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NIJINSKY. By Richard Buckle. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1971, xiv, 482
pp. $12.50.

Few lives have presented a greater contrast between magnificent achievement and
world-wide fame, followed by eclipse, than that of Vaslav Nijinsky. Much has been
written about him already, notably by his wife Romola. Until his astonishing per-
formance, the art of the male dancer had not been considered of outstanding
importance in the West. The success of Diaghilev’s first seasons in Paris was due
to the perfect combination of great dancing, fine music, and original decor, but
hinged largely upon the appearance of Nijinsky. It was through the ballet that
Paris, London, and New York became aware that Russia had made an important
contribution to modern art, a realization which is only now being followed up.

As a ballet critic, Richard Buckle naturally deals with the history of the
Diaghilev enterprise and describes the subject and choreography of each ballet in
detail. Very little is known about Nijinsky’s early life and scarcely anything about
the years after he was declared to be a victim of schizophrenia, except as narrated
by Romola. The present book is carefully documented with a footnote supporting
every statement, Yet many questions remain unanswered. The author himself asks
what might have happened if Nijinsky had continued to work with the ballet: could
his illness have been averted or postponed? The first break with Diaghilev was
caused by Nijinsky’s marriage in South America. A series of minor mishaps
followed, aggravated by world events—war and revolution. Perhaps Romola was
more a victim of persecution mania than he was, during the second American
tour in 1917, yet she is given ample credit for being his breadwinner and devoted
nurse during the thirty years of “hope, despair, struggle, poverty, and heroism”
which followed his forcible confinement in Switzerland. The world will never
know what mental agony he must have suffered. Contact with Russian troops and the
sight of Ulanova dancing with the Russian ballet in Vienna in 1945 were apparently
the first breakthrough toward normality, but he died soon after in 1949,

My own recollections are only of the beginning and the end. The great thrill
of seeing my first ballet, The Sleeping Beauty, in the Marinsky Theatre was the
Blue Bird flying diagonally across the stage, his feet barely touching the ground,
and thirty-five years later a glimpse of a weary middle-aged figure walking up the
stairs at Sacher’s Hotel in Vienna. Between these dates the only contact with his
genius was an exhibition of drawings in London in 1937, Nijinsky’s last expression
of rhythm and beauty—in lines on paper instead of with the movement of his body
on a stage.

Mary CEAMOT
London

CINEMA IN REVOLUTION: THE HEROIC ERA OF THE SOVIET FILM.
Edited by Luda and Jean Schnitzer, and Marcel Martin. Translated and with
additional material by David Robinson. New York: Hill and Wang, 1973. Illus.
208 pp. $8.95, cloth. $3.95, paper.

Cinema in Revolution is a peculiar publication. Luda and Jean Schnitzer and Marcel
Martin edited the French original, which was published in 1966, and a fourth person,
David Robinson, translated the book and provided it with additional material. It is a
combination of interviews with, and writings of, several prominent persons in
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Soviet filmmaking of the 1920s (Iutkevich, Eisenstein, Aleksandrov, Kuleshov,
Vertov, Kozintsev, Gerasimov, Pudovkin, Golovnia, Dovzhenko, Gabrilovich, and
Romm). On occasion the “essay” is culled from both an interview and a piece of
original writing, and the reader has no way of knowing where one begins and the
other ends. We are rarely given the date and never the source of the original
article. This method of publishing destroys the reliability and usefulness of this
self-portrait of Soviet cinema. Robinson’s introduction is superficial and inadequate.
His transliteration of Russian names is haphazard—sometimes according to the
French system, at others according to a system of his own.

Can we learn anything from this book about the early days of Soviet cinema?
Unfortunately, very little. The reminiscences of old men, after the passage of forty
to forty-five years, are often self-serving, unreliable, and repetitious. They recall
the 1920s as wonderful years, when the young could experiment and develop their
own styles. Indeed, those were wonderful years, but one would like to hear more
about such matters as the organization of film studios, personal relations, foreign
influences, and finances. Some of the “articles” are more interesting than others.
In the writings of Romm, Golovnia, and Kuleshov one can sense the character of
the artist, but the selections from Vertov, Pudovkin, and Dovzhenko are embarrass-
ing in their banality.

The great Soviet filmmakers are victims of a cruel irony of fate, Some of them
played an important role in the history of the cinema at the incredibly early age
of seventeen or eighteen. The regime encouraged their work, no dead weight of
tradition hindered them, and they believed in their art and in the revolution which
they wanted to serve. A few years later those who survived had to work under a
most reactionary and repressive regime which feared artistic innovation as much as
foreign invasion. In all too short a time, the most iconoclastic became the most
obedient and churned out utterly undistinguished films without conviction. From
Cinema in Revolution we cannot find out whether the great artists who did survive

were even aware of what had happened to them.
PeTER KENEZ

University of California, Santa Cruz

BIBLIOGRAPHIE ZUR OSTEUROPAISCHEN GESCHICHTE: VER-
ZEICHNIS DER ZWISCHEN 1939 UND 1964 VEROFFENTLICHTEN
LITERATUR IN WESTEUROQPAISCHEN SPRACHEN ZUR OST-
EUROPAISCHEN GESCHICHTE BIS 1945. By Klaus Meyer. With the
collaboration of John L. H. Keep, Klaus Manfrass, and Arthur Peetre. Edited
by Werner Philipp. Bibliographische Mitteilungen des Osteuropa-Instituts an
der Freien Universitit Berlin, 10. Berlin: Otto Harrassowitz, 1972, xlix, 649
pp. Paper.

Over the years, the Osteuropa-Institut of the Freie Universitit Berlin, under the
imaginative and inspiring leadership of Professor Werner Philipp, has been one of
the few academic centers of East European studies that have been acutely attentive
to the importance of producing bibliographical publications on that area. Among its
previous contributions of that kind—which by now have become basic reference
aids in the field—are Bibliographie der slavistischen Arbeiten aus den deutschspra-
chigen Fachzeitschriften, 1876-1963 (1965), by Klaus-Dieter Seemann and Frank
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