of the preparatory period a truly
preparatory thing is born” [11, p. 38].
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O. Dovzhenko, as an artist who never stopped
his creative search, could not put himself up with
the idea that work should be done according to some
schedule, “It is impossible to consider the mechani-
cal division of the process, which is not ordinary pro-
duction, but... is a process of some kind of synthesis
of human emotions and intelligence. It is extreme-
ly difficult to mechanize the delimitation of these
concepts” [11, p. 39].

As for the figurative style, Oleksandr Dovzhen-
ko formulated his point of view on another topic
for the students that caused heated debate at the time,
“The notion of assembling, as a mechanical pro-
cess, is false and illiterate. Mounting is not the up-
per floor in the house, it’s rather a hole in the ele-
vator, it is an elevator through all floors, a lift. Here
is what the installation is. It turns out, the installa-
tion <...> is the backbone, the core of the physical,
on which the [whole] building is constructed; this is
what connects all floors [for] the movement of air,
light, all that you want” [11, p. 39].

O. Dovzhenko declared the necessity of some
life experience for young film directors in 1932, that
is two years before the introduction of the official
cinema-pedagogical doctrine, which envisaged en-
try into the film director’s department only to uni-
versity graduates and three-year experience of in-
dependent creative work, “Of course, it is neces-
sary to study as professionals, but I think that’s not
enough <...> I do not deny the need for this training.
Ijust want to say that this is not enough. I would like
you to expand your biography as soon as possible.
Maybe you need to travel somewhere on a steam-
er, maybe you need to go to Kamchatka, to endure
the creepy things. You may want to quit your job
and go to another job, go to another production,
and work in other areas. We need teeth, very firmly,
in a military way, to feel the reality” [11, p. 36—-37].

According to Oleksandr Dovzhenko, the main
problem of the teachers of the artistic institu-
tions (Moscow State Institutes of Cinematogra-
phy and Kyiv State Institutes of Cinematography,
where he sometimes lectured), was the impossibil-
ity to determine the level of students by the sum
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of a certain amount of knowledge, as in ordinary
institutes, “We are aware it’s often difficult to de-
termine, who is responsible for us and why. And
here the number of trained wordings does not al-
ways determine the suitability of a friend. You need
to know how it was learned, on what it is built,
on what grounds it rests” [11, p. 37].

A characteristic feature of the cinema-pedagog-
ical method of Oleksandr Dovzhenko was the anal-
ysis of students’ work [11, p. 42] and introspection
through which the artist instilled students the skill
of figuratively solving each episode, with the in-
volvement of the best examples of literature in this
process, “I am asked, ‘Comrade Dovzhenko, why
did you follow the picture of the death of a person
in Ivan, [his] departure, by the picture of the train
departing? You say the passing away, the departure
of the train. Let us take ‘Taras Bulba’.” [11, p. 46].
Dovzhenko had already used the literary heritage
of Mykola Gogol early in his film career.

Students of the Moscow State Institute of Cine-
matography wanted to be taught by O. Dovzhenko,
as one of their notes stated, “Please, tell me, if a group
of students wants to study your school, what kind
of concrete assistance can this group receive?” [11,
p. 46]. The master noted a paradoxical thing, “I stud-
ied from a bad film director. This, in my opinion,
is the best method of learning. If you consider me
to be a bad film director, then learn from me” [11,
p- 46]. Dovzhenko believed that due to such train-
ing young film director will learn to notice the mis-
takes of others.

Disposed to self-examination, Dovzhenko was not
afraid to share his thoughts and doubts with the stu-
dents, “I thought that such a setting is unlikely: here
I am, such a student, I really like the works Olek-
sandr Petrovich [Dovzhenko] does, I like his artis-
tic [armament], I like his attitude to himself, to cin-
ematography as [a branch], where not all [yet] has
been done and [where] he himself did not do every-
thing. So, if he wants to speak in some [unknown]
speeches, talk about his own self-improvement, it
satisfies me and I want to get involved in the study
of his activities and [something] will come out. You
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want to say whether your cultural heritage will do
or not. Maybe it will or maybe it will not. It does
not follow that I am such a unique individualist, not
in this matter. You are our cultural heirs <...> I see
this as an excuse for all my work” [11, p. 47].

The artist warned students that the transfer of ex-
perience is a very complicated process, “[However]
if I consider you as my cultural heirs, to whom I have
to convey [my creative] heritage, then I [at the same
time] want to say that the legacy is simply not trans-
mitted. Obviously, you will have to learn the expe-
rience not only of the best, but also of the worst.
What is the most needed in this study? I think—
the labels, let us stick less labels on their thoughts,
less mechanical doctrinal attitude... you need to be
courageous, you need to be honest, you need to car-
ry your young ‘I’ well. If a person handles these mo-
ments correctly, they will never leave his creative
life]” [11, p. 47-48].

Dovzhenko implied to continue to lecture
for the students of the Moscow State Institute of Cin-
ematography, and therefore finished the lecture
on December 18, 1932, with the following words,
“I think that if I do not leave during these com-
ing days, I will be here a couple of times, and then
I will take two definite themes and we will process
them” [11, p. 48].

One of these lectures should have been on the in-
stallation in cinema. “Installation in cinema should
be considered in terms of the very first appearance
of thought. I can not deal with this issue in detail
now, [ promise to dedicate a separate lecture to this
case” [11, p. 40], or the cycle of lectures, given that
“it will take six to eight hours” [11, p. 38].

Conclusions. Two little-known lectures of the ge-
nius Ukrainian film director Oleksandr Dovzhenko
at the Moscow State Institute of Cinematography
in 1932 were investigated and analyzed.

Summerizing all the above, it can be noted that
the research tasks were fulfilled: the pedagogical ac-
tivity of the Ukrainian feature films director Olek-
sandr Dovzhenko was studied; the reasons for con-
ducting these lectures in the Moscow State Insti-
tute of Cinematography and not in the Kyiv State
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Institute of Cinematography were given; the re- Prospects for the further research. Despite
lations of his creative activity in domestic cine-  the thorough scientific research of the December 1932
ma as a director of feature films and educational lectures, it can be noted that the perspectives for scien-
efforts as a leading Ukrainian mentor of creative  tific research remain wide, since Dovzhenko’s educa-
youth were mentioned. tional activity from the 1932 remains poorly researched.

Literature

1. bBespyuxo O. B. Hepinoma aekuis O. IT. Aoxxenka 18 rpyans 1932 poky // Kino-teatp. 2006. Ne 3.

C. 46-49.

2. bBespyuko O. B. HeBipoma aexuis O. Il. AoBxeHka Bip 18 rpyans 1932 poky // Kino-tearp. 2006. Ne 4.

C. 28-32.

3. bespyuxo O. B. Ileparoriunmit metop, O. IT. AoB)xeHKa: HaBYaAbHMII TOCIOHUK; KuiB. MbkHap. yH-T. Kuis:
KuMYy, 2012. T. 1. 266 c.

4. bBespyuko O. B. TTeparoriunmit metoa O. IT. AoBxkeHKa: HaBYaAbHMII IToCiOHMK; KuiB. MikHap. yH-T. KuiB:
KuMy, 2012. T. 2. 238 c.

5. Aosyenxo A. becepa ¢ MOAOABIMY PEXICCEPAMU-CAYIIATEASIMI pexkuccepckoit akapemuy BIVIK // U3
UCTOPUM KMHO: MaTepuaAbl 1 AOKyMeHTbL. Mocksa: AH CCCP, 1959. Bpin. 2. C. 8-28.

6. Aoswenko A. I1. O BocriuTaHUM KappoB KHOpexuccepos // Aosxenko A. IT. CobpaHue counHeHui:

B 4 1. Mocksa: VckycctBo, 1966. T. 4. 430 c.

7. Aoswenko O. I1. Topu: ¥V 5 1. / ynopsip. 1O. I. Coanuesoi, T. IT. Aepes’siHko; peaxoa.: M. IT. Baxas [Ta
in.]. KuiB: AHinpo, 1984. T. 4: CrarTi, BuCcTYnu, aekuii. 352 c.

8. Mapouko B. 3auapoBanun AecHoro: Icropuynuit noprpet O. Aosxenka. Kuis: Bupash. oim «Kueso-
Morua. akaa.», 2006. 285 c.

9. OaexcaHAp AOBKEHKO: MaAOBiAOMi CTOpiHKM / epeAM., yriopsia. B. H. MucaaBcpkuit. Xapkis: Aim
pexaamu, 2015. 280 c.

10. LleHTpaAbHUIT Aep>KkaBHUIL apXiB rpoMaAchkux 06’epHanp Ykpainu (LIAATO Vkpainn). @. 263: Koaexuis
[103aCyYAOBUX crpaB peabiairoBanux. 1919-1953. Om. 1. Crip. 57017: Aemyubkuit Aanuao IToppuposud.

11. LleHTpaAbHUIT Aep>KaBHUIT apXiB-Myseit AiTeparypu i mucrenrBa Ykpainu (LIAAMAM VYkpaiun).

@. 690: Aosxenko Oaexcanpp ITerposuy. Om. 4. Crip. 101: Aexuii npo KiHoApaMaTypriio, TpounTaHi
crypentaM BAIKy. Crenorpamu, 17 rpya. 1932 9 Bepecus 1955 pp.

12. Yepesamenko A. AoBxenko BusBorennit // KINO-KOAO. 2005. Ne 25. C. 108-135.

13. [lyops M. Tenii Haiuypimoi npobu. Hapucu. Possipku. Penensii. Inteps’to. ITy6aikayii. Kuis:
IOHniBepc, 2005. 382 c.

14. llyops M. Cswenni MmuTi ocsisinns // AHimpo. 2004. Ne 9/10. C. 72-79.

15. Illyops H. FOabka u ee 3anopoxey // Acriextsl. 2004. 1-7 okr. C. 7.

References

1. Bezruchko O. Nevidoma lektsiia O. P. Dovzhenka 18 hrudnia 1932 roku // Kino-teatr. 2006. # 3. S. 46—49.
2. Bezruchko O. Nevidoma lektsiia O. P. Dovzhenka vid 18 hrudnia 1932 roku // Kino-teatr. 2006. # 4.
S.28-32.

3. Bezruchko O. V. Pedagoglchniy metod O. P. Dovzhenka: navchalniy posibnik; Kyiv. mizhnar. un-t. [vid.
2-ge, dop.]. Kyiv: KiMU, 2012. T. 1. 266 s.

4. Bezruchko O. V. Pedagogichniy metod O.P. Dovzhenka: navchalniy posibnik; Kyiv. mizhnar. un-t. [vid.
2-ge, dop.]. Kyiv: KiMU, 2012. T. 2. 238 s.

5. Dovzhenko A. Beseda s molodyimi rezhisserami-slushatelyami rezhisserskoy akademii VGIK // Iz istorii
kino: materialyi i dokumentyi. Moskva: AN SSSR, 1959. Vyp. 2. S. 8-28.

67



CYYACHE MUCTELTBO 2018, Bunyck 4omupHaousmuii

6. Dovzhenko A. P. O vospitanii kadrov kinorezhisserov // Dovzhenko A. P. Sobranie pochineniy: v 4 t.
Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1966. T. 4. 430 s.

7. Dovzhenko O. P. Tvori: u 5 t. / uporyad. Yu. L. Solntsevoyi, T. P. Derev’yanko; redkol.: M. P. Bazhan [ta
in.]. Kyiv: Dnipro, 1984. T. 4: Statti, vistupi, lektsiyi. 352 s.

8. Marochko V. Zacharovaniy Desnoyu: Ist. portret O. Dovzhenka. Kyiv: Vidavn. dim «Kievo-Mogil. akad.»,
2006. 285 s.

9. Oleksandr Dovzhenko: malovidomi storinki / peredm., uporyad. V. N. Mislavskiy. Harkiv: Dim reklami,
2015. 280 s.

10. Tsentralnyi derzhavnyi arkhiv hromadskykh obiednan Ukrainy (TsDAHO Ukrainy). F. 263: Kolektsiia
pozasudovykh sprav reabilitovanykh. 1919-1953. Op. 1. Spr. 57017: Demutskyi Danylo Porfyrovych.

11. Tsentralnyi derzhavnyi arkhiv-muzei literatury i mystetstva Ukrainy (TsDAMLM Ukrainy). F. 690:
Dovzhenko Oleksandr Petrovych. Op. 4. Spr. 101: Lektsii pro kinodramaturhiiu, prochytani studentam
VDIKu. Stenohramy, 17 hrud. 1932 9 veresnia 1955 rr.

12. Cherevatenko L. Dovzhenko vizvoleniy // KINO-KOLO. 2005. # 25. S. 108—135.

13. Shudria M. Henii naishchyrishoi proby. Narysy. Rozvidky. Retsenzii. Interviu. Publikatsii. Kyiv: Yunivers,
2005. 382 s.

14. Shudria M. Sviashchenni myti osiaiannia // Dnipro. 2004. # 9/10. S. 72-79.

15. Shudrya N. Yulka i ee Zaporozhets // Aspektyi. 2004. 1-7 okt. S. 7.

Bespyuko O. B. ABi maroBipomi Aeknii 1932 p. OarekcaHapa AoBXKeHKa
B MOCKOBChKOMY Aep>KaBHOMY iHCTUTYTi KiHemaTorpadii

AmnoTanis. Y 1iit cTaTTi AOCAIAXKEHO Ta MPOAHAAI30BaHO ABi MaAOBiAOMi Aekwii 1932 poKy reHiaAbHOro yKpaiHChKOTo KiHopexxucepa
O. TI. AoBkeHKa y MOCKOBCbKOMY Aep)KaBHOMY iHCTUTYTi KiHemaTorpadii (Buimit oep>xaBHuit iHcTuTyT KiHemaTorpadii, Bcecorosnnmit
A€P)KaBHUIT IHCTUTYT KiHeMarorpadii, HuHI Beepociitcbkuit AepxxaBHuit yHiBepcuter KiHemarorpadii im. C. A. TepacumoBa); HaBeA€HO
[IPUYVHY IPOBEAEHHSI LMX AeKLiil y MOCKOBCBKOMY A€P)XaBHOMY iHCTUTYTI KiHemarorpadii, a He B KUIBCbBKOMY A€p>XaBHOMY IHCTUTYTI
kinemarorpadii (BceykpaiHCbKumit Aep>KaBHMIT iHCTUTYT KiHemarorpadii, KuiBcbkuit Aep>kaBHMIT IHCTUTYT KiHOIH)KEHEPIB); 3raAaHO Ipo
B3a€EMO3B’5130K J10r0 TBOPYOI AISIABHOCTI Y BiTuMsHAHOMY KiHeMaTtorpadi siK pexxmcepa XyAOXKHix GiAbMiB Ta MeAAroridHOI AITABHOCTI SIK
MPOBiAHOTO YKPAiHCHKOTO HACTABHMKA TBOPYOI MOAOAI.

Kawuosi crosa: Oaexcanap ITeTpoud AoBXeHKO, MOCKOBCHKMIT AeP>KaBHUI iHCTUTYT KiHeMaTorpadii, icTopis KiHo, KiHopexucep,

ABi MaroBipomi Aekuyil, 1932 pik.

Bespyuxo A. B. ABe MaronsBecTHbIe AeKuuu 1932 r. ArekcaHApa AOB)KEHKO
B MOCKOBCKOM roCyAQpCTBEHHOM MHCTUTYTe KHeMaTorpadum

AnHoTanus. B 9101 CTaThe MCCACAOBAHbI ¥ POAHAAU3MPOBAHBI ABE MAAOU3BECTHBIE AeKLMY 1932 reHraAbHOTO YKPanHCKOTO K-
Hopesxuccepa A. IT. AoBeHKO B MOCKOBCKOM I'OCYAQpPCTBEHHOM MHCTUTYTe KuHeMaTorpapuu (BpICIunit roCyAapCTBEHHbIN MHCTUTYT
KkuHemarorpaduu, BcecorwsHbli rOCYyAQpPCTBEHHbIN MHCTUTYT KUHEeMATOrpaduu, HbiHe Bcepoccuitckuil roCyAapCTBEHHbIN YHUBEPCUTET
xkunemarorpaduu um. C.A. TepacuMoBa), IpMBEAEHBI IPUYVHBL IPOBEAEHNS STUX AeKLUiI B MOCKOBCKOM IOCYAQPCTBEHHOM MHCTUTYTE
kuHemarorpaduu, a He B KeBCKOM rocypapCTBEHHOM MHCTUTYTe KuHeMarorpaduu (BceykpanHckumit rocyAapCTBEHHBI MHCTUTYT K-
HemaTorpadun, KueBckmit rocyAapCTBEHHbIN MHCTUTYT KMHOMH)KEHEPOB); YIOMSIHYTO O B3aMMOCBSI3M €T0 TBOPYECKOI AESITEABHOCTHI
B OTEYeCTBEHHOM KMHeMaTorpade B KaueCTBe PeXXMCCEPA XYAOKECTBEHHBIX (PUABMOB 1 MEAATOTMYECKON A TEABHOCTHU KaK BEAYLIEro
YKPaMHCKOTO HAaCTaBHMKA TBOPYECKOI MOAOAEKM.

Kawuesvie crosa: Anexcanap Tlerpouy AoBKeHKO, MOCKOBCKUIT TOCYAQPCTBEHHBII MHCTUTYT KMHeMaTorpaduu, MCTOpus K1HO,

KMHOPE@XNCCeP, ABe MAAOU3BECTHbIe AeKLuY, 1932 roa.

68



