Rosh Ireland

Shkvarkin and the Terrorists

The Soviet dramatist Vasilii Shkvarkin (1894 — 1967) wrote at different periods in
his career four plays whose subject might well now fall under the broad heading

of terrorism.!

In 1925, at a time when plays on recent history formed a sub-
stantial part of the repertoire, he was placed first in a competition organised by
the Moscow Education Department (MONO) which attracted 126 entries, but in
which in the event no prize was awarded.” His entry was the play /Ipedamens-
cmeo [ecaeea (Degaev'’s Treachery), also known as B enyxoe yapcmeosanue and
Youiicmseo Cyoetikuna (In a Doleful Reign, The Murder of Sudeikin), an historical
drama on the nineteenth-century revolutionary Populist Sergei Degaev, suborned
and recruited as an agent by Georgii Sudeikin, colonel of the gendarmerie and
inspector of the tsarist secret police in St Petersburg who was assassinated by the
People’s Will (Narodnaia volia) organization in 1883. The play was staged in
Moscow in late 1925 at the Moscow Trades Union Council Theatre (Teatr imeni
MGSPS), the third play performed by the newly formed Maly Theatre Studio
(Studiia Malogo teatra). Thereafter it was staged widely round the provincial
theatres, remained in the repertoire of the Studio in 1932 and was still on the
stage in Leningrad as late as 1935. It was published in 1926 and again in a revised
edition in 1930.3

It is an ebullient but uneven play whose three recorded titles provide some
reflection of the confusion of emphasis in the drama. It is historical in that it deals
with the relationship between the Okhrana and the revolutionaries in 1882—83 and
makes use of historical characters — Plehve, Lavrov and others — in addition to the
central figures. The dramatic collision, however, is confined to three contrasting
characters: Sudeikin, the Gendarme colonel and secret policeman, Degaev, the

! The research on which this article is based was carried out with the aid of a grant from the Arts
Faculty of the Australian National University. I acknowledge the generous cooperation of the
Manuscript Section of the State Bakhrushin Theatre Museum and of the Library of The Union of
Theatrical Workers (earlier the Library of the All-Russian Theatrical Society).

2 [Ipoepammpl 2ocydapcmeennbix akademuueckux meampoe, 9 (1925), 10.

3 B anyxoe yapemeosanue (Tpedamenscmeo Jezaesa), (Mocksa: Mommux, 1926; Mocksa: Teokuno-
nevats, 1930). Page references are to the Modpik edition. The Degaev story is explored in Richard
Pipes, The Degaev Affair (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003).
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vulnerable revolutionary, and Degaev’s wife, the instrument, and the mistress,
of Sudeikin. An attractive young woman, she does not share the revolutionary
zeal of the husband who has led her far from respectable gentility into a world
of danger and deprivation, and is easily manipulated by Sudeikin in his efforts
to turn Degaev into an agent provocateur and police spy among the narodniki.
An effective if schematic opening scene shows Sudeikin applying cynical and

ruthless pressure to another young woman to use her body in his service:

Heysxenu BBl gymaeTe, Ha OPYroil Ha «KaHIEISIPCKOW» CIyk0e, BBl CO BCe-
MM BallUMH TPEKPACHBIMH CIIOBAaMHU IYIIOH M TEJIOM He Oy/ieTe 3aBHCETh
ot Jyroboro cronoHadansHuka? JXKu3Hb ciiomaer. Uem ke MBI, XKaHIapMEL,
xyxe apyrux? Ilmatum Mel menpo... Bel ciblmany, kak JIORH HCYe3aloT,

npomanatot 6e3 ciaena? Ito He ckazku! (3)

The grim humour, though not sustained, is an early indication of the author’s talent
as a comic writer. The young woman is followed by a worker who withstands
Sudeikin’s stage-managed reception, and then a drunken thief who is recruited.
Similar pressure is then applied to Degaev and his wife, caught by Katanskii
in Odessa following the discovery of an illegal printing shop. In a disturbing
scene surely less reminiscent of Tsarist methods than prophetic of those of Stalin’s
police, Sudeikin threatens to have the wife brought in, stripped and raped by the

police if Degaev remains silent:

51 Mory mpozienarh, Kak IPHHATO BBIPaKaThCs, TI00YI0 THYCHOCTh, — H CO-

BepuieHHo Oe3Haka3anHo. B Poccuu 310 yno6Ho. (12)

In the meantime, a conversation between Plehve and Sudeikin, in which the for-
mer indirectly orders the assassination of the Minister of the Interior, shows the
apparent villain of the piece in a new light: Sudeikin appears less of a rogue than

his political masters:

[ocne Taxoii Toprosiau MEe — CynelkuHy — X04eTcsi B 0aHIO CXOAUTh, —

nanumio. Kanauaar B munuctpsl. ['aguna... S 0yny munauctpom. 5. (10)

It is at this point that he learns of the arrest of Degaev, who will be the means
of achieving ambitions whose culmination, like those of Raspliuev in Sukhovo-
Kobylin’s Ceadvba Kpewunckozeo (Krechinskii'’s Wedding: 1854), takes the play
beyond psychological drama to the point of political fantasy or absurdity. Degaev
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accepts his role as agent among the revolutionaries, and although the indulgent
lifestyle he adopts gives rise to some suspicion, he is able to operate freely until
he proposes the assassination of Tolstoi and Plehve.

The following act brings the climax of the play in Sudeikin’s breathtaking
proposal for an alliance between police and terrorists which will bring him to the
throne. Through police infiltration, he has brought into being a society which can
only be compared with Stalin’s:

OO011ecTBO MPUTAMIIOCh — HU I'y-TY. S BceM Ipeiaralo 1 IeHbI U U CIIy KOy
B OXPaHHOM OTJIEJICHUH. DTO XOPOIIO. YeCTHBIH YeIeOBEK TEnepb CMOTPHUT
Ha JIPYTrOro YeCTHOTO YEJIOBEKa, a PO ce0s AyMaeT: Oi LIITHOH, O CHIIINK!
COunach Hama my0nuka, onacaercs, osupaercsa. Ha ynuue, B Tearpe, B ro-

CTSIX, U 'y cebs joma — yiiei 6osrcest. (25)

His plan is now have Degaev shoot at him in the park, so that he can retire in
justified apprehension for his own life. Degaev will then organise a small terrorist
group outside the control of both the government and Narodnaia volia which will
assassinate Tolstoi, Plehve, the Grand Duke Vladimir Aleksandrovich and their
successors. In the ensuing panic, the government will recall Sudeikin and offer
him the ministry of the interior:

.. ¥ Teppop 3amMep, Kak pyKol cHso. Sl yroBopio y mapsi GecripuMepHbIe
nonHomouus. S Oyny ordupars mronei. CBOMX, BEPHBIX, CO MHOIO XKH3HBIO
U CMEPThIO CBSI3aHHBIX. ThI OyICIIb MHUHHUCTPOM, a s IPU 3alyraHHOM,
OIIANICBIIIEM rocynape — s OyAy JUKTaTopoM BcepoccuiickuM. [IpaBute-
JIeM Bced 3emum. Bceei 3emun... Kak 3HaTh: 4bs elme OWHACTHS 3aliMeT

poccuiickuii mpecton — Pomanossix min Cyneikusbix? Most. (26)
He is contemptuous of his superiors:

Bnactu Hamm — Aypadybe: roCyJapCTBEHHBIX IMMPECTYITHUKOB HAJ0 Ka3HUTH
HOYbIO, B KazeMarax, a OHHU B HHTepe, cpean Oena JHA, HAa CEMCHOBCKOM

taiy. (27)

The next scene is the turning point of the play and its weak link. Prompted
by Sudeikin’s seduction of his wife and by his sister’s report of the arrest of
Vera Figner, Degaev confesses that he has been the traitor responsible for all the
arrests. Exploiting the irony of the situation and Degaev’s double role, Shkvarkin
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turns the arranged attempt on Sudeikin’s life by Degaev into a real execution
ordered by Narodnaia volia, and the play ends in a long scene involving multiple
assassination attempts, the murders of Sudeikin and his subordinate, struggles
off-stage and on a darkened stage, and a symbolic ash-tray hurled through the
window to attract attention to the victims. The ending reads as melodrama —
an element present throughout the play, — because the violence which results
from the intrigues of Sudeikin seems arbitrary and unmotivated by anything in
the behaviour of the revolutionaries or Degaev himself. In the production at the
Akvarium theatre, Alexander III was brought on in a final scene to hear a report
on the murders.* He has no part in the published versions of the play.

For contemporary critics, the author’s failure to focus his attention and knit
together the various subject lines meant that the potential of the play was not
realised. In any case, its portrayal of the ambitions and methods of the secret
police would have been quite enough to account for its disappearance from the
repertoire during the 1930s, although it does not seem to have acquired any no-
toriety. Among the substantial segments cut from the play for the second edition
is an anecdote about the revolutionary Populist N. I. Zhukovskii, who met Marx
shortly before the latter’s death and thereafter countered all arguments with the
words ‘Marx himself told me that’. Plekhanovs response was to circulate the

following apocryphal statement to Marx himself:

Hy u naBpan xe g )KykoBCKOMY O pyCCKUX Jellax, a OH, OAU, U OBEPUI —

BCIONY TeTlepb pacrpocTpanser. (35)

The other excisions provide a striking illustration of the sensitivities of the censor
at that relatively early stage of Stalinism: a description of the execution of Per-
ovskaia and Zheliabov, the conspiratorial and repressive methods of the police,
the security of the chief of Police and a disrespectful reference to the sovereign:

Ox, ecnu 651 3Ha1a Poccust, kTo eto npaBut? JleTH paccMesuuch Obl, CTApUKI

OT CThIJA 3arIaKaiu. .. (27)

Shkvarkin’s second history play, 00-eopn (The Year of the Furnace) was
published in the same year as his first.> Isidor Shtok claims that it was produced at

4 M. U., ‘[leracsumna’, Hoguiii spumens, 38 (1925), 9.
5 Ioo-zopn (Mocksa: Moprmuk, 1926).
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the Zamoskvoretskii Theatre, which later that year became the Lensovet Theatre
(Teatr Lensoveta).® Unlike its predecessor, it does not appear to have established
itself on the stage.

Rather than concentrate on a specific conflict between two principal charac-
ters, this play takes the form of a panorama of the year 1905, beginning four days
before Bloody Sunday and ending with the arrest of the Executive Committee
of the Petersburg Soviet and the news of the failure of the Moscow rising. In
a social dimension, it contrasts the behaviour of a worker’s family with that of
the household of a wealthy merchant. The historical characters include Trotskii,
Kuniants and Gapon, but none of these has more than an episodic role.

Continuity in this diffuse drama depends on the younger son and daughter of
the working-class family and on a friend of the family. In Act I, which is lively
and moves at a good pace, the daughter of the house, in domestic service, is being
pressured to marry a shopkeeper (and receiver of stolen goods), in preference to a
discharged soldier who has returned from the war with a St. George’s Cross, but
also on crutches and dying from tuberculosis. Father and son, meantime, argue on
predictable lines over the activist priest Gapon. Act II deals with the eve and the
day of Bloody Sunday. The son’s distrust of Gapon is supported by a Bolshevik
agitator, before Gapon himself enters to ask for water and to bless his followers.
On the day itself, a conversation with an old neighbour links the expectations of
the march to the impact and aftermath of Emancipation:

K rocmiomam, 3Ha4nT: Kak Tak? [Ja—a. A croms, sk3eKynus monuia. My»XHKOB

MIOJ Yepe]] epenopoin. J{eBoK conaarsl, CTpacTb, MepenopTuin. .. (12)

Just after the mother of the family has expressed the hope that on this occasion
the Tsar will take their part, the body of the eldest son who has been killed in the
fighting is brought in.

Act 111, which is strongly reminiscent of Tolstoi’s /7200wt npoceewenus (The
Fruits of Enlightenment), brings a change of scene and plays itself out as a comedy
of manners in the household of the merchant, whose pretensions are revealed by
a series of malapropisms in his exchanges with his Muscovite wife:

6 1. IlItok, ‘Komenuorpad Bacumuii Ilkpapkun’, Teamp, 8 (1958), 125-133. There is no record of a
production in the card indexes of these theatres held in the library of the Union of Theatrical Workers.
There is a record of a performance at the Usievich Club in Moscow in 1927.
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JlBeHanuats siet B [letepOypre, a TOBOPHIIB, KaK Ha BIIUBOH IOpKe: «IIpH-
IypbIo». MOXKHO CKa3aTh TO JK€ CaMO€ IIMBIIM30BAHHEIM, TapJIaMEHTCKIM

s3p1KOM. He «mipuaypsio», a Harpumep, spyaunumeii. (13)

A company made up of wastrel son, romantic lady, left-wing damsel, progressive
lawyer and others then gathers for a seance manipulated by the son and a dra-
goon officer. Contact between the two households is established by the worker’s
daughter Olia, who is in service with the merchant, and her friend Petr, who offers
to help when the lights fail. The lawyer greets the latter with a speech which
Shkvarkin loads with heavy-handed humour:

ToBapwI, HaJIEIOCH, 51 BRIPAXXy 0OIIee )KeJlaHue, €CJIN OT JINIA IIPUCYTCTBY-
IOIMX, MTPUHECY BaM OJIaroapHOCTh 32 FOTOBHOCThH IOMOYb HaM B JieJIe,
TaK cKa3arh, OCBELICHHU. 51 Bceraa 3Bajl HHTEIUIMTCHIUIO paboTarh pyka 00
PYKY C HPOJIETAPUATOM, U €Ll B IPOLIIOM I'Ofly HEJIeIIMHU, TaK CKa3aTh, He
cHHUMaJ (paka, IPUCYTCTBYS SKESIHEBHO HAa OaHKETaxX M IOHUMas OoKa 3a

Haie obmiee neno. (19)

The exaggerated humour works quite well for the author, but makes for a carica-
ture of the merchant household gross enough to unbalance the play. Olia’s curtain
line: ‘Are these really people?’ (Passe smo ar0ou?) is only too apt. The act ends
with two farcical episodes: a scramble in the dark as Petr switches out the light to
avoid an attack by the dragoon officer, and a muddled attempt by father and son
simultaneously to seduce Olia.

The fourth act begins with the arrest of the Executive Committee of the Peters-
burg Soviet chaired by Trotskii: Shkvarkin in a note cites as his sources Trotskii’s
1905 200 (The Year 1905) and Sverchkov’s Ha 3ape pesontoyuu (At the Dawn of
the Revolution). The scene is a short one, its main elements being the closing
of the session by Trotskii, after he establishes moral authority over the Police
Chief, and Zvezdin’s appeal to the troops called to support the arrest. The second
scene returns to the worker family, now joined by refugee peasants. Petr arrives
from Moscow (by train!), wounded, to report the failure of the rising there. The
peasants are then arrested, as is Petr, who is taken for being in possession of papers
which have been planted on him. The younger son then ends the play reading
from Lenin on the beginning of the Revolution in Russia (‘Hauano peomtorun B
Poccun’). Effective in some of its passages, The Year of the Furnace is rather too
ambitious in its scope and presents a conventional view of the events of 1905 with
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a decided lack of balance. There is no doubt the central, if episodic, role assigned

to Trotskii was enough to ensure its disappearance from the stage by 1927.

Having abandoned history for comedy in the late *twenties, Shkvarkin returned
to the theme of terrorism, albeit in a contemporary setting, in two plays of the
early ’thirties. Equally congruent with the demands of the time, they marked
a new beginning for the dramatist following his retreat from the stage in 1929,
occasioned by vicious criticism from the left (Shkvarkin himself cites the verses
of Blium and Beskin written at the end of the 1929-30 season).” These plays are
a strange hybrid of comedy and the kind of social drama required at the turn of
the ’thirties, engineered to accommodate the themes required as the Soviet theatre
fell increasingly under the influence of RAPP,? although later happily abandoned
as Shkvarkin turned from semi-serious drama to become the most popular writer
of farces of that decade.

Kmo uoém? (Who Goes There?), dated ‘Makhindzhauri, June—August 1930°,
was produced at the New Theatre (Novyi teatr) in January 1931 by the team
(Kaverin as director, Mandel'berg as designer and Germanov as musical director)
which had collaborated on the last of Shkvarkin’s vaudevilles of the ’twenties,
LIynep (The Trickster). The author describes it as a ‘play’ and his short note
summarising its theme seems to indicate a new departure:

Tema: Bopb0a CTYIEHTOB MPOTHUB KJIACCOBO—YYXKAOTO JIEMEHTA, MPOHHK-

1IE€ro B BBICIIYIO H.IKOJ'Iy.g

Isidor Shtok, generous as ever in characterising Shkvarkin’s work, suggests the
author was carried away by the excitement of the new age in tertiary education
and intent on packing into the play an extraordinary amount of material garnered
the impressions of his own contacts and the press. Justifiably, he notes the play’s
inordinate length.'? Superficially at least, it seems representative of the melodra-
matic five-year-plan drama typical of the early ’thirties, with two main characters
who pose a potential risk to Soviet society: a professor of chemistry who might
be expected to be hostile to the system and susceptible to the blandishments of the

7Rosh Ireland, ‘Four Vaudevilles: Vasilii Shkvarkin’s Comedies of the 1920s’, Australian Slavonic
and East European Studies, 1-2 (2005), 69-93.

8 A. J. Metcalf, ‘RAPP and the Theatre: 1927-1932’, (unpublished paper).
9 B. IllkBapkun, Kmo udem? (Mocksa: denepanus, 1932).
1011, I1Itoxk, ‘Komenmorpad’.
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West, and an ambitious and conniving student with relatives abroad and contacts
with foreign intelligence services. Each is an example of disloyalty (or potential
disloyalty) in science, and each is also a moral danger to society: the student,
Verigin, lives on the earnings of his mistress, a seamstress, while Markovskii,
the scientist, having discarded one mistress, an actress, attempts to seduce Vera,
a young provincial girl come to Moscow to study. In contrast to them is the
student Belkin, Vera’s former sweetheart and Verigin’s rival for a post-graduate
post, enjoying in this contest the support of the student collective.

In general, if not in particulars, the development of the plot is predictable.
Verigin, denounced for being a kept man, turns the tables on his accusers by faking
a suicide attempt (in a carefully-plotted mime scene, a device Shkvarkin uses
frequently), supposedly because of the persecution he alleges in his suicide note:

Hckpenno xernaro mobeas! HOBOMY KJ1acCy. BbUT GBI CHACTINB CITyKHTH EMY.

Ho mens 3arpaBmin. .. (25)

Even before the suicide, Verigin has seized the moral high ground by accusing
Belkin of trying to discredit him in order to get the postgraduate post:

Uro ke Tak Maio oOBuHeHWiT? Bansiite nanmeie. benorsapaeen. Yowuiina.
Bop... Jla! Ecmu 00miecTBEHHOCTh CBOAUTCS K OOBICKY IOCTEIH — S HE
oOmecTBeHHHK. Ecin yrapHOCTh 3aKimiodaeTcs B OMTBE MO ULy Oe33aImunT-

HOTO — S HE YIapHUK... (23)

This undermines Belkin’s credibility with the student body, and he is further de-
moralised when he quarrels with Vera over her appearance in suggestive clothing
in Markovskii’s flat; in fact, she had borrowed the clothes of the professor’s ex-
mistress when her own were soaked in a downpour. Downcast and a little drunk,
Belkin is walking past a shop when he becomes the central figure in a scene quite
at odds with the realist style of the play as a whole. Two tailor’s dummies in the
window, a couple in evening dress, begin to dance and then to discuss Belkin’s
predicament, naturally from the point of view of the class enemy — precisely the
point of view, of course, from which Belkin has judged Vera’s conduct. When the
dummies speak of Vera in the hands of a professor who has offered her perfume,
stockings and a bed, Belkin loses his temper and smashes the window, ending the
pantomime.
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Verigin, predictably, is caught red-handed stealing scientific papers from
Markovskii. To make matters worse, his doctor, deeming such conduct good
reason to set aside his professional obligation of confidentiality, announces that
his suicide attempt was a put-up job. Markovskii’s case is rather different, in that
Vera’s influence seems to convert him to a position of loyalty to the Soviet state.
Whereas earlier in the play he is critical of those who turn against Belkin:

Ho teneps npunsumics 3a benkuna. Tak Ha3biBaeMasi «0OIIECTBEHHO-
cTh» TpeOyeT Bamel «ImyOmuuHON Ka3Hm». Heyxkenn Henb3st 000HTHCH 0e3
TIepPMaHEHTHOH >KECTOKOCTH? 3eMIIH BHI, JIFOZICH HE JIIOOHTE. ..

Hy BOT, HACKOKM Ha HMHOBEPHBIX... OOIICCTBEHHOE NEPETPSIXUBAHHE

IPA3HOTO Oembs... DTOT cop... Heyxenu ol Tak He Ope3ruBbi? (35)
He is no less callous at the end of the play in attacking Verigin:

... Takux rocmnoq Ha10 yHUYTOXKATb. (63)
When Verigin reminds him of his earlier words, he renounces them:

Moum [cnoBa]? Bagop! Crutetau! Hukorna HUYero mogo6HOTo He TOBOPHIT!
Hao6opor... 5 yauBIsioCch MPaBUTENBCTBY, OOLIECTBY. .. 10 CHX MOpP HE H3-

JKUTh ATHX O0aHauTOB! (63)

His reward for thus turning his coat is partial acceptance into the community:
Bcero onuH mar B Hamry CTOpoHy caenaiu. bimke, mpodeccop! (64)

Apart from the theatricality of the shop-window pantomime and the sham
suicide scene, there is another dimension to the play which hardly fits the familiar
model. Besides his recognised ability to compile a comic plot, transferred in this
instance to a more serious area, Shkvarkin is generally credited with two qualities
which were to be crucial to his success later in the ’thirties: he can make lively and
‘actable’ characters, particularly in the ranks of minor characters; and his dialogue
coruscates with puns, quips, word play and whimsy, much of it appropriate and
ludibrious, some of it exaggerated, out of character or in doubtful taste, as if the
author could not resist the temptation to leave in any joke once it had been found.
One student’s speech on the importance of sport in developing self-control evokes
the following (fanciful) picture of an adjournment in the British House of Lords,
when all the members go out into the courtyard:
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TorncToBKHU 10JIOH, ¥ 10 T€X TOP MO phlIaM OBIOTCS, MIOKA UXHUIA Tpecea-
TEJNb, TOT... CKUIIETP U3 OKHA HE MMO3BOHHT. TyT Bce, KaK OJWH, 3aJI€3al0T
00paTHO B BEPXHIOIO MMAJATy W MPSAMO UX HE y3HaTh. Y APYIOro eme KpoBb
U3 HOCY, a OH: «HE COOJaroBOJIUT JIM JAOCTONOYTEHHBIA C3p OTBETUTH HA
BONpOC, Kacaromuiics 1o OrHeHHoi 3emiu?» Bropoli BckakuBaeT — U ¢
MIOJTHOM BEXKITMBOCTBIO, Oy/ITO He pajcs: «Ha Bompoc J0CTOmoYTeHHOTO C3-
pa s y’Ke HMeIl YeCTh OTBETHTH Ha MO3ANPOILIYIO IITHUIY». A caM JyMaeT:

«YT0, cwein, cBooub!» Jto camoobnananue. (18)

The irreverent tone and disjointed logic of the badinage which is such a feature of
the earlier vaudevilles, particularly as handled by some perky minor characters,
sometimes undermines the seriousness of the theme:

Cepruoga. [Tama, st 6e3 Myx4rH QUIEMBI HE IOHUMAIO U TIOKapa 00rck. (7)

CpruoBa. YUeHBIH... paHbllle HAyKH ObIIM KPOTKUE: PUCOBAHME, 3aKOH 00-
XKHH, a Terepb — YTO HHU y4eOHHK — «00ph0a KIIacCoBY, «COMPOTHBICHHE
Marepuanoy. OJHY KeCTOKOCTH IIpernoaaoT. BoH B TpuHaanaromM HomMepe
Toxe npodeccop. OH KaKyl0—TO IKOHOMHIO H3y4aeT, a CaM Cpasy 3a JIByMs
yxaxkuBaeT. 11 GOJIbLIIEBUKY XOPOILIH: BPEAUTENCil H3)KUBAIOT, @ C My)KUHHA-

MU 10 CUX TIOP HE ITOKOHYUIIN.

3uHKa. ...S] co3nana HOBBI 00pa3 duansl! BeicTynaro 6e3 mokpsiBaia, Hox
OJIHUM IICEBIOHMMOM. A OH Ha 4TO criocoOeH? Kakylo—To BOHIOUYIO JKIDKY

nzobpen!
CpruoBa. OHH paboTaIOT.
3uHKa. Sl Toxe He MoKIIaias pyK TaHIyo. .. OfHaKo mopTper ero, ero! Crpa-

BeuBo? Hert, conmanus3m B ofHOHM cTpaHe HeBo3MokeH! (9)

3unKa. A 4TO BBI XOpOoUI€HbKas, 3TO TOJIIBKO 06y3a: TEHEPb C HAPYKHOCTBIO

HU B OJIHO yUpeXJeHUE He OepyT: OHa, TOBOPST, U TaK ycTpourcs. (15)

Jloxtop. UTo ke 3TO BBI, MOJO/OI 4eIOBEK, CTpeJsieTech, TaK CKasaTh,

HEeoOpOCOBECTHO. (26)

3uHka. Tereps Bce pyraioTcs, a IPUATHBIE JIHLA TOJIBKO Y JKYJIHKOB OBIBAIOT.
47

While no one has attempted to analyse Shkvarkin’s dialogue, the accepted point of
comparison is Erdman. Surely, however, the sentence rhythms, the leaps of logic
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creating nonsense, the misuse of sophisticated words and expressions, the placing,
and consequent distortion, of set expressions out of context and the collision of
registers all point to a kinship with Zoshchenko.!!

While the humour is a lightening element, Shkvarkin was evidently still ap-
prehensive that the play might list towards melodrama, and in a note to the director
he insists that the play be approached almost with levity:

VMBIIUICHHO HE YITyOuIss IICMXOJIOTNYECKUX MOMEHTOB TIbECHI, S CTa-
pajics caieraThb ee JIETKOW 1 00apoii.

HpI/IMI/ITe 9TO BO BHUMAHHUC.

He asks the actors to eschew exaggeration and requests a degree of underplaying,
suggests that any music be restricted to the background, as a support for some
characters or scenes, and instructs the designer to avoid clutter:

[oxanyiicra, He 3arpoMoXxaaiiTe.

Since the play tackled, at least on the surface, a topical subject and was set in
a tertiary institution, it was discussed (apparently before the public preview on
6 January) at a meeting of the editorial board of Komsomol'skaia pravda. On
that occasion, Kaverin announced that a number of attractive items were to be
included in the show: topical interludes, interval business, staged quizzes with
the actors in costume competing against the audience, etc., all of which, it was
accepted, would increase the political impact. The play was approved, though
many of the suggestions made to the author involved reinforcing the role of the
Party organisation in the educational institution.!?

Kaverin’s archive contains the texts of three verse interludes.!*> The first
consists of twenty lines of verse by Shkvarkin on the year 1905. The second,
headed ‘Ob ovladenii tekhnikoi’ (On Mastering Technology) opens with four
lines which can only be described as lubberly:

CrpaBnss Ipa3HUK BCEH CTpaHBbl,

ITo6GenHo B3B 3HAMEHA B PYKH

1 Disappointingly, a comparison with Zoshchenko’s stage play of the same period, Veaocaemviii
mosapuuy (Dear Comrade, 1930), proves not to be apt because of that comedy’s total saturation with
negative characters speaking fractured Russian.

12 Mux. JI., ‘HoBas nbeca u3 By3oBcKoi sxum3uu’, (unidentified cutting).
13 State Bakhrushin Theatre Museum, Manuscript Section, Fond 454, 689—691.



72 ROSH IRELAND

MEI IOMHHTH B TMpa3saHUuKE JOJIKHBI

[Ipo cBsI3b NOCTPONKU U HAYKHU.
There follow sixty lines about backwardness, catching up and study, ending with:

[TocTaBuM KpecT Ha TEMHOTE,
JIumb 3ax0TeTh HAM TOPsIY0—0bI!
Tax mogHUMUTE PYyKU Te,

Kro romnocyer 3a yue0y.

These verses are followed by an interactive scene with the audience, which in
this case is made up of workers at a sugar factory:

OkasbiBaercs, CaBByIIIKa 3TOT 3aBOJl XOPOILO 3HAET U, UMIIPOBU3UPYSI, pac-
CKa3bIBACT O TEX COOBITUSAX H OTICIBHBIX JIAX, OTMETUTH KOTOPHIC IIPOCUT

(hab3aBKOMOpraHHU3aINH. . .

The third interlude is 26 lines of doggerel on the thirteenth anniversary of the Red
Army. (In the published version of the play, there is a further interlude in which
three students rehearse agitprop verses on the Five Year Plan for performance at
a chemical factory.)

If Komsomol'skaia pravda was benign, the critics, no less hostile to Shk-
varkin than three years earlier, were indignant.'"* Shkvarkin’s vuz was seen as
quite out-of-date, his Verigin too consistent a villain, the reform of Markovskii
unexplained, his students unsatisfactory, his foreign spy unnecessary, his class
enemies idealised, and his hero’s visit to a pub bewildering. In a review which
verged on a denunciation, Aleksandr Gladkov brought against the author a charge
very serious in the context of the time:

PG)KI/ICCypa HE BbITpaBuJia U3 NMbECHL 3aTXJIBIA UHTEIUTUTCHTCKUI JYIIOK.

One is left with the impression that, at a time when it was impossible even to
approach the satirical (Blium made his statement about the undesirability of satire
at this time'> and Erdman’s Camoy6uiiya (The Suicide) appeared on the list of

14 C. Yekuna, ‘Kto unér?’, Penepmyapno—uncmpykmushsie nucoma, 2 (1932), 10~11. Evr. Cum, ‘Kto
xe uaér?’, (unidentified cutting). A. I'magkos, ‘Kmo uoém? (Crynus Mainoro Tearpa)’, (unidentified
cutting).

15 “CoBerckas catupa — HOMOBCKAs IPONOBE/Ib. 3a Heil OueHb YIOGHO CHPATATHCS KIACCOBOMY BpPa-

ry. Carupa HaM He HyXHa, OHa BpeiHa pabode—KPeCThSIHCKOI TONyaapCTBeHHOCTH. Jlumepamyphas
eazema, 13/1/1930.
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banned plays'®), Shkvarkin had attempted to find a new vehicle for the real talents
which he knew he possessed and sought it in an approved area. Unfortunately,
the levity of his approach made for a play which lacked balance and consistency
and which, of course, was premised on an acceptance of the propaganda myths
of the time.

Later in 1932, N. M. Radin, who had played the film producer in Boxpye céema na
camom cebe (Around the World on Oneself’) in 1927 and staged Jlupa nanpoxam
(Lyre for Hire) in Krasnodar in the following year, was lamenting in his corre-
spondence that he had undertaken to direct Shkvarkin’s eighth play, Jokmop Ezop
Kysueyoe (Dr Egor Kuznetsov), at the Moscow Dramatic Theatre (Moskovskii
dramaticheskii teatr, the title taken by the old Korsh Theatre when removed from
private hands three years earlier):

Casi3a)1 MEHS 4epT ¢ MOCTaHOBKOM mbechl LIkBapkuHa (e 10 cux mop eie
W Ha3BaHMS He NIPUIyMaHO) — ciabasi mbeca: He IOHNMAl0, KaK MOT' €€ IPo-
MIyCTUTH XyAMOJUTIPOCBET. 5] TOBOPHII JUPEKLIUH, YTO 3TO BEPHBIN KUPHBIH

MHUHYC UIA T€aTpa — HE IIOHUMAIOT.
A later letter indicates that Shkvarkin, at that time, had problems with the censor:

Jloxmop Ezcop Ky3neyos nepenec MHOTO CTpafaHuii oT ueH3ypsl. [Ibeca mo-
BEPXHOCTHAs, Kak 00bryHO y [lIkBapkuHa, HO MyONIHUKa CMOTPHUT €€ C yIO0-

BOJIbCTBHUEM. 17

The first performance was scheduled for 30 December, but the season may not
have begun until 5 January 1933. A strong cast included Radin himself, Mark
Bernes, Mikhail Bolduman and Boris Petker.

Despite the misgivings expressed in his letters, Radin was kinder to Shkvarkin
in an interview:

Hogas nbeca B. IllkBapkuHa, Ha MOH B3IVIsiAL, TOBOJIBHO 3HAYUTEIBHOE SIB-
JICHHE B COBPEMEHHOI1 Apamaryprun. Ha nepBom muiaHe aBTop HaOpachIBaeT

CXBaTKy IpejicTaBUTEeNel HOBOM KyJBbTYphI ¢ IPYIIOH oTcTalol HaydHOU

16 Penepmyapno—uncmpyxmuensie nucoma, 2 (1931), 32.

171 etters from Radin to A. S. Rabinovich, 31 October, 1931, and N. N. Sinel'nikov, 2 F ebruary 1932.
Huxonau Mapuycosuu Paoun (Mocksa, 1965), 137, 142.
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HUHTCJIJIMTCHIUUA. (DopMa, B KOTOPYIO ABTOp YKJIaJAbIBA€T CBOKO MBLICIIb, 1O

HeKOTOpOﬁ CTCIICHU HOBA 1 3KCIICPUMCHTAJIbHA; B 9TOM €€ I/IHTepeC.18

The play, which appears to have survived only in typescript,'® and to have been
staged subsequently only in a handful of provincial theatres, is weak and disap-
pointing even in comparison with Who Goes There? 1t is set in a provincial town
which is visited by a writer in search of new subject-matter, the traditional figure
of the celebrated hack looking to tap into a more genuine seam in life:

U s He 3HaI0 3TOTO repos... A Korja MUY, BCOBBIBAIO EMY B PyKH KPacHOe

3HaMs U 3aCTaBJIAIO IIPOU3HOCUTH Hepe[[OBPILU)I!

The conflict in the play is between two doctors, the first is a young zealot, the sec-
ond a medical wrecker. The latter, under the misapprehension that he is suffering
from a fatal illness, is ironic at the expense of the Soviet system and does his best
to sabotage the economy by handing out sick leave certificates to all and sundry.
He also contrives to be absent when a dangerous operation is performed on a fac-
tory manager, thereby shifting the responsibility onto his inexperienced younger
colleague. There are a number of sub-plots involving young ladies competing
for the attention of the young doctor, as well as an old burnt-out doctor who is
finally invited to join the ranks of the workers — in contrast to the saboteur, who
is ostracised.

There is little evidence in this play of the quirky wit and penchant for the
dramatic scene that save Who Goes There? There are a few scattered sharp lines:

[TpoBUHIMANBHBIN TOKTOP, YMUPAIOLIMHA P 0cOO0M MHEHUH. Jlydie xu-

BH, «COMIAIIASCH C MPEAbIIYIIM opaTopom.» (10)

JXanetp BclyX 4elOBEUECTBO B NMPUCYTCTBUU MecCTKoMa! DToO ke HEHOp-

MaibHoO! (26)

...C JOKTOPOM—KOMMYHUCTOM XHUBET, IIEATEXHUKYM KOHYUJIA, IIPUPOXKIACH-

Hast mpocTutyTka. (37)

There is also one neatly-arranged scene in which a woman school-teacher, having
had her door tarred in the traditional punishment for the sins referred to above,

18 < Toxmop Ezop Kysneyos® (unidentified cutting).

19 Toxmop Ezop Kysueyos, (Mocksa, Ha Mammnke, 1932).
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then talks the culprits round so that they scrape off the tar with their Finnish
knives. Such touches, however, are few and far between and outweighed by the
stuffy orthodoxy of an unconvincing plot and the ‘positive’ characters.

Leaving aside the familiar accusations of the critics that Shkvarkin sees ev-
erything from the point of view of middle-class vulgarity:

[IIKkBapKHH CHIEIHANU3UPYETCS HAa MELIAHCKOIl MOIMYIApU3aluy OJIUTIpa-
MoTbl. OH nIpHucnocabiIuBaeT SM0Xy K ypoBHIO oObiBatenst. OH He ‘yTomiseT’
npeonorueil. OH He BoiHyeT npoOinemamu. OH packas3bIBaeT 00 UIEsX 3I10-
XH, ‘710 BCEro KOCHYBIIHCH CJIETKa’, C FATAHTHOCTHIO MPO(eCCHOHATIEHOTO

KaBaJlepa, PAcCy K/IAIONIEr0 O MUPOBOi onuTHKe. >

or that he has totally failed to ‘unmask the class enemy’ in the manner prescribed
by RAPP?! it is hard not to agree with them that the play lacks cohesion:

.. BCi IbE€Ca BBIMVIAIUT C60pHI/IKOM MaJICHBKHUX CKeT‘{eﬁ, HalmMCaHHBbIX OT
22

Cl1y4ad K Ciry4atro.

and that his hero is too anaemic to carry the ideological burden placed upon
him. In taking the kind of subject virtually required during the period of ‘cultural
revolution” and making it palatable, if not credible, by relying on his recognised
qualities as a dramatist, Shkvarkin was attempting to write social comedy. The
experiment ended badly, because his talents as a dramatist belonged essentially
to the sphere of light comedy or farce. Dr Egor Kuzntsov was for Shkvarkin
an unprofitable excursion down a side road, but in the following year he found
the main road with the farce Yyorcoii peb6énok (Someone Else’s Child), the most
popular Soviet comedy of the thirties and the one play with which his name is
always linked, while others are disregarded or forgotten.

20 }0O. FO30BcKHid, ‘OObIBaTEND JOBOJCH', Jlumepamypnas eazema, 16/1/1932, 4.
21 C. Yekuna, ‘fJoxmop Ezop Kysneyos’, Penepmyapno—uncmpyxkmusnvie nucoma, 3 (1932), 14.
22 M. 3aropckwii, ‘Joxmop Ezop Kysueyos’, Beuepnsin Mockea, 15/1/1932.



