The Conformists






The Conformists:
Creativity and Decadence in the Bulgarian
Cinema 1945-89

By

Evgenija Garbolevsky

CAMBRIDGE
SCHOLARS

PUBLISHING



The Conformists:
Creativity and Decadence in the Bulgarian Cinen¥%b189,
by Evgenija Garbolevsky
This book first published 2011
Cambridge Scholars Publishing
12 Back Chapman Street, Newcastle upon Tyne, NBEG, 2)K

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available fritra British Library

Copyright © 2011 by Evgenija Garbolevsky

All rights for this book reserved. No part of thisok may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval syste
or transmitted, in any form or by any means, etettr, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission of the aogiyt owner.

ISBN (10): 1-4438-2970-6, ISBN (13): 978-1-4438-Q9¥



This work is dedicated to my father, Gueorgui Steg and in memory
of the late filmmaker, actor and director of thddawian Film Archive,
Plamen Maslarov. (January 1, 1950 — June 8, 2010)






TABLE OF CONTENTS

List Of PhOtOgraphs........ueeeeeiiiiiiiiieee et ix
LiSt Of TADIES...ceiieiiiiieiiee e Xi
ACKNOWIEAGEMENLS ...ttt Xiii
INEFOAUCTION ...t 1
L1 0= 1 1= S © 1 - PSR 15

Behind the Curtain: Cultural Politics and the Fotioraof the Bulgarian
Film Industry — 1940s and 1950s

Chapter TWO ..ceeeiiiieiiee et ceeeee ettt 65
Silent Revolutions: Metahistory, Repression anddRiin in the 1960s

Chapter TRIrEe ..ottt 117
Confronting the Fires: Myth and Memory in Bulgarigim
during the 1970s

(O g =1 (=] S o 11 | RS 169
Downfall: The Cinema of the 1980s or The Unfinisiadject

[ o1 [0 [N = PP UPUPPUPPTRPUUUIO 199
APPENTIX A et a e e e e 203
Photographs

Archival Sources and Bibliography..........coceooe oo 225






A WN

7.
8.

9.
10

11.
12.

13

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

LIST OFPHOTOGRAPHS

. East German film director Konrad Wolf after tt@59 screening of the

Bulgarian filmStars

. Katya Paskaleva, Pavel Pisarev and others
. Binka Zhelyazkova directing/hen We Were Youi($961)
. Dimiter Boynozov and Rumyana KarabelovaAthen We Were Young

(1961)

. Georgi Djulgerov in his dorm room at the VGIK Moscow (1963 or

1964)

. Ilvo Obrenovich (Rade Markovich) and Lisa (Nevé&ukanova) inThe

Peach Thie{1964)

Lisa (Nevena Kokanova) in churcfhe Peach Thidfl964)

Capt. De Grue (Naum Shopov) and Ivo play ch&kg Peach Thief
(1964)

Janet Miteva ifThe Attached Balloo(1967)

. The Attached Balloof1967)

Naum Shopovlhe Painlevé Cas@ 967)

Naum Shopowvlhe Painlevé Cas@967)

.Birds and Greyhoundd.969)

Gueorgui StoyanoWhe Third Planet in the Solar Systén972)
Gueorgui StoyanoWhe Third Planet in the Solar Systén972)
Katya Paskaleva as Marialihe Goat Horr(1972)

Katya Paskaleva as Marialihe Goat Horr(1972)

Katya Paskaleva as Marialihe Goat Horr(1972)

Plamen Maslarov..And the Day Cam@973)

Elena Mirchovska and Plamen MaslarovAnd the Day Camgl973)
lana Guirova iThe Last Word1973)

.The Last Word1973)

. The Final HaircufThe Last Word1973)

. Binka Zhelyazkova (waving) at the 1974 Cannbms Festival

. Father Eredia (Jan Engelert) and Fanny (Edittiay). Doomed Souls
(1975)

. Radoslav Spassov and Edouard Zahavigha Zone(1975)

. Mariana Dimitrova as Elitza Manly Timeg1977)

. Grigor Vachkov as Banko Manly Timeg1977)

. Elitza and her captorglanly Timeg1977)



X List of Photographs

30. Elitza (Mariana Dimitrova) attempts to flddanly Timeq1977)

31. Elitza in the Rhodope Mountaimdanly Timeg1977)

32. Elitza and Banko arrive at the villagganly Timeg1977)

33. Radoslav Spassov with actor Grigor Vachidanly Timeg1977)

34. Maria Statulova and Rusi Chan@dvantagg1977)

35. Dobrinka Stankova with Pavel Popenddanteley(1978)

36. Radoslav Spassov and Gueorgui StoyaRamnteley(1978)

37. Rangel Vulchanov and Radoslav Spas3te Unknown Soldier’s...
(1979)

38. Vulchanov and Spassdvhe Unknown Soldier's Patent Leather Shoes
(1979)

39. Vulchanov and Spassdvhe Unknown Soldier's Patent Leather Shoes
(1979)



LIST OFTABLES

Annual Output of Bulgarian Films 1950 — 1989

City and Rural Cinemas

Total Number of Film Viewers in Bulgaria perafgin millions)
by Films’ Country / Region of Origin

Chronology of Films: 1972 — 1980






ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| wish to thank many people who helped fulfill thisoject. | am
grateful to my husband Alexander Garbolevsky anddayghter Hanne
Sofia who were always there for me. My heartfetintks go to Professor
Alice Kelikian of Brandeis University, my father @orgui Stoyanov, my
mother Dobrinka Stankova, and the numerous collies@nd friends in
Bulgaria and the United States who supported me.

| also gratefully recognize the financial assistantIREX, Washington,
DC and the contributions of Doctor Jon R. Huibreehbf Framingham
State University, Professor Halcyon Mancuso, Aleleanlanakiev, Georgi
Djulgerov, Angel Wagenstein, Pavel Pisarev, Iskranibova, Elka
Nikolova, Radoslav Spassov, and the staff of thig&ian Film Archive.






INTRODUCTION

It is not exactly the presence of a thing but rathe absence of it that
becomes the cause and impulse for creative maiivati
—Alexander Archipenko

We know nothing about death. We never thought abdut
—Vasil Popov

During the Cold War era, all countries in Easteurdpe created an
array of cinematic works, which distinguished thelmss by superb
aesthetic quality, profound intellectual depth, anadition. The Communist
Parties took Lenin’s phrase, “cinema is the mospdrtant art® very
seriously, recognizing the vast propaganda potewitiim.

This book addresses many of the complexities amddpaes in the
functioning of the Bulgarian cinematic world durint945-1989. It
focuses on the development of Bulgarian film inttip@riod, as the
youngest and most dynamic medium. Several formsubfversion are
explored, such as decadence, silence, grotesqddrany, among others,
which fostered the creative imagination of the liatgtual elite, and made
the film art successful. Resilience is sought mdbuvresin the operation
of the institutions, and by looking at the viewsthé filmmakers and the
works of the film critics. Examining the consteitet between performance
and perception, a quantitative dimension is addearalyzing the film
distribution records, the numbers of films produgeet year and the
figures of moviegoers.

Bulgarian filmmakers, similar to their counterpaatsoss the Eastern
Bloc, vigorously resisted fitting into the role laickeys of the Communist
regime. Instead, the cineastes articulated theisgpal visions in their
oeuvresby developing aesthetic practices and coded laggyuexpressing
their dissatisfaction with thetatus qupand communicating their complex
political and cultural views to the audiences. Tiemmakers eluded
censors while including the spectators as accoesdlicThe tension
between rebellion and conformism in the cinemaiscalirse was intense.
Despite the powerfully oppressive cultural policies the regime, the
cineastes succeeded loading their works with sgbwer messages.
Regardless of the ideological straightjacket imposm them, they
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sublimated their artistic passions and creative uilsgs, protested, and
mocked the Establishment.

Why explore the Bulgarian cinema? As Iskra Dimikocomments
and asks rhetorically, “for those who know thath@ve a contact with
numerous national cultures in the world is an esglbdventure full of joy,
mind and feeling, Bulgarian cinema could be an cbg# desire. Many
would ask whether it exists at afllh fact, filmmaking in Bulgaria was a
very glamorous form of artistry. It started its #®ince at the beginning of
the twentieth century and it became an industtyaeting large audiences
during the late 1950s. The Bulgarian Communist yParrceived the
world of film as a major arena for assertion of powAs former CEO of
the Bulgarian Cinematography Corporation, Pavedfeis comments in an
interview:

In fact, the Politburo resolved and played outinternal conflicts hidden
behind the Art pedestal. They argued about thitgaiwhich they could
not talk among each other. For example, the diffeRolitburo members
will choose protégés among the artists and elethatie careers hastily or
dismiss them suddenly from their position as forfrdisplay of power
between therfi.

The political Establishment invested large amowftsapital to build
modern film studios with updated equipment for gmeduction of films,
to educate young people in the art of cinema, andhie printing of film
journals and magazines. During the Cold War, fiekers and film critics
enjoyed a high standing in society and received esah the largest
funding and career opportunities. The film cultsreinusual access to
travel permits, connections abroad, foreign curyerand an array of
privileges acted often as a “performance-encharding” for the artistic
elite.

The “socialist manner of workin§’made possible for the filmmakers
to edit their works and rewrite their ideas overyviong periods of time,
sometimes extending up to 819 days. After 198dnausually needed to
be produced in forty days. To meet demands associated with mass
consumption was not the major goal of the industiy/jis the case after
1989. The government gave the filmmakers certaadom to work in a
style that satisfied their own high aesthetic staidd and priorities. Nearly
600 feature films were produced during the year€@fmunism (1945—
1989), and production peaked at around twenty-fieagures annually in
the 1980s. In addition, about 20 television filras,well as 400 shorts and
animated films were released every year.
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Since 1989, the output of feature films has dropjefbur or five per
year and the total number of Bulgarian films foe fheriod 1990-2005 is
slightly over sixty. On recent occasions when csitivere asked to name
the best Bulgarian films of all times, most shastdd titles were from the
1960s and 1970s; not a single film created aft&51&er makes it to the
top dozen. Bulgarian cinema’s best moments remaiirfireed to the past,
when filmmakers had to be politically conformisttstill enjoyed the
chance to work and reach out to audieries.

The most innovative artists and intellectuals iwedl in the film
industry were those who were, at least on the serfayal to the Part}.
As philosopher and film critic Ivailo Znepolski ska in an interview, he
consciously chose the cinema as an art of escagesalwation. As
Znepolski continues, “the cinema was the only medibat allowed us to
touch a different world. It was the only disguiskere we could freely
discuss all problems about we were otherwise towal to talk.*?

Bulgaria had a vigorous and very prolific intelleak life, which is
worth exploring in depth. The size of the film irstity in the period was
remarkable, especially in relation to the predomilyarural and sparsely
populated character of the small Balkan countrye Bhamatic changes
that occurred in Europe after the end of World Wainvigorated the
cultural life on the entire continent. In postwaul@aria, for example, the
Communist government allowed the distribution of ngnapreviously
prohibited films not only created by Soviet butcalsy American, French,
and English cinematographers. As a result, alrégdthe mid 1950s, the
average yearly film imports in the country reacheo hundred?® The
nationalization of the film industry in 1945 in ma®untries belonging to
the Eastern Bloc contributed, as well, to a slowsteady eruption of film
production of unprecedented scHle.

Besides films, the Bulgarian Cinematography CorponaBulgarska
Kinematographid had already fashioned during the late 1940s some
popular science fiction and documentaries, as aladding a cartoon
section to its repertoire in 1948.

The state income from film screenings in 1980 w@® 3nillion leva
and the state expenses for the maintenance oflthendustry was 38.5
million for the same yedf. The state subsidy for one film production,
which was 1.1 million leva per year on average gests the presence of
an influential and powerful industfy Statistical data for the time span
1950-1989 indicate a gradual and constant growtthefnumbers of
Bulgarian films, starting with the production ofemo two in the 1940s
and reaching heights, such as twenty-one filmsypar during the 1970s
and 1980s.
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Table I-1. Annual Output of Bulgarian Films 1950-1989

Year | Films | Year | Films | Year | Films | Year | Films

1950 1 1960 9 1970 9 1980 19
1951 2 1961 9 1971 12 1981 18
1952 1 1962 8 1972 15 198P 21
1953 0 1963 9 1973 18 1983 19
1954 3 1964 11 1974 18 1984 19
1955 2 1965 12 1975 18 1986 20
1956 7 1966 7 1976 15 1986 21
1957 6 1967 10 1977 18 198y 20
1958 7 1968 10 1978 21 1988 19
1959 4 1969 17 1979 20 198P 19

Source Alexander Janakie\to Godischen Filmov Process: Lichnosti, Filmi,
Kina (One Hundred Years of Film Process: PersonalitieBmfF Cinema
(Sofia: IK Titra, 2002), 297-311.

After the changes of 1989, the numbers of cinematicks produced
per year dropped dramatically, with 7 films prodiige 1990 and only 5
in 1991. Furthermore, the size of the viewing pullias impressive, as
well, amounting to 1.5 million viewers per Bulgariilm on averagé®In
1980, Bulgaria with 3,439 movie theaters had theoseé largest number
of filmgoers in the Eastern Bloc, after the USSRccording to the
source, there were on average one hundred fiftgrsepeople per
screening in the cities and forty-five in the cayside in 198G

The data discussed above, the fact that the Balgadase is
completely understudied, and the lack of evidenudicating a large
exodus ofémigrésor the presence of underground, dissident artistic
networks make this country a particularly intemegtcase study. In fact,
the history of film in Bulgaria is a history of cstiant cinematic revivals.
Good examples can be found in the 1950’'s afterirBabeath, the
rebellious 1960s, the 1970s, known as a time @fxesl regulations, and
during the self-reforming 1980s, where the spifitleange was already in
the air’* Hidden opposition against dictatorship developed #wurished
during this period. As Dimitrova emphasizes, filohsring the Cold War
functioned as an extraordinary substitute of dleowise officially forbidden
expressions of the social life such as the senbepélessness and malaise
and the disillusionment with the hypocrisy and @ssive character of the
regime??

The film culture of Bulgaria was decadent. Desjifteself-contradictory
and ambiguous nature, the term “decadence” is usdtle way David
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Weir explores it “as Dionysian and pluralistic, sbversive, inverting
harsh new limits, excessive, extravagant and etegarose explanations
all reveal the difficulties of definition and showow the difficulties of
definition itself can illuminate the meaning of ddence.”® The artists
were connected to the policy of patronage but threfused to act as
lackeys of the regim& A memorandum for the arts issued by the
Politburo in Bulgaria in the 1970s stated that fi&sthe intentions of the
cineastes, many films offer to us a conception bfiaman which is in deep
discordance with the modes of Marxist thinkirfg.”

The entire Cold War period is marked by the stradgtween political
administrators and the artistic elite and the failaf the Establishment to
successfully manipulate and control the arts.

The cat-and-mouse game among censors, Party meartdr§lmmakers
was not always suffocating but sometimes stimuiatin the intelligentsia.
Stylistically, the cineastes borrowed approachesnfrtheir Romantic
predecessors by using the decadent as a methad &favid Weir put it,
“fusion between Beauty and Death in a sort of tawefl herm filled with
corruption and melancholy and fatal in its beautipeauty of which the
more bitter the taste, the more abundant the ergayf°

As Nietzsche remarked, “Décadencds nothing to be fought: it is
absolutely necessary and belongs to every age werdy @eople...®’
Charles Bernheimer adds, “decadence is a biologieaiess that assures
the organism’s health whether this organism bendividual or society
The result of this artistic sensitivity in Bulganieas the creation of works
of high aesthetic quality in which the cinematodreqs searched for
hidden ways in order to express their longing feeflom and their desire
for rebellion and disgust with thetatus qud® The Bulgarian film critic
Alexander Grozev perceived, already in the late0%9&nd early 1960s,
the Bulgarian filmmakers abandoned almost entiteéy belief that form
was of secondary importance and that the aesthigtnificance of a film
depended above all on its content. The new artithioking was
inextricably linked to the search for individuaylstand the use of a multi-
leveled means of expression. The filmmakers shogvedter trust in the
members of the audience as potential co-authors wae not only
capable of following the narrative with concentatiand understanding
but could also grasp the metaphors and discoveehigheaning?’

Despite the fact that since the start of the ty4inst century, an array
of works dealing with the Cold War era and its lisgtual heritage in a
nuanced way has appeatedthe story of Bulgaria and its film culture is
still largely unexamined and ignored by academim fischolarship.
Bulgaria is a country about which remarkably littias been written. The
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historiography on the subject of film is virtuallyegligible** Some
general accounts exist, which are largely writtgnBulgarian scholars
during the Cold War era and therefore lack objdégtiand critical insight
or serve as general chronological guides for thimgeConsequently, they
lack an elaborated critical apparaftis.

Moreover, the accounts about the history of thig&tuan cinema are
produced predominantly by film critics or the filakers themselves.
The weakness of these works, from the historicesgeztive, is that they
largely assess issues related to the aesthetiesemation of the arts and
almost ignore their socio-political and institutidrdimension. In general,
many authors of historical works devoted to thetdnis of the East
European cinema written in the West, and in the,Edter the fall of the
Iron Curtain, either selectively use the Commumégfacy in order to
rewrite the differences across the Western mddelr represent the
Eastern European cultural heritage either as igdlbt fruitless and
depressed or as ideologically driven and over-pidid *°

The first historian, who wrote about Bulgarian ¢ in the West,
under close collaboration with the CEO of the Brilga Cinematography
during the 1970s Pavel Pisarev, was Ronald Holloiajolloway, also,
for a first time introduced the term “poetic realisdescribing in this way
the predominant mood in Bulgarian filffsUnfortunately, no one has
elaborated significantly on his pioneering wdtRina lordanova justified
in 2006 the lack of interest in the Bulgarian cirzeas follows:

On several recent occasions, talking to youngerbak&ed colleagues, |
insisted they should not fool themselves that tteay sustain an academic
career by specializing in Bulgarian cinema. Firfsalg it is difficult to do
research about it: many of the films are never ntashemercially available
and most are never subtitled. There is no singiet @ contact where one
can go to ask for copies. It is necessary to relypersonal acquaintances
most of the time and many of them are not partitpleager to respond
promptly to correspondence from abroad. Secondijgdian culture is
not exactly in the focus of Western interest. Evan an established
academic, | have had to put up with situations whwallections including
texts on Bulgarian cinema are cancelled or endlegsktponed. If the
situation in post-Communist times is so bad, | wamib what extent the
careers of people from the previous generatiore Ron Holloway who
has a Ph.D. from the University of Chicago, haverbaffected by their
enduring commitment to neglected subject mattées Bulgarian cinema.
In spite of the difficulties, looking back at mycard, | am glad to see that
I have managed to publish a number of shorter anger pieces on
Bulgarian film over the years. It is my intentiam ¢ontinue working with
Bulgarian material whenever there is a chafice.
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Even if difficult to study, inaccessible, and conmoi@ly not profitable,
the Bulgarian cinema is worth exploring becausshéds a different light
on the life of the intellectual elite from the East Bloc. Why? The
Bulgarian cinema mirrors the development of theeptBastern European
cinemas but at the same time exemplifies a verfemdift dynamic,
compared to the picture that we traditionally agecwith Cold War film,
having in mind mostly the dissident cultures of minies, such as Poland
and Hungary, or the theme of victimization predaminin earlier works
of the Soviet cinem&:

By using comparative approaches, it is possibleldmonstrate that
despite the “Iron Curtain,” East and West weredfelhg, consciously or
not, similar trends. For instance, after 1945 filakers in the East were
painfully aware of and influenced by the works loé¢it colleagues in the
West, such as Roberto Rossellini, Michelangelo Aimiei, Federico
Fellini, Rainer Werner Fassbinder, and Ingmar BengnThey were also
familiar with the emerging styles of neorealism andvelle vague

The trivial division of the Eastern European filnia the categories of
propaganda and dissent is too simplistic. The el@snpf many films
show far greater complexity and the presence afpaiitical attitude with
political undertones among the arti&ts.

As Catherine Portuges comments, “especially betwherate 1960s
and early 1980s, filmmakers from the Eastern Blanaged to adeptly
outmaneuver censors in creating stylistically subive visual works that
layered fiction and documentary, realism and slisma allegory, and
satire®®

Especially during the 1980s, Hungarian, Czecho$losad Polish
filmmakers, followed by their Soviet, Bulgarian,dRomanian counterparts,
boldly represented an angry cinema, embodying tiwessive stance of
the Hungarian uprising of 1956, the Prague Sprifigl®8, and the
Solidarity Movement in Poland. Another parallel amgall cinemas of the
Eastern Bloc is the presence of a painful awareoksiseir marginality,
timid provincialism, and intense desire to be fullyegrated with the rest
of the continent? Certain common themes among all Eastern European
countries are well defined and explored in Dinalésrova’s boolCinema
of the Other Europe: The Industry and Artistry @fSECentral European
Film.** Unfortunately, lordanova has avoided analyzing Bidgarian
cinema as a part of “the Cinema of the other Eufoplee “white spot” or
absence of Bulgarian cinema, except for short eefegs in her other
book, Cinema of Flames: Balkan Film, Culture and the Medwvhich
deals with Balkan film, is striking. If the Bulgan cinema is not a part of
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the Eastern European Cinema and not a part of #fieeB cinema, where
should we situate it? This book should provideaswer to the question.

The common denominator for all Eastern Europeaensas is the
divergent historical, political and cultural hegtaand climate in which
the films originated. Despite several parallelsoagthe countries of the
Eastern Bloc, a monolithic interpretation of thdm cultures is impossible.
An examination of the Bulgarian cinema is necessapnyder to reconstruct
the mosaic of Eastern European cinema.

Among the most important reasons against a gemedaliand
reductionist elucidation is the fact that the silaguindustries first
originated in dissimilar context and second devetbpinder unique
implementations of Communist rufe.A good example here is the case of
the former Yugoslavia where, since Tito’s breakhw@talin in 1948, the
country claimed the status of a non-aligned satialiate pursuing its own
political, economic, and cultural agenta.

A major subject of the Central Eastern Europeareroi that was
missing in Bulgaria, except with the 1958 GermargBrtian co-production
Stars (ZvezdiSterng directed by Konrad Wolf and written by Angel
Wagenstein, was the Holocaust theme. The Holodarggly unraveled in
Eastern Europe and it was mostly Eastern Europ@as Who perished. In
fact, Poland had a well-established Yiddish filndustry already in the
early 1930s. At the beginning of the Cold War, ¥iddish cinema was
suppressed, but with the demise of Communism itaimec particularly
visible again.

Already during the Cold War, many films had exptbthe subjects of
anti-Semitism and Jewish lifé. The best known film about the subject
that Eastern Europe had produced in that period theOscar winning
Mephisto(1981) by Istvan Szab6.

The major pattern that sets the Bulgarian cinengatdpm its Eastern
European neighbors, in addition to the lack of idesst culture, is the
fascination and preoccupation of the Bulgarianstetiwith death as a
leitmotiv in their cinematic works. Communist societies werdered by
the powerful of the day to project only health audcess. Therefore, the
depiction of death, as one of the faces of the ditia was perceived by
the cineastes as the strongest form of subverdiba. major Bulgarian
masterpieces exhibit a dramatic, tragic, ornamemtadl poetic outlook.
The Bulgarian filmmakers, as opposed to their EastBuropean
counterparts showed little interest in “the ordjriar everyday life*

Why is this research relevant? As David Norris bagizes, the
Balkan academic industry has focused recently goloexg problems
related to national identity and the ethics of @thpolitics® The
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historiography on the Balkans has exhausted trerétieal frameworks of
Orientalism* used to illuminate the postcolonial identity disition of the

region. Maria Todorova’'s pioneering 1997 wdrkagining the Balkans
historicized the imaginative engendering of the kBek and alerted
readers to blind spots within Western represematiof the region.
Further, Todorova drew attention to the complegityBalkan self-images,
portraying them as internalized stigifa.

While Imagining the Balkansias a groundbreaking work in the 1990s
within the light of the end of the Cold War and thditary conflicts in the
former Yugoslavia, the dynamics on the eve of thsv rtwenty-first
century demand more nuanced and sensitive appreEch€atherine
Portuges points out in 1992, “it is time to redefinational’ in the context
of the Eastern European cinema and to acknowlddgetersecting visual
and cultural language’® Dina lordanova emphasizes, “the products of the
various Balkan cinemas cannot be considered creatad a cohesive
group of people>®

Of course due to the common geography and cultutidegacy of the
past as subjects ¢fax OttomanaBalkan films are occupied with some
similar themes, such as patriarchy, marginalityblsbrnness, resistance to
authority, and the longing for shared and spediahie belonging. The
cosmopolitan themes are also present in all Batitaemas, such as the
sense of universally distorted harmony, irrecovieradientities, andin de
siéclesadness®

The differences among the separate Balkan counfid®e received
little attention so far. Scholars, such as Malcorar8lbury, for example,
have failed to distinguish at all between Southt&as Europe and the
Eastern Bloc during the Cold WrThis work seeks to normalize the
Bulgarian case, de-Balkanize the Balkinsanscend the simplistic “pattern
of denigration” of the “murky,” “primitive” Balkar® and focuses more
on parallels and continuities between the EasttlamdVest.

The Balkans as a category almost disappeared dthimgCold War
era. As Michael Haynes points out, “the meaningtttd ‘East’ as a
conceptual designator changed as it came to betitleefSoviet Empire’
rather than ‘the Orient® Within this context, countries with a
“Balkanist” legacy, such as Bulgaria and Romanid Bimilarities with
Hungary, Poland and CzechoslovaKia.

This book will examine the perception among manygBran artists
of “being strangers to themselv&s"by assessing the intricate and
evolving relationship that Bulgarians have towattiemselves from
within, avoiding stereotypes associated with thpegsumed “otherness”
and stressing less the obvious divergences betBedggaria and the
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West. It can be argued that “the other” (the Ba#jan part of “the self”
(Europe), and we need to find the form, the vo#re] the ethical stand to
represent it as part of a universal cultural hgdta

A further goal of this book is to release the Balkaices within
Bulgarian context, by close textual reading of ¢theematic narrative and
by drawing evidence predominantly upon archivadtdrical, and critical
sources produced by Bulgarian scholars and Bulgaaigrés conducting
research in the field. On the wider level, this kvogvisits cultural trends
from the recent past. For us, to see the Cold Wi#ures from a new
angle is particularly relevant within the contextghobalization and the
advent of a large unified Europe.

Bulgaria joined NATO in 2004 and the European Uriin2007. In the
aftermath of 1989, the academic community has tegBawitnessed the
phenomenon of “Communist nostalgia” across the/B&sit divide and a
growing interest in the processes of rememberingn@onism®® As
Maria Todorova emphasizes, due to the incipiemt ofsleftist orientation
and a renewed awareness about leftist politics, eladoration of an
adequate scholarly perspective on the Communistiegeems mandatory
because people who still remember it as a liveceeapce are quickly
dying out.®* Scholars must salvage from oblivion the memory thany
fellow citizens want to forget, to preserve a fitiad that belongs to the
less wealthy parts of the world, to demonstraté ttee margins” are not
less important than “the center,” and to dignifypast that is to a large
extent unappreciated and denigraféd.

Many Europeans, as well as others caught up in atheent of
globalization, are in the process of rethinkingirthnéstory, searching for
common identity, discovering common roots, reatizthat open markets
alone will not create a new Europe and a unifiedbgl community. An in-
depth examination of East European film, (with &u® on a Balkan
country), can demonstrate that the small playersaarimportant as the big
ones and that in order to better appreciate Euaspan unified entity, the
inheritance of each European country must be iatedrwithin “the larger
picture.”

It is hoped that this book will generate a moreovays dialogue
between what we still consider the “West” and tliast,” inspire and
provoke the creation and publication of academidk@bout little known
regions and stimulate critical reassessment ottitgeire of the Cold War
era.
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CHAPTERONE

BEHIND THE CURTAIN:
CULTURAL PoOLITICS AND THE FORMATION
OF THEBULGARIAN FILM INDUSTRY —
19405 AND 19505

You would think that nothing existed now except asleof violent
revolutions. But everything in history is revoluticeven a renewal, a slow,
peaceful discovery. Away then with the preconceivdda of moral
renewal which needs, (on the part of the other jgedipe activists), violent
action. Away with this childish need for companylamise®

—Federico Fellini

The movie business is macabre. Grotesque. It i©rabmation of a
football game and a brothel.
—Federico Fellini

It's terrifying when everything starts forming anage®
—Julia Kristeva

The Question of Periodization and Early Formation
Patterns

This chapter explores the development of Bulgad@mema after the
Communistcoup d’étatin 1944 and its institutionalization and evolution
into an industry. It assesses the transformatiora c§mall enterprise,
occupied with film production and represented we fmajor companies,
into an institution and industry dominated by thates and exploited for
the purposes of indoctrination and propaganda.

In addition, the section assesses the complextiesparadoxes in this
process. It sheds light as to why the cineastesaligi embraced the
interference of the government. It questions tHatimship between the
first pioneers and their state sponsors. And finall looks at how the
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cultural policies of the Bulgarian Communist Pagtyolved and affected
the filmmakers and determined the future coursh®fife of the industry.

Bulgarian film historians disagree about the exgamnt at which the
film enterprise developed into a film indusfrgritics writing during the
Communist period stress the view that “the birtti"Bulgarian cinema
coincided with the date of the Communist coup, #leof September,
1944° On the other hand, film critic Nedelcho Milev ptsirout that the
first phase of the Bulgarian cinema started immedjiaafter the abolition
of the monarchy, and more particularly on Octobér 1946, with the
creation of the first law for cinema culture. Irsfdocument we read that
“the State starts taking care and directing thétridevelopment of the
cinema culture® Films made during this period (1946-1948), such as
People among the Cloudblora sred oblatzite (1946),One Wild World
(Edin div svjat (1948), by Zachari Zhandov arthe Long Way of the
Cigarette (Dalgiyat pat na tzigaratph (1948) by Boncho Karastojanov,
already reflected the enthusiastic spirit of theeeistes.

As Ronald Holloway points out, although over fifgature films had
already been made in Bulgaria when Zhandov waedal to direct
Alarm (Trevoga (1951), this was the true beginning for the youihg f
industry. Zhandov belonged to the older generatwin Bulgarian
filmmakers, who learned their trade before andmiythe Second World
War, and had won recognition abroad for his docuarées and short
films: One Day in SofidEdin den v Sofija(1946), and?eople among the
Clouds (Hora sred oblatzite (1947), the latter a film about weather
stations and a First Prize winner at the Venicenfiestival’

According to Milev, during this initial stage, twtrends in film
emerged: exploration of the life under the new atmtship and a
fascination with the historical past, specificalfye Bulgarian Renaissance
in the late 18 century, occurring immediately after the declanatiof
Bulgarian independence from the Ottoman Empinglilev and his
contemporaries regard those early works as thealigticoriented,
ideologically immature, and aesthetically lackiiBhe weaknesses of the
filmmakers, according to Milev, provoked Party leeglto pass a new and
more radical law addressing Bulgarian cinematogyaphe law provided
for the complete nationalization of the industryeating a central
cinematic economic enterprise and cultural leaderphesiding over the
entire process of flmmaking and distributifnMany scholars see the
adoption of the law for nationalization of cinengtphy as the beginning
of the industry:* Some schools of historians and film critics go reve
further, indicating an even later starting point1850, when the film,
Kalin the EaglgKalin orelaf), was first screened.



