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K. S. STANISLAVSKY “SYSTEM”
AND ITSPLACEINTHE ACTOR’SFORMATION
AND SPIRITUAL OF THE XX™ AND XXI* CENTURY THEATER
TRANSFORMATION

The purpose of this article is an attempt to outline the range of literary
and practical sources that can bring the “system’s” key issues to an effective solution
that can influence the content and the actor’s course level of performance based
on the Stanislavsky “system’s”. To clarify the content the “System” author has put
into the concept of “nature — the only character creator”. The methodology
of theresearch is to apply theatricad and arts criticism, systemic and structural
aswell as comparative methods, which allowed considering the investigated object
asa necessary factor in the contemporary actor education. The novelty of work.
For the first time, there was made an attempt to outline a range of factors, due
to the influence of which it becomes possible to enrich the content of work with
theactor’s course on the of K.S. Stanislavsky “system”. A particular attention
has been paid to the analysis of the Theater of Objective Art’s emergence, formation,
development and establishment. Conclusions Summarizing the above mentioned,
it can be argued that a specia attention should be paid not to the very Stanislavsky
system reconstruction, but to the need for creation and practical mastering the work
with an actor method corresponding to the level of science development in the second
half of the XX™ century and at the beginning of the XXI¥ century. The universal
multicultural methodology should harmonize the practical component of the actor’s
pre-expressive practice with its scientific justification.

Key words. theater; spirituality; human nature; artist; method of work
with the actor.

Anvmyeain @aodenv Abb6ac A6idi Anvnadi, doxmop inocodii 6 eanysi
neoazociunux Hayk, npoghecop, Buwuii incmumym meampanibHo20 Mucmeymed
6 Kyeeiimi, Kysetim



[nTaHHA TEopii Ta icTopii

«Cucrema» K. C. CraniciaaBcbkoroiii micue y d¢opmyBaHHi akrTopa
Ta AyXOBHI# TpaHcpopmauii Tearpy XX CTOTITTSH

Metoro crarri — OKpPECIMTH KOJO JITEPaTypHHX 1 MNPAaKTUYHHUX JDKEpel,
o HaOmkaroTh  KiMouoBl  nuTaHHA —— «cucreMm» K. C. CraHiciaBCbKOro
10 €(pEeKTUBHOTO PpO3B’SI3aHHSA, 3JaTHOrO BIUIMHYTH Ha 3MICT Ta CTYIIHb
MPOJYKTUBHOCTI POOOTH 3 aKTOPCHKUM KypCOM; TMPOSICHUTU 3MICT, SKHUH aBTOpP
«CHUCTEMMW» BKJIaJIaB Y TIOHATTS «IIPUPOAA — €AUHHUI TBOpElb 00pa3y». 3aCTOCOBAHO
TE€aTPO3HABYMHN, MHUCTELUTBO3HABUYMM, CHUCTEMHO-CTPYKTYPHUN Ta KOMIIAPATUBHUUI
METO/IH, SIKi JTaJTK 3MOTY PO3TJISIHYTH JOCIIDKYBaHUN 00’ €KT SIK HEOOX1THUN YMHHUK
BUXOBaHHS cy4yacHoro akropa. HoBu3Ha poGoTum. Y crarTi Bhmepiie 3AiHCHEHO
cpoOy OKpECIUTH KOJO YMHHHUKIB, 3aBISKUM BIUIMBY SKHX CTa€ MOMKJIMBUM
30araueHHsT 3MICTy poOOTH 3  aKTOPCBKHMM  KypcOM 33  «CHCTEMOIO»
K. C. CranicnaBcbKOoro Ta MiABUIICHHS PIBHA MPOJYKTUBHOCTI TaKoi pPOOOTH.
Oco0nuBy yBary MpHAUICHO aHali30Bl NpPUYMH BUHUKHEHHS, (OpMyBaHHS
1 ctaHoBieHHss Tearpy o00’ekTuBHOTO MuUcTenTBa. BucHOBKH. CTBEpIKY€EThCS,
10 0COOJIMBY yBary MOTPIOHO HPUIUIATH HE PEKOHCTPYKLII BIIACHE «CHUCTEMID»
CraHiclnaBCbKOro, a HEOOXIJHOCTI CTBOPEHHS 1 HPAaKTUYHOIO ONAHYyBaHHS
METOJUKH pOOOTH 3 aKTOpOM, KOTpa BIAMOBIZA€ PIBHIO PO3BUTKY HAyKH
ap. noi. XX — Ha nod. XXI cr.. YHiBepcagbHa NOJIKYJIbTypHa METOJIMKA MOBHHHA
rapMOHI3yBaTH MNPAKTUYHUM  CKJIAJHUK JOEKCIHPECUBHOI MPAaKTHKM  aKTopa
3 1l HAyKOBHM OOIPYHTYBaHHSIM.

KurouoBi cioBa: Teatp; IyXOBHICTh, IPUPOJA JIIOJAWHU, MHUTEIh, METOJIMKA
poOOTH 3 aKTOPOM.

Anvmysaun @aoenv Ab6ac A6uou Anvnadu, ooxkmop guiocoguu 6 ooracmu
neoazo2uieckux Hayk, npogheccop, Bvicwuii uncmumym meampanvHoco uckyccmea
6 Kysetime, Kysetim

«Cucrema» K. C. CTaHHCJIaBCKOr0 U €€ MecTO B (DOPMHPOBAHUM AKTEpPa
U 1yXoBHO# Tpanchopmamuu Teatpa XX—XX| Beka

Ieab cTaThbM — OYEPTUTH KPYT JTUTEPATYPHBIX M MPAKTHICCKUX HUCTOYHHKOB,
KOTOpbIE COAECUCTBYIOT 3((DEKTUBHOMY PEIICHUIO KIIFOUEBBIX BOMPOCOB «CHUCTEMBD)
K. C. CranucnaBckoro, CcrnocoOHOMY TIOBJIMSATH Ha COJACp)KAaHHUE M CTENEHb
MPOU3BOUTEILHOCTH PaOOTHI ¢ aKTEPCKUM KypCOM; MPOSCHHUTH CMBICI, KOTOPBIHA
aBTOP «CHUCTEMBD» BKJIAQJbIBAJl B TOHATHE «IPHUPOAA — CIUHCTBEHHBIH CO37ATEINb
obpaza». Hcmonp30BaHO TeaTpOBEAYECCKUH, WMCKYCCTBOBEIUYECCKUH, CHCTEMHO-
CTPYKTYPHBIi ¥ CPaBHUTEIHHBIA METO/bI, KOTOPBHIC IO3BOJIMIIA pPacCMaTPUBATH
UCCJIeyEMBIN 00BEKT KaK HEOOXOUMBIH (paKTOp BOCIIUTAHUS COBPEMEHHOTO aKTepa.
HoBu3zHa pabotbl. B craThe BHEpBBIC NPEANPHUHSATA TOIMBITKA OYEPTHTH KPYT
dakTopoB, Oyiaromapsi BIUSHUIO KOTOPHIX CTAaHOBHUTCS BO3MOXKHBIM O0OTaTUTh
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cojiepkaHre paboThl ¢ akTepckuM KypcoMm To «cucteMe» K. C. CraHuciaaBcKoro
U MOBBICUTh YPOBEHb IPOU3BOJIUTEIBHOCTH Takod padboTel. Ocoboe BHUMaHHE
yAENEHO aHaM3y MPUYMH BO3HUKHOBEHMSI, (DOPMUPOBAHUS U CTaHOBIIeHUs TeaTpa
O00BEKTUBHOTO MCKycCTBA. BBIBOABI. YTBEepKmaaeTcs, 4T0 0c000€ BHUMAaHHE HYKHO
oOpaTUTh HE Ha PEKOHCTPYKIMI COOCTBEHHO «cUCTeMb» CTaHHMCIABCKOTO,
a Ha HEOOXOJUMOCTh CO3JaHUSl U MPAKTHUECKOTO OCBOCHUS METOJUKH padOThI
C aKTEpOM, KOTOpasi COOTBETCTBYET YpPOBHIO pa3BUTHs Hayku Havdana XXI B.
VHuBepcanabHasi  MNOJUKYJIbTYpHas  METOAMKA  JOJDKHA  TFapMOHM3UPOBATh
MPAKTUYECKYIO COCTABJISIIOUIYIO B 3KCIPECCHUBHOW MPAKTHUKE aKTEpa C €€ HAYyYHBIM
000CHOBaHUEM.

KiroueBble cioBa: TeaTp; AyXOBHOCTb, IpPHUpPOAA YEJIOBEKA; XYIOKHHUK;
METOJMKA PA0OTHI C aKTEPOM.

Relevance of research topic. Only in 1938, in the year of its author’s death,
nowadays widely known K. Stanislavsky’s “system”, was made public.
Inour\ opinion, the decision on the year of the “system” origination plays
an important role in determining the “system’s” fate itself reflecting on its teaching
methodology. This is because at various stages of the “system’s” development it had
a certain appearance; there were some or other accents. If the 1912 year isto be
accepted the date of the “system’s” content and design final formation, thus its
teaching on acting courses should base exclusively on the 1912 edition. However,
it is known that until the last days of hislife K. Stanislavsky was not satisfied with its
structure and content. The first Soviet publication of the first part of “The work
of theactor over himself” book happened after the author’s death. In addition,
Stanislavsky did not leave after himself a textbook on practical exercises in his
system. Thisis amost being a central issue. In case of the author’s textbook absence,
the Master’s direct descendants and followers formed thepractica plane
of the “system” at their discretion. Since the end of the 1950s trainings
on Stanislavsky’s “psycho-engineering elements” have been developed in the light
of modern science and, importantly and fundamentally, with the direct involvement
of the Eastern experience, including yoga, Stanislavsky himself having begun to work
on within the “system”.

The “system” becomes a sign of a universal and multicultural phenomenon.
At the same time, we partially agree with J. Grotowski that any new system becomes
a response to Stanislavsky, since it is he, in perpetuity, to remain the author
of thefirst acting art systematic theory. However, for more than forty years P. Brook
has been practicing G. Gurdjieff’s “fourth way”, and J. Grotowski applied in practice
his techniques. This is important in view of the fact that G. Gurdjieff is the authors
of the “objective art” definition and the theory. But, in our opinion, it is the time
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to agree that modern European methods of acting art are no longer correctly
considered as means of “the system” development, given the contributed to long
Western transformations and the specia L. Kurbas experience, who did not recognize
the “system” in general.

Analysis of the previous researches and publications. This problem
has drawn much attention in books of T. Bachelis, “Shakespeare and Craig” (1983),
K. Antarova, “On one creative path” (1998), V. Toporkova, “Stanislavsky on the
rehearsal” (1949); N. Kornienko, “Les Kurbas: rehearsal of the future” (2007), etc.
In addition, the author relies on the works of P. Brook, “Threads of Time” (2005),
J. Grotowski, “Reply to Stanislavsky” and ‘“Performer”(2003), A. Smiliansky

“Profession of  the Artist” preface to the 2nd volume
of the K. Stanislavsky works collection (The professon of an artist, URL:
<http://biblioteka.teatr-obraz.ru/page/professiya-artist-smelyanskiy), “Literary

Heritage” by M. Chekhov (1992).

According to the author, the most unsolved problem of the Stanislavsky
“system” practical mastering of remains the reconstruction of the 1938-year form.
In other words, the author’s early and last searches are ignored, in particular,
the eastern vector in his “system’s” practical teaching for certain actors, an essential
review of the crucial positions of the “system”, especially in connection with
theinvention of physical actions method and the effective analysis method. Such
areconstruction should take place on the basis of all available literary sources
detalled anaysis, step by step reproducing the practicad methodology
of the Stanislavsky’s work with an actor, released from censorship gaps, subjective
interpretations of the Stanisavsky’s works publishers, and in case of returning
to the “system’s” key concepts, which censorship declared to be sullen, thus forcing
the author to exclude them from the “The actor’s work over himself” printed version.
A. Tarkovskyi wrote that he wanted everything to betruthful, but there were
problems, dangerous to be touched. One way or another everything would
be adjusted, so he had to spend much theorizing (2008, p. 28). This, in our opinion,
motivated K. Stanislavsky to largely theoretical presentation of his method, which,
according to his closest students, was quite practical.

Relying exclusively on the undisputed experience of K. Stanisavsky,
one needs to take a step by step in order to recreate an effective Stanislavsky
“system” Textbook of exercises, as close as possible to the author’s “system”
practice. Finaly, this problem still remains unsolved and requires further
documentary inquiries and practical researches.

Thus, the purpose of this article is an attempt to outline the range of literary
and practical sources that can bring the “system” key issues to an effective solution
that can influence the content and the actor’s course level of performance based
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onthe Stanislavsky “system”. First, we try to clarify the content the “system’s”
author has put into the concept of “nature — the only image/character creator”,
because there ill exist a number of sometimes quite free approaches
to the “system’s” concept of “nature” interpretation.

Highlighting the topically of the research. There is a great importance of the
fact that K. Stanislavsky, in his process of searching and research, closely approached
the “theater of objective art” sphere, further thoroughly studied by G. Gurdijieff,
P. Brook, J. Grotowski, and others. If this hypothesis is correct, it will significantly
affect the content of the actor’s pre-expressive practice.

The main material presentation. At the edge of the XX™ and X XI* centuries,
the theater turned out to be in crisis, largely similar to the situation that arose in the
late XIX™ and early XX™ centuries when K. Stanislavsky and V. Nemyrovych-
Danchenko founded the Art Thesater as an alternative to the mass culture dominance.
The redlities of the present: the total commercialization of culture, the domination
of the producer’s theater and cinema, the line of soap operas, humorous shows, etc. —
give rise to spiritual inflation of acting art. The modern theater technical potential,
resulted by the high technology elements usage, the domination of directing
production, the dominance of “cash drama”, the growth of the annual premier
and current performances number, a large number of theater groups and
performances engagement, a significant reduction of rehearsal time — predetermines
the changes of stage art from sacramentalism to resprofana (lat.: profanation
of redlity).

According to L. Levin, one of the leading specialists in the field of computer
science, over time many complex proofs are becoming ssimplified, but not dl of them,
and nat without long efforts (URL: http:/AMmw.svobodaorg/content/artide/24797833.html).
In addition, according toL.Levin, thecomplexity of ideas often means their
strangeness, the search for the most effective and natura method of the actor
education, on the one hand, belong to the number of the most significant, on the other
hand, the most intricate problems of at least the XIX™ and XX™ centuries. The
problem is complicated by the fact that at the beginning of the XX™ century the
theater began to develop in a few ways, among which of particular importance are
two directions. the “subjective” theater and the “objective” art theater — according
to G. Gurdjieff’s definition.

L. Levin is convinced that this complexity is contrary to popularity. Therefore,
the desire for popularity at any price is one of many madcap problems of democracy.
In his opinion, Socrates was poisoned by the Democrats for being independent
and unpopular.

That’s why K. Stanislavsky did not strive for popularity, as well
asA.Artodespised it and J. Grotowski avoided. K. Stanisdavsky called

10
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V. Nemyrovych-Danchenko to remove his name from the posters, and J. Grotowski
referred himself to the world theater rearguard. This was because they, first of al,
tried to reach the origins of human spirituality, to define its archetypal signs and
conscious waysto it. While K. Stanislavsky was trying to retire with a group of actors
inthe “theatrical sect” in Yevpatoria, G. Gurdjieff was looking for a shelter
for hisInstitute for the harmonious human development in Istanbul
and Constantinople, later in Soviet Russia, and finally in Fontainebleau
(France),L. Kurbas and Y. Osteva were dreaming about arranging actor’s commune
in an abandoned estate or an empty temple near Kyiv; J. Hrotovsky was realizing
asuch solitude in Brzezica (one hundred kilometers from Wroclaw, Poland) and
Pontedera (near Florence, Italy); P. Brook allegedly hid his theatre from a third-party
eyein Paris, and E. Barba did the same in Holstebro (Denmark). Each of them sought
to concentrate on creating their own methodology and theater, consciously having
refused the pursuit of super-profit or popularity (with the exception of G. Gurdjieff,
but al the earned money and he spent mostly on his Institute maintenance).

It is not surprising, that these personalities in one or another way approached
the phenomenon that G. Gurdjieff defined as an “objective” art, opposing
it to the “subjective” one.

It should be noted that the “objective” art theater still remains terra incognita
to some extent. Therefore, the problem of historical justification of the “objective” art
theater’s emergence, formation, development and establishment factors.
The “objective” art theater is directed primarily to the comprehension of the human
nature as well as the artist’s nature in the process of spiritual formation
and professional creativity. Based on J. Grotowski’s idea that any new theory
and practice of the theater necessarily becomes the response to K. Stanislavsky, being
the author of the first system of acting, there has been raised an urgent question
concerning its place in the establishing and functioning of both the “subjective” art
theater and its spiritual antipode — the “objective” art theater, because, in our opinion,
K. Stanisavsky played a prominent role in the history of both theatrical art directions.

The modern history of “objective” and “subjective” art began almost
simultaneously — at the edge of the XIX™ and XX™ centuries. Sometimes they have
crossed, for example, in searches of K. Stanislavsky and V. Meyerhold, P. Brook
and J. Grotowski. However, the “subjective” art holds an undisputed leadership
initsspread and recognition, in its turn the “objective” art being an undeniable
outsider on these determinants, despite the equaly undisputable and legendary
leadership of al the named proselytes of this rather margina trend of art,
in particular, theatrical.

It causes the theoretical and spiritual decentralization of “objective” art
schools. K. Stanislavsky’s aliance with Craig and in his collaboration with
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L. Sulyerzhytsky are quite different schools of theater, acting and directing.
J. Grotowski and E.Barba, jointly worked in Opole, are equaly similar,
asfar asdifferent. They are not tangible in attaching to one or another religious,
spiritual, philosophical and psychological schools and theories of the West,
in understanding and imitation of the Oriental ones. For each of them the balances
of relations between the playwright/theater, the director/actor, and the
performance/viewer look more like a Pryhozhyn pendulum, balanced for a moment
before the unpredictable and chaotic movement, than the linear scales created for the
unambiguous fixation of one-dimensional masses. Even professing the only Orienta
schools, they have chosen their own vector of spiritual and practical mastery. In
addition, J. Grotowski has quite substantially changed the direction, the meaning and
the spiritual ground of hiswork for several times.

The reforms carried out by K. Stanislavsky have an exceptional significance.
However, they are happened to be studied, examined predominantly by canonized
sources, in particular, the “The actor’s work over himself” Soviet publications and
the many comments and publications of the followers, and officially recognized
researchers.

At al times, there found the circumstances spoiling the canonized image
and returning the “system” to the chaos of “vague” terms and explosive “mysticism”.
The “system” traditional interpretation defenders avoid these slippery themes. Why
during the triumphal tours K. Stanislavsky confidentially wrote to V. Nemyrovych-
Danchenko that there was no Artistic Theater anymore? Why at this time he had been
convinced that experienced actors did not want, and the youth was not able to work
on new principles? Why, on the background of an unbelievable triumph,
R. Stanislavsky had finaly been convinced that radical changes were needed,
and the theater, that had conquered America, had no future?

Apparently, K. Stanislavsky had an idea about a different theater, another
acting technique, and other performances. Even in 1921, V. Meyerhold
wasimpressed by the fact that K. Stanislavsky demanded from the actors not
the feelings, but the flexibility of the body, expressive gesture and rhythm, rhythm,
and rhythm. According to the evidence of K. Antarova, who in 1918-1921 was
astudent of K. Stanislavsky at the Bolshoi Theater Studios, he interpreted the actor’s
stamp as a spiritua inactivity (1998, p. 192). The K. Stanislavsky’s intuition and his
sudden inspirations went much further, at least, of the canonized system. We believe
K. Stanisavsky to have everything to have been ahead the P. Brooke, J. Grotowski,
and E. Barbie’s searches for many years before, if the general flurry of materialism
inscience, the Soviet ideology, the Moscow Art Theater, V. Nemyrovych-
Danchenko, the old and young actors and he by himself had not become the obstacle.

12
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In the spring of 1938, a few months before his death, Konstantin Stanislavsky
with severa directors of the Moscow Art Theater began his work on alaboratory
performance named “Tartuffe” in order to give them the mysteries of the physical
action method. The gray-haired Stanislavsky, barely moving his legs, put into classes
by the hands, conducts rehearsals half-bed.

According to V. Toporkov, K. Stanislavsky considered physica actions to be
the main element of stage expressiveness and demanded from the actor a‘“good
diction” of physical actions. He considered exercises with imaginary objects
to be the engine of their purity and expressiveness,

We completely agree that everyday exercises in memory of physical actions
with represented objects form a concentration, that is, the concentration of the actor
on the stage act essence.

“Nobody knows the technique that I am striving for. But it needs
to bereached” (Toporkov, 1949, p. 140). It is strange that K. Stanislavsky said
thisin 1938, because he had developed the method of physical action in Nice
in 1929-1930-s, that is, nine years before his desperate attempt to share the secret
of his unique technique to a group of theater directors. For more than nine years,
the Moscow Art Theater had been ignoring the discovery, which radically changed
the emphasis of the system.

We note that according to A. Smiliansky it was in 1929, the very year
the Moscow Art Theater was struck by a devastating blow: the Soviet government
questioned its aesthetics, repertoire politics, organizational structure, “subjectively-
1dealistic” and even the “mystical” system of its “vague” terms: “life of the human
spirit”, “autonomy of super-consciousness” and, ultimately, the very existence of the
system. Thus, the officials decided to take care in advance the K. Stanislavsky
“system” not to be put into practice.

K. Stanislavsky himself did not see and did not hear anything around;
heworked as if nothing had happened around. V. Toporkov wrote that
K. Stanislavsky was afraid of all kinds of views in the past (1949, p. 134). When one
of the actresses told him that she was keeping detailed records of all his a few years
ago rehearsals, the Master asked her to burn them. He also renounced theterm
“nature of state”, which he launched a few years before. “What is the sate of nature?
... | have never heard about that”.

However, we are convinced that Stanislavsky is right when he says that
the action comes from the will and intuition, but from the brain and the head. Thus,
Konstantin Stanislavsky denies rational work on the role.

S. Hippius tries to reduce the objective phenomena to almost ordinary
materialistic phenomena. The students are left to perceive the information purely
intellectually and acquire one or another ability, relying on the suggestibility of their
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psychics. As if in response to the meditative searches of M. Chekhov’s of Don
Quixote image, S. Hippius speaks about a second signaling system that “seems
tosupply movies to our internal screen, creating, under his verbal guidance,
at thestudio of the First Signa System” images that “will break the screen
of theinternal sight through the barriers of selective control” (2001). Meditation
requires continuous silence, overcoming the “internal monologue”, and only under
such conditions givesrise to visualization, and, in S. Hippius’s mind, the actor’s brain
works “as if filming a cinematic device and a spinning tape of the tape recorder —
continuously, throughout life” (2001).

S. Hippius cites |. Siechenov: “Thought is — a reflex, restrained in its motor
part, and every thought is a word in the state of the muscular activity beginning”
(2001). The human’s eye has been found out to begin moving when a person
perceives any kind of image. This is an average person. We practice techniques
in which students are looking at each other without any flashing, without the least
movement of the eye for a long time. The eye of our actor does not give anything
inlife or on stage, thus, in combination with the internal chatter absence, it makes
impossible casua reflex reactions.

K. Stanislavsky interprets the “prana” as a muscular sense of physical energy,
“transfusion” of which the students performed in exercises for tension and muscles
emancipation. The exalted youth “radiated prana” as a kind of airy fluid, that fills
the soul.

In our opinion, the K. Stanislavsky eclecticsis united by his origina insecurity
in the possibility of solving metaphysical essentially problems through materialist
means. Finally, the phenomenal acquired the signs of materialism: K. Stanislavsky
found, — at least for the book (first edition — 1938) — the subconscious creativity
of the very nature — through the conscious actor’s psycho technique and finally
identified 14 elements of the psycho technique, which are subjected to “training
and drill”. Not only |. Berhman and mature P. Brook treat the “system” negatively,
but also, for example, A. Tarkovsky, who wrote: “K. Stanislavsky did a bad service
to the future of the Theater — amost the same asV. Stasov did for painting.
AsF. Dostoyevsky wrote, this ideology, the so-called “direction” — al this replaced
the tasks and the meaning of art” (2008, pp. 60-61). A. Tarkovsky wrote, “the depth
does not lie in the realism of extraordinary events, but in the desire for the depth”
(2008, p. 593).

However, in our opinion, even at first glance, the obvious and rather
“materialistic” K. Stanislavsky’s demands towards the actor were based
on metaphysical canons. Let’s say a categorical ban on an actor rehearsing arole with
the author’s text, concealed something unproved by the Master aloud, in order
the Moscow Art Theatre representatives not to be confused with his other “frills”.

14
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The prohibition of the author’s text turns the actor’s brain; his discretion refuses
to perform Hamlet without the Shakespeare’s text. He is not able to exist without any
fluctuations in a high poetic drama with imperfect improvisational prose. What to do
with the rhythm of the Shakespeare’s poetic text in this case? Physical discretion
Ispanicking and fading. This is exactly what K. Stanislavsky needs, because in this
case there is no thought in the actor’s head, and the probability of the redl
imagination awakening increases significantly. “When the actor, — quotes
V. Toporkov the words of K. Stanidavsky, — is afraid to show his will, he uses
reasoning. This is a horse trampling in place caused by inability to move the cart”
(1949, p. 136). It isalso proved by G. Gurdjieff and J. Grotowski’s experience.

Such a seemingly innocent discourse, as a “passion for action”, conceals
the ability to total actor’s concentration that cannot be imagined without the absolute
“internal chatter” stopping, which should not be confused with the “internal
monologue”.

At first glance it seems amost sensational the news that K. Stanislavsky
prohibited directors-performers to search for a mise en scene while working
on “Tartuffe”. It is a strange approach altogether with the author’s text prohibition
accompanied by physical action with the imaginary object to be the main means
of actor’s expression.

For many years, studying the little-known sources concerning the “systems”,
we have been convinced that every year K. Stanislavsky became more and more
materialistic, amost conservative. It was a false thought. The mastering of the actor’s
psycho technique elements is now becomes clear to have been based on the search for
the human nature archetype. The “discipline”, K. Stanidavsky always demanded
from the actor, was an “organic discipline”, which should be conscious and should
not require constant external control. Itisadiscipline that arises and continues
throughout the whole actor’s life without giving any effort, thus indicating one thing:
the actor has mastered the decisive element of the psycho technique — the total
concentration on the object, the character and his actions. In addition, the lack
of discipline means that the actor to be governed by his own ego, pride, narcissism.
These particular factors overthrow any efforts to gain a state of a complete
concentration, and thus making it impossible to awaken areal, rather than a fictional
Imagination, with all the signs not to be imagined, but fantasized, being an attribute
of physical discretion. Thus, one can argue that imagination is an attribute of spiritual
thinking, activated only under the condition of complete peace and quietness
in the realm of physical discretion.

In the conditions of boundless domination of materialism, the pursuit of instant
material gain, the reorientation of the vast majority of theaters to the cash repertoire
levels the person, the theater, and its spiritual dominant, the very spirituality becomes
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an urgent problem of society. Under such conditions, a purely materialist
interpretation of the actor’s nature sometimes drastically changes the nature
of the theatrical art, which requires a certain approach to the very basics of the actor’s
upbringing.

At the same time, there is a noticeable increase in the number of higher
educational institutions acting departments and sections and their annual graduates.
However, due to the long time dominance of one technique, namely
the K. Stanislavsky system, the actor’s skill curriculum is oriented towards “external
skills” mastering, focused on the problems of “given circumstances”, “reincarnation”,
“image”, “character”, etc.

Thus, there is aneed for a historical substantiation of the factors of the Theater
of Objective Art emergence, formation, development and establishment, aimed
primarily at the cognition of the human nature itself and the artist nature within
the spiritual formation and professional creativity process.

Conclusions. In our opinion, nowadays it’s not SO important what is the way
of a certain actor’s school, what particular leaders’ ideas are taken for a sample
and professed profoundly, whether it retains certain traditions, or finds its own
special way and works according to an author’s technique, which has no analogues
inthe past. In al cases, no school and methodology has the right to ignore the fact
that K. Stanislavsky and L. Sulierzhytskyi, L. Kurbas and M. Chekhov, R. Steiner
and G. Gurdjieff, A. Arto and P. Brook, J. Grotowski and E. Barba each in their own
way investigated the human nature, the archetypal factors of this nature and their
preliminary sources. In our opinion, when K. Stanislavsky proclaims nature to be the
only possible creator, he refers to the human’s nature, his powerful energies
and organic creative sources.

In the restoration of K. Stanislavsky “system”, especially its practical side,
first, one should abandon the belief that the whole world recognized it as the only
method of working with an actor, because it does not correspond to reality. Secondly,
our own “system” research experience shows that its reconstruction isimpossible
without addressing to a number of other authors finding, primarily A. Arto, E. Barba,
P. Brook, Y.Vakhtanhov, J. Grotowski, G. Gurdjieff and R. Steiner, L. Kurbas,
L. Sulierzhytskyi, M. Chekhov and others. Scientific researches of such scholars
asK. Kereni, I. Pryhozhyn, D. Lauenstein, K. Jung and others worth adding to this
list, because they made a powerful breakthrough inunderstanding the primitive
human nature, such phenomena as consciousness, over consciousness, human energy
resources, etc.

Consequently, the conversation should not be about the reconstruction
of the Stanislavsky actual system, but about the creation and practical mastering
of the working with an actor methodol ogy, corresponding to the science devel opment
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level at the beginning of the XXI¥ century. In addition, such a universal multicultural
methodology should harmonize the practical component of the actor’s expressive
practice with its scientific grounding. In our opinion, there is no other way to create
atruly scientific and effective system of the actor education. Any attempt to isolate
any figure and to imitate anything exclusively onits personal “system” will lead
to the absence of the personal scientific and practical discoveries, which in the second
half of the XX™ — early XXI¥ century drastically changed the world.
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