XOPEOT'PA®IYHE MUCTELTBO
ISSN 2410-1176 (Print) * Bicauk KHYKiM. Cepist: MucrernrBo3naBcTBo. Buir. 43 « ISSN 2616-4183 (Online)

DOI: 10.31866/2410-1176.43.2020.220249
YAK 792.82(47)"'191/192"

BALLET CRITICISM | Alina Pidlypska
BY ALEKSANDR CHEREPNIN: | PhD in Art Studies, Professor,
FROM GLORIFYING ACADEMIC | ORCID: 0000-0002-7892-337X,
TRADITION TO IDEOLOGICAL | e-mail: alinaknukim@ubkr.net,
AND POLITICAL INTENTION | Kyiv National University of Culture and Arts,
36, Ye. Konovaltsia St., Kyiv, Ukraine, 01133

The purpose of the article is to find out the main aspects of shifts in conceptual and ideological focuses in the criticism by
Alexander Cherepnin after October 1917. The research methodology is based on a combination of analytical (analysis of literature
and sources, events, facts), historical and cultural (retrospective reproduction of the conceptual positions of A. Cherepnin’s
criticism, taking into account the socio-cultural context), comparative (comparison of publications of the critic before and after
October 1917) methods, which allowed us to fully reveal the range of problems related to the subject of research. Scientific
novelty. For the first time, the essence of shifts in Aleksandr Cherepnin’s ballet criticism from the glorification of the academic
tradition to the ideological and political intention was revealed. Conclusions. At the beginning of his ballet and critical career,
A. Cherepnin was a supporter of pure classical dance. He considered that the source of inspiration for the choreographer should
be no drama or music, but choreography only. He had a rather negative attitude to the appearance of modern dance on the ballet
stage, considering it alien to Russian ballet. The article has stated that after October 1917, the critic moved away from singing
the academic tradition, promoting pathos-imbued art for the new proletarian audience. He considered dance as a “living art” that
could respond to not only artistic but also to socio-political changes quickly. He joined the supporters of the sociological approach
in the evaluation of art. At the same time, he considered that the need for ballet art in communist society would disappear. We
found out that after October 1917, the ideological and political intention in the work of A. Cherepnin is clearly traced. Still, some
reviews indicate the impossibility of an unambiguous interpretation of his post-revolutionary critical discourse.
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Introduction

The activities of ballet critics in the epoch of socio-political transformations of the 1910s—1920s in Tsa-
rist Russia and later in the USSR met changes following new historical realities and ideological dogmas. The
well-known theatre and ballet critics A. Hvozdiev, A. Piotrovskyi, I. Sollertynskyi, Ya. Tukhenhold and others
contributed to the development of critical discourse in ballet theatre; their activities often fell into the circle
of scientific reflection. Unfortunately, much less attention is paid to A. Cherepnin’s work, but his role in the
development of the critical and evaluative discourse of the ballet theatre is no less significant.

The analysis of A. Cherepnin’s some publications is mentioned in the researches by H. Dobrovolska
(2004), Ye. Surits (2006), N. Korshunova (2009), N. Sheremetievska (Sheremetyevskaya, 1985) and others,
but the changes in the conceptual and worldview focuses of A. Cherepnin’s critical activity was left unre-
searched.

Scientific novelty. For the first time, the essence of shifts in Aleksandr Cherepnin’s ballet criticism from
the glorification of the academic tradition to the ideological and political intention was revealed.

Purpose of the article

The purpose of the article is to learn the main shift aspects of A. Cherepnin’s conceptual and outlook fo-
cuses after October 1917.

Main research material

Aleksandr Cherepnin began his career as a dance critic and theorist in 1913 (Nudel, or Li) when his arti-
cles published in the “The Teatralna Hazeta” for the first time. Before the October Revolution of 1917 and for
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some time after it, A. Cherepnin remained a supporter of “pure” classical dance, paid much attention to the
relation of dance and music. M. Fokin’s productions had a significant influence on changes of views on the
interrelation of dance and music in ballet. It is worth noting that this issue, having become relevant in Russian
ballet in the early 20th century, continued to remain topical even after October 1917. A new stage in the mas-
tering of music in ballet was integral to M. Fokin’s findings, as composer, music and ballet critic B. Asafyev
stated: “The essence of Fokin’s conquests hides in insightful penetration into the process of sounding, in the
“grip” of those points of departure, gravity, support and rotation on which the movement of music (the sound-
ing substance) is based and under rhythmic alternations and comparisons of which a strong cohesion of music
elements or fusion and interpenetration of particles of musical fabric is born. Fokin, having keen senses and
noticing these “nodes”, or moments of concentration of sound particles, reacted subtly to changes in rthythmic
beats and colour, and the dynamics of sonority, and the alternation of durations, and the logic of musical ac-
cents” (Asafyev, 1974, p. 45).

A new relation of music and choreography appeared, which opened prospects for a deeper understanding
of the spiritual world of a person. In this context, B. Asafyev named two of M. Fokin’s most essential qualities
as “a detailed adherence to the melodic and rhythmic lines of music and the identification, possibly impulsive,
of psychological data of the plot” (Asafyev, 1974, p. 28). A. Cherepnin, in unison with B. Asafyev, supported
M. Fokin, considered that it was necessary to create new ballet music not dancing one, which did not explain
the experiences of actors and dancers, did not emphasise the dance pattern, but one that was adequate to dance
symbols in its symbolic content.

A. Cherepnin took the view that M. Fokin mastered the new interrelations of dance and music intuitively
(Dobrovolskaya, 2004, p. 402). At the same time, unlike B. Asafyev, the critic who admired the musicality of
M. Fokin’s choreography, considered the art of dance to be a self-sufficient art that did not depend on either
drama or music. He advised looking for the source of pathetic moods “only in the choreographic moment, just
as the musical mood is drawn not from the programme of the title of a musical work, but from the special,
musical energies of the work itself” (Cherepnin, 1916).

A. Cherepnin wrote one of the last pre-October reviews for the premiere of the play Salome based on
the O. Wilde’s play at the Chamber Theatre on October 9 (22), 1917, in which M. Mordkin staged Salome’s
dance. Making a critical analysis of the choreographic component of the performance, he, first of all, noted
that M. Mordkin’s dance did not correspond to the nature of the performance and, the most important, its de-
sign, which determined the entire style of the performance. According to A. Cherepnin, the dancer “ignored
the connection between the graphics of the dance and the plastic system of the production, cubist in painting
and partially — only partially — in the movements. Instead of showing special techniques of dance movements
that would be just as realistic as a cubistically decomposed body is perceived realistically, Salome’s dance is a
set of choreographic phrases in the spirit of stereotyped pseudo-exotic salon Duncan of a completely realistic
nature” (Cherepnin, 1917). The negative attitude to I. Duncan’s dances, the sprouts of modern dance, can be
traced. Analysing K. Goleizovsky’s experimentations, despite the general positive attitude to the choreogra-
pher, the critic speaks of modernism, considering it as the one “established in the art of dance today, but is not
the dance art of today” (Li, 1924a).

After the turbulent events of 1917-1918 and active involvement in the process of art creation for the new
spectator — the proletariat — A. Cherepnin’s views, his diversion from the understanding of art as a self-suffi-
cient phenomenon independent of practical life forms were transformed. From the columns of such publica-
tions as “Theatre”, “Izvestia”, he supports the change of the “sweetish perfumery of love stories” of pre-revo-
lutionary ballet performances to the showing of the heroic struggle for the future, permeated with revolutionary
pathos. Besides, A. Cherepnin was a supporter of dance art, which he called “living art” in one of his articles.
“Dance, — the critic writes, — should sound like a means of encouragement, reinforcement, refreshment, that
should be equivalent to swimming in a river, a bright rally speech, an impulsive exclamation of “Dance now!”
(Li, 1924c, p. 5). It reminds of Plato’s vision of an ideal state, in which only joyful music and the one that
praises the rulers-philosophers should sound.

A. Cherepnin considered K. Goleizovsky’s dance innovations in the same aspect, seeing them “not in
folklore, not in the plot, but only in a clear, expressive, mastered rhythm, on the one hand, and in the simplicity
and clarity of emotional speech, on the other hand. Everything is done in a broad, unprecedented dance-poster
manner — economically, brightly, without curls and bows. Dance ... charged, toned, captured in its rhythmic
circle. It was real art” (Li, 1924a). This attitude indicates the critic’s understanding of one of K. Goleizovsky’s
main programme theses and intentions about the leading role of rhythm as a source of life and. Therefore, the
choreographer attached great importance to it in his productions.

176



XOPEOT'PA®IYHE MUCTELTBO
ISSN 2410-1176 (Print) * Bicauk KHYKiM. Cepist: MucrernrBo3naBcTBo. Buir. 43 « ISSN 2616-4183 (Online)

And if A. Cherepnin had a positive attitude to K. Goleizovsky’s dance experiments, since they fit into the
concept of “living art”, he opposed the creative rethinking of ballet heritage (first of all, M. Fokin’s ballets)
and any reformative searches categorically. Fokin’s success, as well as “Diaghilev’s ballets” in general, he ex-
plained by “a brilliant flash of the aesthetic individualism of that time”. The critic considered this kind of “pure
art”, which he had recently supported, obsolete, inconsistent with the spirit of the epoch, to be “internally alien
to the moods of our day” (Li, 1925).

N. Korshunova, analysing A. Cherepnin’s unpublished work, entitled “Theoretical Study of the Art of
Choreography” and written, according to the researcher, in the early 1920s, draws attention to the paradoxical
idea expressed by the critic. Thus, he believes that ballet as a stage art will disappear soon because there will
be no need for it in the new communist society (Korshunova, 2009, p. 246). At this stage of his critical activ-
ity, A. Cherepnin connected with the development of the art of dance with the socio-economic system, which
corresponded to the sociological approach to the development of art, which became widespread at the time.

A. Cherepnin paid attention to the activities of the workshop studio “Mastfor”, opened by choreographer
N. Foregger in 1920, which existed until 1924. Satire, buffoonery, grotesque as the main genre techniques of
aesthetics of the workshop allowed for the first time in the Soviet theatre to present negative social images
generated by the new economic policy (merchants, NEPmen, political bureaucrats) on the stage in a sharp
theatrical form with proletarian culture pathos, revealing their negative qualities. “Foregger is of great talent —,
wrote A. Cherepnin. — His dance stroke is rough, unexpected, muscular, and constructive movement is taken
broadly, in all its completeness: if we are throwing, let’s throw, if we are falling, let’s fall”. These dances,
which are rough in form, but particularly in the sharpness of the compositions, the critic also defines as “living
art” (Li, 1924b).

N. Foregger created a new version of 7he Swan by C. Saint-Saéns, maintaining the scheme of Fokin’s
production, but presented a different solution to this topic than the latter at the same time. He also tried to con-
vey the movements of the shot bird as accurately as possible but in his style. The performance did not become
an eccentric parody, because, no matter how paradoxical it is, it was permeated by a nagging and mournful
intonation, due to the performing skills of ballerina T. Batasheva too. Her somersaults, as one of the eccentric
tricks, stunned with their alogism at first, but gradually a viewer began to discover this last confused, irregular,
zigzag flight of a fatally wounded bird, which made a touching impression. Critics noted that The Swan was
interpreted not as a “conditional and emotional gesture” but as a “true physiological dynamics that achieves
deep pathos”. And if the modernism aesthetics of Fokin’s choreography in The Swan was significant for the
epoch of Fin de siécle (“end of the century”), then the image created by N. Foregger and T. Batasheva was in
the discourse of avant-garde aesthetics. According to A. Cherepnin, it is as significant as “the figure of a Jew
glued to the sky in Chagall’s Over Vitebsk” (Li, 1924b).

The presence of ideological and political intention in A. Cherepnin’s critical discourse is evidenced by his
reaction to the report on rhythmoplasticity by choreographer, pianist, and dance theorist M. Pozniakov, who
in 1923-1924 worked in the choreology laboratory of the State Academy of Arts (the Academy), studying the
coordination of plastic movements and musical forms. The choreology laboratory as a structural subdivision
of the academy was a research body, where the methodology of studying the art of dance was developed by
experimentation. “For too long, this area has been captivated by not always aesthetic emotions, said O. Sidor-
ov, a head of the laboratory and a well-known art critic and historian. — Its right to attention from the Academy
was indicated at the beginning of plenary sessions, when dance and movement as such were considered as
synthesised art, to find which was one of the first goals of the Academy” (Sidorov, 2017, pp. 81-82). It should
be noted that O. Sidorov was the author of the book Modern Dance, which was published in 1922. Almost
a hundred years ago, he wrote: “The world seems tired of sitting still. Our epoch is a time of movement... To
hear a constant call to dance, go in for sports, go to the cinema. In its essence, dance is an artistic organisation
of physical culture” (Sidorov, 1923). These ideas were accordant to A. Cherepnin’s ideas about catalysing role
of art in the epoch of socio-cultural transformations.

The subject of art study is movement, dance, problems of choreographic notation, and the development
of Taylorism (scientific management), the emergence of biomechanics, the study of rhythm, the mutual influ-
ence of plasticity, circus acrobatics and sports, forms of reception of new European dances. The term “art of
movement”, according to the researcher of N. Misler’s choreology laboratory activities, covered the activities
of the latter and many related to it scientists and artists comprehensively. The plastic arts of body movements
are begun to be considered not only in aesthetic parameters but also as a possible way of formation of a de-
veloped personality, as a revolutionary way of liberation of the spirit through the emancipation of the body
(Misler, 1997).
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The laboratory hosted practical demonstrations, performances, seminars and theoretical disputes constant-
ly, which became a characteristic feature of these open events. Having attended one of these events, where
M. Pozniakov’s lecture as a verbal text was accompanied by dance compositions, acrobatic and other rhythmo-
plastic movements to the appropriate music, A. Cherepnin concluded that this was “a complete deviation of
the author’s ideology from the command requests of current life”. Also, he accused the speaker of “aesthetic
subjectivism”, since he “acts on the shaky ground of analogies” (Li, 1924d). Probably, the critic did not under-
stand the supertask that the choreology laboratory faced — to teach a person to see the beauty of movements
themselves, to appreciate the “abstract” qualities of movement — its geometry, intensity, and rhythm.

This misunderstanding turned out to be mutual, since A. Cherepnin’s last article “Dialectics of Ballet”,
published in 1927 on the pages of the journal Life of Art, was discussed at a meeting of the same choreology
laboratory of the Academy, but, as N. Korshunova writes, referring to archival sources, it did not arouse inter-
est (Korshunova, 2009, p. 249), although, information about this meeting of the laboratory is missing in the
fundamental two-volume publication on the activities of the Academy (Plotnikov & Podzemskaya, 2017). The
article is the last in A. Cherepnin’s creative heritage, paying attention to the importance of the problems posed
in it, it requires independent analysis.

Conclusions

At the beginning of his ballet and critical career, A. Cherepnin was a supporter of pure classical dance. He
considered that the source of inspiration for the choreographer should be no drama or music, but choreography
only. He had a rather negative attitude to the appearance of modern dance on the ballet stage, considering it
alien to Russian ballet. After October 1917, he deviated from the glorification of the academic tradition and
promoted art permeated with pathos for the new proletarian audience. He considered dance as a “living art”
that could respond to not only artistic but also to socio-political changes quickly. He joined the supporters of
the sociological approach in the evaluation of art. At the same time, he considered that the need for ballet art
in communist society would disappear. In the period after October 1917, the ideological and political intention
in A. Cherepnin’s work can be clearly traced, but a number of reviews indicate the impossibility of the unam-
biguous interpretation of his post-revolutionary critical discourse.
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BAJIETHA KPUTUKA OJIEKCAH/PA | Iignunceka Anina MukonaiBHa
YEPEITHIHA: BI{ OCIIIBYBAHHSI | Kanouoam mucmeymeosnascmea, npogecop,
AKAJEMIYHOI TPAAUUII | Kuiscoxuit nayionansnuit ynieepcumem
HO ITHEMHO-ITIOJITUYHOL | kyromypu i mucmeyms,
IHTEHUII | Kuis, Yxpaina

Mera crarti — 3’siCyBaTH OCHOBHI acHeKTH 3MiH KOHIENTYaJlbHO-CBITOIIAAHUX OpIEHTHPIB B Kputuni Onekcanapa
YepenHina micis sxoBTHs 1917 p. MeTomoioris J0CHiPKEHHs IPYHTYEThCSl Ha MOEHAHHI aHAIITUYHOTO (aHAJI3 JIiTepaTypu
Ta JKepes, TOAiH, (aKTiB), 1CTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOTO (PETPOCHEKTHBHE BiATBOPEHHS KOHLENTYaJbHUX MO3ULIH KPUTHUKH
O. UepenHiHa 3 ypaxyBaHHSIM COIIOKYIIETYPHOTO KOHTEKCTY ), TOPiBHSIILHOTO (CITIBCTABICHHS ITyOTiKallii KpUTHKA J10 Ta MiCIIs
#O0BTHA 1917 p.) MeToxiB, IO JJO3BONMIO HANIIOBHIIIE PO3KPUTH KOJIO MPOOIeM, OB A3aHMX i3 MPEAMETOM IOCIIHKEHHS.
HayxoBa HOBI3HA. Briepiie BIsBIIEHO CYTHICTE 3MiH y OaneTHil kputuii Onekcanapa YeperHiHa Bi OCIiByBaHHS aKaIeMiTHO1
TpaJuIIii 10 iTeHHO-NOoMITHYHOI iHTeHI 1. BucHoBKH. BusBieHo, 10 Ha moYaTKy 0axeTHO-KpUTHIHOI HisttbHOCTI O. UepemHin
OyB NPUXMIBHUKOM YHCTOTO KJIACHYHOTO TaHII0. BBakaB, 10 JpKEpesoM HAaTXHEHHs OaneTrMelicTepa NMOBHHHA CIyTyBaTh
HE JipaMa 41 My3HKa, a BUKJIFOYHO Xopeorpadis. JJocUTh HEraTMBHO CTaBUBCS JIO TIOSBH TaHIIO MOJEPH Ha OalleTHIl cleH,
BBKAIOUH HOTO Uy>KOPITHUM ISl POCiHChKOTO Oasnery. BcTaHOBIIEHO, 1110 Yepes AesIKUi Jac micist ®oBTHs 1917 p. KpUTHK
BIIHIIIOB BiJ OCIIBYBaHHs aKaJeMiuHOT TPaIuIlii, pomnarysas MpOHH3aHe Mad0oCcoM MUCTEIITBO Il HOBOTO MPOJIETAPCHKOTO
nisigada. Beaxas TaHelb «OKUBUM MECTELTBOMY, 110 MOXKE IIBUJIKO BiII'YKyBAaTHCS HE JIMIIE Ha XyIOXHi, a il couianbHO-
TONITHYHI 3MiHHU. J[0Ty4rBCs 10 IPUOIYHUKIB COIIOIOTIYHOTO IMiIX0Y B OIHII MHCTeNTBa. OHOYACHO BBAKaB, II0 TIOTpeda
y OaJIeTHOMY MHCTENTBI B KOMyHICTHYHOMY CYyCIIUIBCTBI 3HUKHE. 3°COBaHO, 10 Micst XOBTHS 1917 p. 4iTKO MpocTexKyeThCs
izleliHo-noNiTHYHa iHTeHIis B TBopuocTi O. UepenHina, ane psii pereHs3iid CBIAYNTH NPO HEMOXIIUBICTH OJJHO3HAYHOTO
TpPaKTyBaHHS HOTO MOPEBOJIOLIIHHOTO KPUTHYHOTO JTUCKYPCY.

Kniouosi cnosa: xputuka o6anery; Onekcanap Yepemnnin; 6anet; xopeorpadisi, TaHelb

BAJIETHASI KPUTUKA AJIEKCAHJIPA | ITumieimckas Anuaa HukonaeBHa
YEPEITHUHA: OT BOCIIEBAHUS | Kanoudam uckyccmeosedenus, npogheccop,
AKAJEMHUYECKOMU TPAAUIMWM | Kuescuii nayuonansholii yuusepcumem
K UAEUHO-ITIOJIUTHYECKOM | xyremyper u uckycems,
UHTEHIUWMU | Kues, Vkpauna

Lenp cTaTbn — BRLICHATH OCHOBHBIE aCTIEKTHI H3MEHEHHH KOHIIETITYaIbHO-MHPOBO33PEHUYECKIX OPHEHTHPOB B KPUTHKE
Anexcannpa YepermruHa mocie okTsi0pst 1917 roga. MeTomonorus uccieJoBaHis OCHOBAaHA HA COYCTAHUH aHAJUTHICCKOTO
(aHanm3 muTEpaTypsl W UCTOYHHKOB, COOBITHH, (DAKTOB), MCTOPHUKO-KYJIBTYPHOTO (PETPOCHEKTHBHOE BOCIPOM3BEICHHE
KOHIICTITYaJIbHBIX TIO3ULUIA KpUTUKH A. UepenHIHA C yIeTOM COUOKYIBTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTA ), CPABHUTEIILHOTO (COMTOCTABIICHHE
nyONUKAIMH KPUTHKA K U mocie okTsaops 1917 roga) METOmOB, YTO MO3BOJIIIO HAMOOJICE TTOJHO PACKPBITH KPYT MPOOIeM,
CBSI3aHHBIX C TIPEAMETOM HccienoBanus. Haydnas HoBu3Ha. BriepBrie BBIBICHA CYIIIHOCTh N3MEHEHHH B 0aeTHOH KPUTHKE
Anexcanpa YepermHIHa OT BOCTICBAHUS aKaIeMUYECKON TPaJAUIIAH 10 WACHHO-TIOIUTHYECKO MHTEHIINH. BrBOIB1. BRIsIBIICHO,
YTO B HaJase 0aJeTHO-KPUTHIECKOH esTembHOCTH A. UepenmHIH ObUT CTOPOHHIKOM YHUCTOTO KIIACCHYECKOTo TaHma. Cuuta,
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YTO UCTOYHUKOM BIOXHOBEHHs OajeT™MelcTepa JOJDKHA CIY)KHTh HE JpaMa I My3bIKa, a UCKIIIOYHTEIBHO Xopeorpadus.
BecbMa HerarHBHO OTHOCHWIICS K IOSIBICHHIO TaHIA MOJCPH Ha OaJeTHOH CLEHe, CUMTAs ero 4yKEPOIHBIM JUIS PyCCKOrO
Oasiera. YCTaHOBIEHO, YTO Yepe3 HEKOTOPOE BpeMst ociie oKTsiopst 1917 roga KpUTHK OTOLIEI OT BOCTICBAHUS aKaJIEMHIECKON
TpaJLMH, TPONaraHjupoBal IPOHU3aHHOE Ma(ocoM HCKYCCTBO IS HOBOrO MHpoiierapckoro 3putens. Cuuran TaHell
«OKUBBIM HCKYCCTBOM», YTO MOXKET OBICTPO OTKJIMKAThCS HE TOJIBKO Ha XyHIOXKECTBEHHBIE, HO U COLMAIbHO-TIOJIMTHYECKHE
u3MeHenus. [IprcoeMHIIICS K CTOPOHHUKAM COIMOJIOTMYECKOTO MOJIX0/a B OlleHKe HCKyccTBa. OJHOBPEMEHHO CUUTAII, YTO
MOTPeOHOCTH B GaJIETHOM HCKYCCTBE B KOMMYHHCTHYECKOM OOIIECTBE MCUE3HET. BhIscHEeHO, uTo mocne okTstops 1917 roma
YETKO MMPOCIIEKUBACTCS WACHHO-IIONMTUYECKAs HHTCHIMS B TBOpYeCTBE A. UeperHnHa, HO sl PELeH3UI CBUIETEIbCTBYET
0 HEBO3MOXXHOCTH OJTHO3HAYHOI TPAKTOBKH €T0 ITOCIIEPEBOTIOLHOHHOTO KPUTHYECKOTO IUCKYpCa.
Kniouegvie cnosa: xputnka Oanera; Anexcanap Yepennun; 6aner; xopeorpadus; TaHen
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