KOHCTPYKTUBICTOB ¥ (PyTYPUCTOB O IEPCIEKTVBE B JKMBOINCU C COOCTBEHHBIM ITOHVMMAaHNUEM
TeopuyM NepcreKTuBbl PeHeccaHca, YTOOBI CO3/]aTh HOBYIO TEOPUI0O MOHYMEHTAIbHOTO MCKYCCTBA
Y TIEPCIIEKTUBBI JIIA HOBOJ COBETCKOI 3IOXM.

Angelina Lucento
The National Research University Higher School of Economics, Russia

REMAKING THE NEW PERSPECTIVE FROM OLD METHODS: BELA UIlTZ
AND RENAISSANCE AESTHETICS IN SOVIET MONUMENTAL ART

The well-known Hungarian artist Bela Uitz arrived in Moscow for the first time in 1921. At the
time, he was interested in socialism and Modernism. Uitz quickly became acquainted with the artists
supported by the critics from the journal “Lef”, including Aleksandr Rodchenko, Varvara Stepanova,
and Gustav Klucis. After this trip, Uitz completed two important paintings, which broke with his
usual figurative style. The first is entitled “Icon Analysis” (1922), and the second “Struggle” (1922).
The forms of the canvases of these works covered with flying squares and circles and painted with
bright colors are similar to the surfaces of the pre-revolutionary futurist paintings. The first part of this
presentation demonstrates that these works do not represent a complete turn toward futurism, but
rather constitute a short experiment with futurist forms and the theory of constructivism, as it had
been developed in Moscow in 1921.

For Uitz, the most important problem of socialist art was the problem of perspective. When these
works are compared with his other paintings from the early 1920s, they indicate that Uitz was work-
ing to find a way to open for the spectator paths for new ways of perceiving the material world. Doc-
uments from his personal archive, as well as from the archive of the October Association show that
in his view, as an artist and a theorist, the perception of the material world is always located within
the beholder, as a part of his physical organism. Therefore, the figure always remained the center
of his attention and the central subject of most of his paintings until the end of his life in 1972. In the
second half of this presentation I demonstrate how Uitz, after moving to Moscow in 1926, tried to com-
bine the constructivists and the futurists’ ideas about perspective in painting with his own under-
standing of the theories of perspective developed during the Renaissance, in order to create a new
theory of monumental art and visual perspective for the new Soviet epoch.

Bonkos Viropp Muxaiinosny
Mocxkosckuii 2ocyoapcmeenHviii yHusepcumem umeru M. B. J/lomonocosa;
Mynvmumeoua Apm Myseti, Mockea, Poccus

Mosauku crannm MeTpo «MasgKoBcKas» Amekcanapa JleiitHeKkn
u coBeTcKasa pororpadus 1920-1930-x rogos

Crannusa MeTpo «MasKoBCKasA», HOCTPOEHHas 110 MPoeKTy apxutekropa A. H. JlymknHa 1 ykpa-
IIeHHAas MO3aMYHbIMM ITAHHO, BBIIIOIHEHHBIM 10 9cKu3aM A. A. [leitHekn, Oblta oTKpbITa 11 ceH-
Ts6pst 1938 1. B 1939 . mpoekt cranuym nonyumn [pan-npu Ha Bcemmpnoit BbicTaBke B Hbio-
Vopke. 34 coxpauuBimxcst (13 35 CyIeCTBOBABIINX M3HAYATbHO) MO3aMKM O6beTMHEHbI ObIIeit
TeMOJ1, 0003HaYeHHOIT caMuM aBTOpoM, — «CyTku Crpanbl COBETOB».

ObparaeT Ha cebs BHUMaHME PaKypc, TOYKA 3peHNUA B M300paKeHNUN: 00 BACHACTCA 9TO pac-
MOJIO>KeHVEM MO3auK B IVIaOHAX Ha CBOAAX CTAHLIMU — MMMUTUPYETCS B3I/ CHU3y BBepx. On-
HAaKO 3TO MOXKET OBITb CBSI3aHO M C TE€M, YTO MMEHHO B MCKyccTBe 1920-X — IepBOil ITOJIOBUHBI
1930-x rT., 1 0cobeHHO B ¢ororpaduy, cMeblil pakypc ¥ GOpCcUpOBaHHAsA MEPCIEKTVBA YacTO
Ha3bIBa/IVICb HOBIIECTBOM ¥ ITTABHOJ 0COOeHHOCTHI0. TeM 6ojtee 4TO MHOTVE CEOXKeThI Ha MO3aMKax
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O4YeHb HAIIOMIHAIOT HEKOTOpPbIe GoTorpaduy — B YaCTHOCTH, LeJIBIN AN IPOCIaB/IeHHBIX CHUM-
KoB A. M. PogueHko.

BuI3bIBarOT MHTEpeC U M300pa>keHHbIE CIXKETHI — APKUe, eMKIe 00pa3bl — HEKOTOpPbIe B3ATHIE
U3 IPOILJIOTO, KaKye-TO POXKIEHHbIE SII0XO, ITOJICMOTPEHHbIE B HOBOJ, MEHAIOLIENCA Ha I71a3ax
peanbHOCTH. IIprdyeM XapaKTepHO, 4YTO MHOTME MOTUBBI, OYEHb ITOXOXKME IO KOMIIO3MIMN U Ha-
60py 57IEMEHTOB, BCTPEYAIOTCA Y APYIMX aBTOPOB 3MOXM — KpalfHe 9acTo 1 MPAKTUIECK BO BCEX
BUJIaX VICKYCCTBA, HO OCOOEHHO 3BYYHO M 4acTo B ¢ororpadmu, Iakare U GeKOPaTUBHO-IIPU-
K/IaJTHOM VICKYCCTBE.

TBopuecTtBO A.A. [leliHeKM JOCTATOYHO XOPOUIO M3Y4YE€HO, a MO3auKM CTAaHIUM MeTpo «Masd-
KOBCKasl» ABJIAKTCA 3HAKOBBIM IAMATHMKOM B TBOPYECTBE aBTOPA, B MCKYCCTBE 3IOXM U B aH-
caM6rie MOCKOBCKOTO MeTpomonuTeHa. IIpeacraBiseTcsa IIOZOTBOPHBIM IOCMOTPETb Ha LIMKII
MO3aMK C HOBOTO paKypca — depe3 mpusMy ¢oTorpaduim, HoKaxyii, CAMOTO pacIpoCTpaHEHHOTO,
JIOXOYMBOTr0 — NEeMOKPAaTIYHOTO BIUIA MICKYCCTBA MEpHOJia, a TaKKe Ha IpyMepe aHcaMOsd, ITy-
T€M BBIYWIECHEHNA U3 HETO OCHOBHBIX CIO)KETOB U MOTMBOB M COIIOCTaBIEHMSA UX C IIMPOKUM KPY-
rOM IPOM3BEJEHNUI Pa3INYHbIX BUIOB MCKYCCTBA, IPOBEPUTH TMIIOTE3Y O TOM, YTO, BO-TIIEPBbIX:
B 9TOT IIEepNOJ, B COBETCKOM (MM Jake MUPOBOM) MCKYCCTBE CYIIECTBOBA/IN XapaKTepHbIE I
BpPEMEHU JIeITMOTUBEL. Bo-BTOpBIX, oTorpadus, HapAay ¢ ITAKATOM M JIeKOPATUBHO-IIPUKIIAJ-
HBIM MCKYCCTBOM, Hambosiee MOMTHO U JOCTYIIHO (PMKCHPOBaja 1 BbIpaXkana 3Tu obpassl. V, 4To
caMoe IJIaBHOE, — TMPAKMPOBaja ¥ PacIpOCTpaHsA/Ia UX, OKasblBas BIMAHME Ha CO3HAHUE JIIOfleN
U BU3YaJIbHYIO KY/IbTYPY B LI€JIOM.

Igor Volkov
Lomonosov Moscow State University; Multimedia Art Museum, Moscow, Russia

ALEXANDER DEINEKA’S MOSAICS AT MAYAKOVSKAYA METRO STATION
AND SOVIET PHOTOGRAPHY OF THE 1920s-1930s

The metro station “Mayakovskaya” designed by architect A. Dushkin and decorated with mosaic
panels made from A. Deineka’s sketches was opened on September 11, 1938. In 1939, the design
of the station received the Grand Prix at the New York World’s Fair. 34 mosaics survived (out of 35 which
existed originally). They were united by a general theme marked by the author himself — “Day of the
Land of the Soviets”

One of the most striking features of the decorative cycle is the angle of view in the image: it’s due
to the location of the mosaics on the ceiling of the station — the author simulates the upward look.
However, this may be due to the fact that in the art of the 1920s — the first half of the 1930s, that es-
pecially in photography bold and forced perspective was considered to be the main innovation and
characteristic feature. Moreover, many scenes in the mosaics are very similar to those in the photo-
graphs — in particular, a number of famous pictures by A. Rodchenko.

The other interesting characteristic of the monumental ensemble are the depicted scenes — bright,
imaginative images — some derived from the past, some born by the era, peeped out of the constantly
changing reality. Moreover, it’s characteristic that many of the motifs very similar in composition and
set of elements can be found in the works of other authors of the epoch — in extreme frequency and
almost in all art forms, but especially evident and often in photography, poster and applied art.

The art of A. Deineka is well studied; and the mosaics of the “Mayakovskaya” metro station are
a landmark monument in the author’s work, the art of the epoch and in the ensemble of the Moscow
Metro. It seems promising to explore the cycle of mosaics from a new angle — through the lens of pho-
tography, perhaps the most common, straightforward — democratic art form of the period. Further-
more, taking the ensemble as the case, by distinguishing its main themes and motifs and comparing
them with a wide range of pieces of different types of art, it's important to test the hypothesis that,
firstly: in this period in the Soviet (or even global) art there existed common, typical for the time
visual compositions or patterns. Secondly: that the photography along with poster and applied art
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represented these compositions in the most coherent and perspicuous way. And most importan-
tly — replicated and distributed them, influencing people’s minds and visual culture in general.

BapnamoBa Anekcanpgpa AHgpeeBHa
Canxm-Ilemep6ypeckuii eocyoapcmeennoiii yHusepcumem, Poccus

Acconmanusa XyJ0)KHIKOB PeBOMIOIMOHHOM Poccun: «Pyccknii >)KMBONCHBIN peHecCaHc»
WIN «OT>KNBamlee snnroncreo»? K sonpocy o nonemuxe Bokpyr VIII BpicTaBKn
AXPP «Kuzup u 6611 Hapogos CCCP» 1926 ropa

3 mas 1926 1. cOCTOAIOCH OTKPbITME OFHOI U3 KPYIHEMIINX COBETCKMX BbICTaBOK 1920-X IT.
«KusHp 1 66T HapogoB CCCP», opraHn3oBaHHON Accolyalyeil XyOXXHIKOB PEeBOJIOIVIOHHOMN
Poccun. OHa cTasma MacIITaOHBIM CMOTPOM XYIO>KECTBEHHBIX IIPOV3BEJIeHNIT, CO3[JaHHBIX B XOfie
1e7IeBbIX KOMAaHIVMPOBOK B pasHble KOHIIbI CoBeTckoro Corosa, 1 CBOEro pojia JeMOHCTpaluen
IIePBBIX HOCTVDKEHUI MCKYCCTBA IOCEPEBOIIOLMOHHOrO nepruoaa. [lybnmmanoe ob6cyxaeHne Bbl-
CTaBKV Pa3BepPHY/IOCh Ha CTPAHMUIAX IEPUOAUYECKUX M3/JaHUI B Mae — Hos0pe 1926 1. MHeHus
BapbMPOBA/IVICh OT IpU3HaHMA UCKYcCTBa AXPP «pyccKkyM >XMBONMCHBIM PEHECCAHCOM» JO OIpe-
JleTIeHNs eTo KaK KpailHeil pOpPMBI «XyHZOXKeCTBEHHOI'O KOHCepBaTU3Ma».

PaccmoTpenne KOHKpeTHOI 9KCIIO3MULIMY IOCTENIEHHO NIEPEPOCTIO B AUCKYCCUIO U JaXKe TIOIEMUKY
BOKPYT 00J1ee MMPOKOIT IPo6/IeMBbl, KaCaIOLIENICs Iy Teil Ja/IbHeNIIero pasBUTIs 1300pasuTeIbHOTO
uckycctBa u pomu AXPP B ¢popmMupoBaHuu coOBpeMeHHOro CTwiA usonycy. HeoObIKHOBEHHO
OCTPO MPOSBIINCD U Pa3HOITIACKA, CYIIECTBYIOIINE B chepe TOCyAapCTBEHHON XY0KeCTBEHHO
IOIUTUKA — 00 9TOM CBUZETEIbCTBOBA TOT PaKT, YTO HAPOJHBII KOMYCCAp NMPOCBEIeHNs U 3a-
Befyrolmii Xy/J0)KeCTBEHHBIM OTAenoM HapongHoro xommccapmara NpoCBeNieHNs 3aHANIN IPOTH-
BOIIOJIO>KHbBIE TTO3ULNNL.

[Tonemnka Bokpyr VIII BeictaBkn AXPP «Kusup n 6s1T HapogoB CCCP» 1926 r. aet BO3-
MO>XHOCTD IIPOaHA/IM3VPOBATh KOMIUIEKC IIPO0OJIeM, KOTOPBIII BCTANI IIepef; TOCYAAPCTBOM B CBA3U
C HeoOXOAMMOCTBI0O pedopMMpoBaHusA cepbl MCKYCCTBA, a TaKKe OTBETUTb Ha IJIABHBIN BO-
IIPOC — MOXXHO /T CYUTaTh UCKYcCTBO AXPP coBeTCKUM «BO3pOXJEHMEM».

Aleksandra Varlamova
Saint Petersburg State University, Russia

ASSOCIATION OF ARTISTS OF REVOLUTIONARY RUSSIA: “RUSSIAN PAINTING RENAISSANCE”
OR “OBSOLESCENT ART OF EPIGONES”? ON THE QUESTION OF THE POLEMIC AGAINST
8th AKHRR EXHIBITION «LIFE AND BEING OF THE PEOPLE OF THE USSR» (1926)

The exhibition “Life and Being of the People of the USSR” organized by the Association of Artists
of Revolutionary Russia was opened on May, the 3rd 1926 and appeared to be one of the largest So-
viet expositions of the1920s. It became the extensive review of artworks created during target trips
to different regions of the USRR and the demonstration of the first achievements in the art field after
the October Revolution as well. The public criticism of the exhibition took place in Soviet periodicals
in May and continued till November 1926. The opinions varied from the definition of AKhRR as “Rus-
sian painting Renaissance” to regarding it as an extreme “artistic conservatism”.

Consideration of the exhibition gradually turned into a discussion and then into polemic about
more complicated problems connected with the path of development of the Soviet art and the AKhRR’s
place in formulating the contemporary style of painting. The discussion revealed controversy in the
state arts policy and opposite views of the People’s Commissar of Enlightenment and the Head of the
Art Department of the same Commissariat was a perfect example.

249



