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Abstract

The device of the double is a common technical device in literature. This device is
well suited to the short story and novella genres. Mikhail Bulgakov uses this device very
frequently in his short narratives. Thus, the aim of the present study is to investigate how
the device of the double influences other elements of Bulgakov’s short narratives. The first
such element is characterization which is, traditionally, served by the creation of a
doppelganger or character double. As a result of doubling, the repetition of character
traits occurs which contributes to the creation of the image of a character. The device of
the double strengthens the characterizing capacity of point of view. It also serves as an
indicator of the secondary themes in short narratives and contributes to the elaboration of
the main themes in Bulgakov’s works. In his frame-stories, this device is used for

establishing a bridge between the framing and inner narratives.
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Introduction

The life and work of the prominent Russian writer and playwright Mikhail
Bulgakov (1891 — 1940) attracts readers and critics in Russia to such an extent that, for
example, the result of a survey revealed the interesting fact that his novel The Master and
Margarita was the most popular book among young people in contemporary Russia
(Kempos 3). Most of Bulgakov’s works were not published during his lifetime, but after
the publication of The Master and Margarita in 1967, twenty-seven years after his death,
his other works, and an avalanche of critical studies on Bulgakov, began to appear.
However, most critics, such as Edward Ericson, and George Krugovoy, concentrate on
Bulgakov’s ideas and beliefs, whereas the full-length studies on Bulgakov’s life and work,
by Marietta Chudakova, Ellendea Proffer, Lesley Milne, and Anthony Colin Wright, have
used a biographical approach. Valuable in itself; this approach now is no longer beneficial
because of its initial limitedness, and critics’ interest should be directed to the study of
Bulgakov’s poetics, for his unique use of technical devices demands more intense critical
attention. In fact, most critical works on Bulgakov are devoted to his magnum opus, his
‘sunset novel,” The Master and Margarita.” However, the brilliance manifested by the
handling of themes, plot, and other elements in this novel was not achieved by Bulgakov
all at once, for he mastered his techniques while his works grew in stature. Thus, it will be
useful to explore some of the techniques which he developed in his short stories and
novellas.

One such technique, the use of the device of the double, is present in many of his



short narratives. Although the device of the double is viewed by critics exclusively as a
means of characterization, in the present study, I shall investigate how this device becomes
an important element not only in characterization, but also influences other properties of
Bulgakov’s short narratives, such as genre, theme, structure, or works in tandem with
such important element as point of view. The device of the double is one of the many that
constitute Bulgakov’s poetics and which have not yet been fully explored, ever though

they are one of the main reasons for the popularity of his work.

A. The double in life

The phenomenon of the double does not exist in reality but is a pure product of the
human imagination. If two people look, or feel, or act alike, in the natural world, they do
so merely by coincidence, and only the human imagination gives to this phenomenon
special, often conspicuous, significance. In many cultures, the birth of twins has been
perceived as a sign of disaster, and a person’s sighting of himself has been interpreted as a
sign of his approaching death (Rogers 8). The notion of the double has associations with
the uncanny and, possibly, the fear of the double is based on a person’s inability to see
himself completely. Thus, when a person sees himself in full, this experience is given a
supernatural explanation. A person’s reflection in a mirror or in water, or a portrait,
unusually identical to the original, are connected in the human mind with the concept of
the double and the uncanny (Rogers 8). Such perspectives create ambiguity, which
Umberto Eco believes is “characteristic of the aesthetic message” (qtd. in Schumm 15),

because these perspectives reveal the unexpected identities of people and objects.



B. The double in literature

In literature and oral art, the phenomenon of the double has a twofold implication.
It is a motif which in some works turns into a main theme, and it is also a technical device
used by authors in order to achieve desired effects, most often in characterization, but also
in any other element of the work. Take, for example, the first extended epic, Gilgamesh
(ca.2500 — 1300 BC), which includes a pair of counterparts: Gilgamesh, King of Uruk,
and his brother and friend, Enkidu. This epic’s main theme and plot are built upon the
relationship between the two heroes and their different and similar traits. Gilgamesh meets
a wild man, Enkidu; they become friends and love each other as brothers. They have many
affinities: for example, they are both half human and half god, and both are brave and
exceptional warriors. At the same time, they are also very different in many ways:
Gilgamesh is a civilized man but wild in his deeds, and Enkidu, although he initially lives
like an animal, is sensible and sober. Thus, the basic features of the literary phenomenon of
the double were already established in antiquity: two characters share some specific
characteristics but also possesses some contrasting features. Since then, the motif of the
double has appeared sporadically in oral art and literature, and has never vanished.

For example, Virgil, in the _Aeneid, from the first century BC, provides a

complementary opposite character to the protagonist, Aeneas. The queen of Carthage,
Dido, is a perfect ruler of her people, and is as strong and attractive as Aeneas, but she is
his opposite in that she is a woman and also in that she prefers love to her duty as a leader
of her people. As a result of this preference, Dido dies, but Aeneas successfully continues

to perform the task that the gods have imposed on him. In the Middle Ages, Dante used



this device of doubling of the character when he portrayed Virgil as his guide to the
journey in the underworld. The presence of Virgil as Dante’s counterpart in the Divine
Comedy (1301-1321) creates a sense of continuity through the ages because two poets,
Virgil and Dante, people of different times and different beliefs, are united during this
journey. They have some aspects of the doubles mainly because they are both poets.
Shakespeare, as well, uses doubles in two of his comedies, Comedy of Errors (1594), and
Twelfth Night (1600), which include the motif of mistaken identity. He creates twin
brothers and sisters to explore the question of identity.

However, the most significant interest in the double emerged during the Romantic
Movement: “Because the Romantic Movement made the inner life of man — spontaneity of
feeling, imagination, spiritual exploration — fashionable if not respectable, nineteenth
century audiences generally accepted works which revealed the two opposing selves
within the human personality” ( Rosenfield 313). It is during the Romantic era that the
classic stories using the motif of the double were written. Most of these investigate the
instability within a single man, and his division into two personalities: “The Romantic hero
.. . is a potentially divided self; his identity is a conflict between his heroic essence and a
more personal, more present existence” (Reed 63). The movement from the pre-Romantic
period to the Romantic can be defined as a movement from the investigation of
homogeneous figures to heterogeneous ones. In these stories, the double is portrayed as a
person’s shadow, as in Adelbert von Chamisso‘s “The Marvelous History of the
Shadowless Man”(1814); as an automaton, as in Hoffmann’s “Die Automate”(1819), and

as a portrait in Oscar Wilde’s The Picture of Dorian Gray (1891). The figure of the double




reached its maturity in the work of Hoffmann (Herdman 21), whom Gogol admired
(Driessen 213), and we can assume that Gogol created many of his fantastic elements,
particularly the double in “Hoc” (1836), under Hoffmann’s influence (Passage150).

In the post-Romantic age, interest in the motif of the double declined because of
the rise of “scientific” psychology, which required the writer to abstain from moral
judgment of his double heroes in order to “remain intellectually respectable” (Herdman
20). Chekhov did so in his short story “YepHbIit MoHax” (1894), in which he portrays the
clinical origin of a divided personality.

In Russian literature and folklore, the motif of the double as a second self did not
exist until the nineteenth century when this motif emerged under the Western influence of
Romanticism. I believe that the double did not appear earlier in Russia because of the
different concepts of the self in the Catholic and Orthodox Christian religions. The
Catholic idea of the self was heavily influenced by Gnostic doctrine, a system of belief,
from many different sects, that emerged in the first century AD on the fringes of
Christianity. In Gnostic thought, the problem of human duality is one of the most
important issues (Herdman 7). In the third century, “the Gnostic tendency had a fresh
resurgence in the form of Manichaeism, a syncretic Gnostic dualism . . . based on a belief
in primeval conflict between light and darkness” (Herdman 7). Augustine was a Manichee
before his conversion to Christianity. It is possible that his experience with Manichaeism
resulted in his strong belief in the presence of duality in every man because he found it in
himself and wrote about it in his Confessions ( fifth century AD): “My inner self was a

house divided against itself” (qtd. in Herdman 7). Augustine’s thought influenced the



writing of Calvin and other Reformers. Reformism, in its turn, influenced all of Catholic
Christianity. In contrast, this influence did not affect the world of Orthodox Christianity
and, consequently, the idea of the dual nature of the human soul was not essential for
Russian folk art and Russian Medieval literature. In the Western Russian provinces, the
folk tales about “HBOEIYIIIHNKY,” (people who have two souls) are obvious echoes of
Ukranian and Polish folktales that emerged in two predominantly Catholic countries
(JIeBkmeBcKas 28). Only in the nineteenth century in the works of a few Russian writers
— Gogol, Perovskij-“Pogorelsky,” and Dostoevsky — does the figure of the double occur.
Charles Passage believes that Western Romanticism, particularly Hoffman, influenced
these writers, whom he calls “the Russian Hoffmanists” (15).

The doubling of a character as an artistic device, rather than as a figure of the
second self, was more popular in Russian folk art and literature. The two brothers, ®oma
and Epema, are popular characters in many Russian satirical folk tales. Each one of them
possesses what the other one lacks. @oMa never finishes his work and therefore has a
nickname, Hemomen. Epema, in contrast with his brother, does his job with such an effort
that he ruins it. His nickname is ITepemen (Ckazku 280). The first Russian novel in verse,

Pushkin’s _Eprenuit Onerns (1823-31) includes two sisters, Olga and Tatiana. They are

complete opposites, despite their common upbringing, and each has qualities which the
other lacks. In the same novel, the protagonist, Eugene Onegin, has his counterpart,
Vladimir Lensky, whom Onegin sees as a version of his younger self, with feelings and
ideas which he had in his youth, and has since lost.

Most of the major nineteenth-century Russian writers used the doubling of a



character as a subtype of the device of the double. Mikhail Lermontov, in the story

Kugxnaa Mapu, which is included in the novel I'epo#t Hartiero BpemeHn(1840), gives

to the protagonist, Grigoriy Pechorin, his counterpart, Doctor Verner, who, as both
characters recognize, has all of the protagonist’s traits. The main female character,
Princess Mary, also has a double, Pechorin’s beloved Vera. They are both capable of
sincere feelings, but both are products of high society, which makes them behave under
certain, often hypocritical, rules. Turgenev, Goncharov, and Tolstoy were also fond of
depicting characters in pairs.

Bulgakov, who wrote in the1920s and 1930s was a contemporary of Surrealism,
which focused on the dual identity of objects (Arnason 283), and, at the same time, also
continued the Russian and European literary traditions by using the device of the double.
What was significant for Bulgakov was his ability to use different types of doubles, and to
use them more frequently than other contemporary Russian writers. Most importantly,
Bulgakov used this element not only for characterization, but also for structuring other

elements of the works such as theme, plot, and for creating a point of view.

C. The concept of the double in literary criticism

Most critics complain that the concept of the double has not yet been defined as
precisely as it should be, and Albert Guerard’s belief, that “the word double is
embarrassingly vague, as used in literary criticism”(3), is commonly expressed in critical
works on the subject of the double, for example, in the works of Nicole Bravo and Carl

Keppler, among others.



Two problems complicate the possibility of clearly defining the term. First, its
literary implication has not yet been fully separated from its psychological one, as the
works of Otto Rank and Robert Rogers demonstrate. In real life, people who experience
autoscopia, or split personality are often said to have a double in the form of “second self”
or an alter ego ( Rogers 14). However, Guerard points out that “autoscopic hallucination .
. . is perhaps commoner in literature than in life”(5). He makes his statement based on
Freud’s belief that literature is a “much more fertile province” for the uncanny than real
life (qtd. in Guerard 5).

In contrast to autoscopic hallucination, the psychological phenomenon of the
multiple personality frequently occurs (Rogers 15), but does not often appear in literature,
perhaps because the very admittance of this phenomenon’s clinical nature automatically
annihilates the double’s ambiguity, which is a necessary property of the double. Ambiguity
generates suspense and stimulates the reader’s desire to penetrate into the mind of a
character. As Herdman points oﬁt, “The psychological power of the device of the double
lies in its ambiguity, in the projection of the subject’s subjectivity upon a being whose
reality the structure of the novel or story obliges the reader to accept” (Herdman 14).
Perhaps the phenomenon of split personality is so appealing to the authors of detective
stories because the suspense in such works lies upon the criminal case. Usually, the
suspect’s split personality is revealed simultaneously with the resolving of the criminal
case and is an element of a surprise, but not a suspense.

Thus, in an attempt to define the terms for the literary double, we have to separate

the psychological phenomenon from the literary one, and to leave the investigation of the



relationship between them to psychologically oriented criticism. As a result of this
separation, we can concentrate on the term’s literary implications.

The critic’s second concern is the problem of which characters can be considered
as doubles and which characters are “the merely opposite (or congruent) characters who
are bound to crop up in the works of even the most naturalistic novelists, since all
characterization involves an element of dialectic” (Herdman 15). No agreement exists
about what features consistently indicate the double. Guerard, who was the first to
complain about the vagueness of the term “double,” is, strangely, the one who is ready to
confirm the presence of a double on the basis of “a strong feeling of sympathetic
identification” that one, or both, characters experience; on the reenacting by the minor
character of “‘a major character’s traumatic experience,” and even on the basis of an occult
connection between the two characters “in the author’s imagination™ (3). Thus, he offers
the widest possible criteria for detecting doubles in literature.

Carl Keppler, in his meticulous monograph The Literature of the Second Self.

attempts to narrow the concept of the double by calling the figure not “the double,” but
“the second self,” and offers other criteria for detecting a double. Keppler thinks that “the
second self is the intruder [who] always tends to remain half-shadowed, are always left in
comparative obscurity” (3), and that the second self always does harm to the first, but that
this harm “brings self-enlargement” to the original (195). However, the use of this criteria
to analyze doubles gathers, in one group, characters that exist independently in the
fictional world of a work, and those characters that, possibly, are only a result of the

hero’s imagination. For example, Keppler believes that Edgar Allan Poe’s William Wilson



and his double are connected with each other in the same way that Dostoevsky’s
Raskolnikov is connected with Svidrigailov. However, William Wilson’s second self is an
ambiguous figure: the reader cannot definitely determine if he is a product of the hero’s
imagination or a real person. Poe obviously intends to not give a clear explanation of the
second William Wilson’s nature, and to leave it as a riddle for the reader. In contrast,
Dostoevsky’s Svidrigailov, although a very mysterious figure, is a real person who in no
way is a product of Raskolnikov’s imagination. Raskolnikov does have a connection to
Svidrigailov, whom he intensely hates. Raskolnikov sees that Svidrigailov destroys
people’s lives and finds that he himself has become a destroyer of lives. The two
characters’ similar destructiveness connects them and highlights the most gruesome
aspects of Raskolnikov’s theory and deeds. However, they cannot have the same kind of
connection with each other as does William Wilson and his double because Svidrigailov
exists as an independent character.

There is no necessity to narrow the definition of the term “double,” but it is
necessary to define different types of the double. The confusion in terminology results
from a lack of clear distinctions among terms that often are used interchangeably, but
indicate different phenomena. In critical works on the double, critics use seven different
terms: the double, doppelgdnger, second self, quasi-double, counterpart, character
double, and complementary character.

The term doppelgdnger, invented by German writer Jean-Paul Richter, first
appeared in his novel Siebenkis (1796). It became the term used to designate “people who

see themselves” (Richter 67). “Second self” designates an alter ago and came from

10



psychology (Reber 26). The terms “counterpart,” “character double,” and “complementary
character” are essentially literary terms because they allude to characters, not to real
people. Moreover, only the term “double” is used everywhere: in real life, in psychology,
and in literary criticism.

Thus, instead of imposing one term on different types of doubles, as Keppler does,
perhaps it is more beneficial to understand which terms are used interchangeably and
which are not. The first and the most difficult task is to accept that the term “double” will
always be used in indicating all these types of phenomena because the connotations of the
word are so wide that it includes the meanings of all the other terms. Hence, the term
“double” can be used to refer to a doppelgdnger and to a counterpart as well. Thus, I
disagree with Keppler and Bravo that this term’s meaning is not narrow enough. Instead
of rejecting the term, we can narrow its meaning by indicating to what particular kind of
double we are referring.

Ralph Tymms, in his study Double in Literary Psychology, thinks that “Jean Paul’s
conception of the double is never profound, and sometimes it is quite trivial” (33), and
criticizes the perceived limitations of the term doppelgdnger. Nevertheless, many critics
(Bravo, Herdman, Miller among others) use it in its very particular meaning to refer to a
character that “is a second self; or alter ego, which appears as a distinct and separate
being, but apprehensible by the physical senses (or at least some of them), but exists in a
dependent relation to the original” (Herdman 14). According to this definition, Golyadkin
Jr., in Dostoevsky’s novella “The Double”(1846) is a doppelgdnger, that is, Golyadkin

Sr.’s second self; or alter ego. However, Leggatt, in Joseph Conrad’s short story “The
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Secret Sharer”(1912), and Svidrigailov, in Dostoevsky’s novel IlpecTynienue u

Haka3zaHwue (1866), are not doppelgdngers, and consequently, not second selves for their
originals, because they are “characters who exist in their own right, but reflect some
internal aspect of another character in a strengthened form” (Frank 311). Joseph Frank
calls such a character a “quasi-double,” but it is also a “counterpart,” and “character
double,” and “complementary character,” and we can use these terms interchangeably.
Thus, we have two groups of terms: one, under the main term doppelgdnger, means the
same as “second self” and alfter ego, and also can be expressed as the “classic double;” and
the other group of terms, under the main term “counterpart,” means “character double,”
“quasi-double,” and “complementary character.” The terms that belong to the first group
should not be confused with those in the second group, but the common term “the double”
can be used to refer to any of them.

This classification enables us to decide which characters are doubles and to what
group they belong, and to avoid Keppler’s and Guerard’s mistake of grouping together
such different types of doubles as Ivan Karamazov and his Devil, and Ivan Karamazov and
his brother Alyosha. The first pair consists of a character and his doppelgdnger, his
personal devil, or his second self; the second pair consists of a character and his
counterpart, or complementary character, who embodies Ivan’s potential to believe in God
and with whom Ivan shares some features despite these characters’ external differences.

In this study, I will use the term “double” for every phenomenon which can be
referred to any term listed above, and will use another term when I want to point at the

specific characteristic of the double. I also will use the expression “the device of the
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double” when referring to any phenomenon that involves a classic doppelgdnger, or
counterpart, because this expression indicates broadly enough both phenomena.

In analyzing a double and its function in a work, it is most beneficial to approach it
as a heterogenous phenomenon. In every work, a double has different characteristics, just
as its original has his own individuality. Many critics try to limit the double to a few
character types. For example, Keppler identifies seven types of doubles: the twin brother,
the pursuer, the tempter, the vision of horror, the savior, the beloved, and the double in
time. Robert Rogers, in his book The Double in Literature, believes that the double in
literature is always a realization of the writer’s hidden psychological anxiety. Claire
Rosenfeld writes, in her essay “The Shadow within,” that by presenting a double, the
author always presents a hero’s low, hidden, and dark second self. All of these statements
are helpful, but they are all incorrect in the same way: they all limit a double to one single
facet. However, a double might possess many of them at the same time. For example,
Leggatt, in Conrad’s “The Secret Sharer,” is not only a savior, as Keppler states, but also
reveals the Captain’s hidden identity as someone who tolerates an outlaw. However, is it
really an “evil” hidden identity? And is it only the hero’s, and, consequently, Conrad’s
hidden identity? Leggatt can represent the hidden desire for not simply legal justice, but
for human justice, which exists deep inside many people, and not in the author of the story
alone.

Thus, when analyzing the figure of the double, it is most useful to characterize him
without putting him into a rigid category. A double’s general characteristics can be found

only on the level of its function in a story. For example, a double can be objective, or
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subjective, or raise the question of his objectivity. In Robert L. Stevenson’s novella
“Strange Case of Dr. Jekil and Mr. Hyde” (1885), Mister Hyde is an objective double
because he is seen by many people. In Dostoevsky’s “The Double,” Golyadkin Junior is a
subjective double who, we presume, is a product of Golyadkin Senior’s disturbed mind,
but the reader questions this double’s subjectivity because Golyadkin Senior’s co-workers
also see Golyadkin Junior.

Furthermore, doubles can be also described as “functional” or “constant.” A
functional double exists briefly, usually for one scene in a story, and is used to reveal one
particular character trait of the hero or the hero’s feeling or state of mind. As Shlomith

Rimmon-Kenan, in her study Narrative Fiction, writes, “When two characters are

presented in similar circumstances, the similarity or contrast between their behavior
emphasizes traits characteristic of both” (70). In contrast to a functional double, a
constant double exists for a long period of time in a story and is similar in almost every

way to the original character.

D. The device of the double as a metaphorical phenomenon

According to Roman Jakobson’s theory of the metaphorical and metonymical
poles in language, all literature can be divided into two categories based on the
predominance of metaphorical or metonymical elements in a work. The discrimination
between these two poles is based upon two opposite processes essential for the use of any
language: the selection among the different units of language and the combination of units

into a coherent whole. For example, if a person utters the sentence “IToe3x mpuiesn mmo
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pacrnucaHuIo,” he has made a selection among the groups of words and picks up only
those which most accurately express the information he wants to communicate. He has
chosen “moe3n” among the words designating the means of transportation, “Irapoxo,
aBTOMOOHIIB, caMoJieT,” or others. He also has chosen the form of the word: in this case,
the verb is singular and nominative. Then after selecting the word and its form, he has
connected it with the other words in the sentence. He did not use the word “npuneresn,”
but “mpuinen” and only in the singular and masculine form. The grammatical rules of
Russian demand this form. We select the units of language and connect them in
accordance with the rules of the language we speak. Jakobson calls the process of
selection “metaphoric” and the process of combination “metonymic™ because “they find
their most condensed expression in metaphor and metonymy respectively” (Jakobson 58).

As David Lodge explains in The Modes Of Modern Writing, Jakobson applies this theory

to literature and argues that in prose, the metonymical process prevails, while in poetry,
the metaphorical, but they interact with each other. Jakobson’s theory implies that “the
formal rules of poetry (i.e., verse) — metre, rhyme, stanzaic form, etc. — are based upon
relationships of similarity and cut across the logical progression of discourse” (88). In the
works of realism, the metonymical elements predominate: “Following the path of
contiguous relationships, the realist author metonymically digresses from the plot to the
atmosphere and from the characters to the setting in space and time” ( Jakobson 59). In
Romantic and Symbolic works, the metaphorical process predominates because the aim of
the authors in these movements is to depict the process of the subjective perception of the

objective world, not a world by itself. The subjective processes occurring within the
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human mind most often escape the rules of logic and divorce themselves from
metonymical rules.

The device of the double belongs to the metaphorical category of devices because
the double and the metaphor both “involve a quantitatively dual or doubling aspect”
(Gordon 19). The two entities that constitute both a metaphor and a double are
simultaneously the product of comparison and the reason for comparison. Between a
character and his double, as between the two points of comparison in a metaphor, a hidden
connection always exists manifesting itself in the repetition of similar traits, but leaving a
gap in meaning that poses questions and demands investigation.

Explaining Jakobson’s theory, Lodge writes: “The greater the distance between the
tenor and the vehicle of the metaphor, the more powerful will be the semantic effect of the
metaphor, but the greater, also, will be disturbance to . . . realistic illusion” (112). The
differing distances between the tenor and the vehicle is reflected in my classification of the
different types of doubles. With a classical doppelgcinger, the existential distance between
the character and his double is infinite because the double, in reality, does not exist.
Therefore, it always evokes an aura of the uncanny. With a counterpart, the distance is
shorter because the similarity between people is a rare, but natural, phenomenon. A
counterpart can also evoke the uncanny, but as a result of its rareness, which, in turn,
evokes fear and a sense of the supernatural. Consequently, the classic doppelgdnger and
the doubling of a character are most commonly found in the works of Magic Realism and
Realism, respectively.

Magic realism is a distinctive blend of realistic and fantastic elements in the same
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work. Though most fully realized in Gabriel Garcia Marquez’s novel One Hundred Years
of Solitude (1967), magic realism is a term that can apply to works of Nikolay Gogol in
the early nineteenth century. Gogol created a fantastic world grounded in a realistic
setting. In his short story “Illmaenn”(1842), the protagonist, the little clerk Akaky
Akakievich, lives in the very real city of St.Petersburg, is working in a regular office, and
is surrounded by everyday objects, but when he loses his beloved overcoat, he dies of grief
and turns into a ghost who steals coats from wealthy people. In the novella “Hoc”(1836),
the protagonist loses his nose, which becomes a very independent and successful man, and
for some time does not wish to return to its owner’s face. In both works, the same
strategy is used: Gogol presents realistically described characters who act naturally, in a
down-to-earth, even naturalistic, setting, and includes a single fantastic event. In
“Illunensp ,” the protagonist appears as a ghost, and in “Hoc,” the protagonist’s nose
disappears and turns into a man. The idea that lies underneath these described events is
that life is not simple, and it is worth looking at it from a very unusual perspective.
Bulgakov became a follower of Gogol by creating the same kind of world. He
admitted, in a letter to his friend and future biographer, Pavel Popov: “My favorite writer
is Gogol; from my point of view there’s no one to touch him” ( qtd. in Yymakona 142). In
Bulgakov’s works, “as in Gogol, initial realism and social satire turn into fantasy and
mingle with many irrelevant and absurd details” (Wright 51). This particular Gogolian
tradition is most present in Bulgakov’s short story “Diaboliada” and in the novel The
Master and Margarita, but in each of his works, even in the most realistic, elements of

magic manifest themselves.
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E. Bulgakov’s short narratives

Mikhail Bulgakov wrote his short stories, novellas, and feuilletons at the beginning
of his literary career, and later abandoned this genre for dramaturgical works and novels.
His short narratives can be considered the first step in his mastery of writing. Similarly,
Anton Chekhov started his literary career by writing feuilletons and short stories and only
later turned to plays. As well, Bulgakov and Chekhov were both initially medical doctors
who wrote their feuilletons for journals and newspapers in order to earn extra income.
Bulgakov admitted, “TBopuecTBO MoOe pa3feisieTcs pe3KO Ha JBe YacTH:
NONJIMHHOE U BhIMyueHHOe” (JlHeBHUK 17), and the latter was a body of works that
bring immediate money (Milne 21).

However, whereas Chekhov continued to write short stories throughout his life,
resulting in “the formation of the Chekhov short story and of the Chekhovian narrative
style as a distinct phenomena in Russian art of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries” (Chudakov 2), Bulgakov stopped writing short fictions after showing that he
had mastered it in “Heart of a Dog” (“Co6aune ceparie™) (1925), one of his last short
narratives. Thus, unlike Chekhov, Bulgakov wrote a small number of short stories, and
wrote them only during the earliest period of his literary career, or his period of
“learning.” Chekhov also went through a learning period, but critics usually focus on his
later stories, in which he speaks as “unquestionably the finest Russian writer of his time”
(Chudakov 362). Chekhov’s work “underwent extensive evolution” (Chudakov 364) from
his first short stories to his mature works, as did Bulgakov’s. However, even during his

period of “learning,” Bulgakov’s literary technique developed in a remarkable way. His
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short narratives range from the fragmentary and inconsistent “Notes on the Cuffs”
(“3anmucku Ha MaHXeTax”), written in 1922, to such masterpieces as “Red
Crown”(“Kpacuas kopona”) (1922) and “Heart of a Dog.”

Probably, because of the limited number of Bulgakov’s short narratives compared
to the large number of feuilletons that he wrote in order to increase his income, many
critics consider all of his short stories to be unsatisfactory. Anthony Colin Wright, for
example, finds almost nothing positive, or even interesting, even in “Heart of a Dog.” He
writes in his monograph, Bulgakov: Life and Interpretation that Bulgakov “tends at this
time give us stereotypes, with little development” (62). This, as we shall see, is not
necessarily the case.

In general, the current criticism on Bulgakov is basically biographical with some
scattered attempts to analyze his poetics (Milne, Proffer, Wright). Although these studies
are interesting for what they reveal about Bulgakov, their critiques of his short stories
usually consist of plot summaries and some remarks on the main characters. When the
critics try to find a connection among the stories, they turn to common themes and
Bulgakov’s political attitude. If critics do turn to the study of Bulgakov’s technique, they
usually focus on the novel The Master and Margarita. Thus, I find it important to explore
the device of the double which is used in Bulgakov’s early, often underestimated and thus

neglected, prose.

F. Conclusion

I chose for my investigation eight of Bulgakov’s short stories and two novellas,
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“Heart of a Dog”(“Co6aune cepauie”) (1925) and “Diaboliada” (“IpstBoIMama”)
(1925). The choices are made based on the presence of the device of the double in these
works. By using the expression “short narrative,” I refer to both genres: the short story
and the novella. In the situation when there is an analysis of one particular work, however,
I will use that term which indicates the genre of the particular work more precisely; that is,
“short story,” or “novella.”

I begin my investigation with an exploration of the traditional function of the
double which is one of characterization. The main purpose for the double’s creation is the
author’s intention to compare two or more characters, because when characters are
presented in pairs, or the second self of the original appears, the reader is compelled to
compare them, even if the author does not do it himself. This process of comparison
contributes to characterization. Thus, in the first chapter of my thesis, I explore how the
double works toward characterization in Bulgakov’s short narratives.

Point of view is the mode by which the story is told and it works for
characterization only indirectly. The device of the double reinforces the characterizing
capacity of the point of view. In the second chapter, I explore the interaction of point of
view and the device of the double in Bulgakov’s novella “Heart of a Dog.”

Short narratives require an economy of language from the author. Guerard
observes that “the convention of the double” permits to the authors of short narratives “a
rather extraordinary economy” (14). Thus, in the third chapter, I investigate how the
device of the double makes possible a broader scope in Bulgakov’s short stories and

novellas without increasing the length of the works.
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In the fourth chapter, I turn my attention to the other function of the device of the
double, which is its capacity to transform the specific theme of a short narrative into one
of the universal themes of humanity. This capacity is built upon the metaphorical nature of
the device of the double when “the double becomes a metaphor for a person’s relationship
with the world”(Bravo 357).

In the final chapter, I explore how the creation of the double makes the framing
narrative contribute significantly to the inner narratives in two of Bulgakov’s frame-
stories. I will argue that even functional doubles, when the double repeats only one trait of

the original, play a considerable role in creation of story’s main issues.
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The device of the double as a means of characterization

Traditionally, the device of the double is viewed by critics as a means of
characterization (Roger, Tymms, Coates among others). This view is highly justifiable
because by initially creating a double or a counterpart, connected to the original, the
character traits of the original can be highlighted. Thus, I begin my study by exploring the
function of the device of the double in characterization in Bulgakov’s short narratives. I
argue that the creation of a double or a counterpart is a powerful tool for the repetition of
character traits. For my analysis, I chose four of Bulgakov’s short narratives, namely,
“Heart of a Dog” (“Cobaube cepute”) (1925), “Fire of the Khans”(“XaHCKuit OroHb”)
(1924), “Blizzard”(“Brrora”) (1922), and “Morphine”(“Mopduii”)(1922) because in
these works the device of the double manifests itself explicitly as a means of
characterization.

Shlomith Rimmon-Kenan, in her basic monograph, Narrative Fiction:

Contemporary Poetics, writes that characterization is a process of “assembling various

character-indicators distributed along the text-continuum [and] any element in the text
may serve as an indicator of character” (59). Moreover, she points out that some elements
are most frequently associated with characterization. She divides these particular
character-indicators into two groups: direct definition, and indirect presentation. Direct
definition is naming character qualities by the most authoritative voice in the text, usually,
the omniscient narrator’s voice. Indirect presentation displays character traits through

action, speech, external appearance, and environment. However, all these character-
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indicators become apparent only if the reader notices them and is able to draw some
conclusions from them. The repetition of the character-indicators which points to the same
character trait is one of the methods of emphasizing it. In regard to this, Mieke Bal in
Narratology writes: “In the course of the narrative the relevant characteristics are repeated
so often — in a different form, however — that they emerge more and more clearly.
Repetition is thus an important principle of the construction of the image of the character”
(85). A double and a counterpart is one of these forms in which the necessary
characteristics emerge. The particularity of a double and counterpart as a means of
repetition of character traits is that these traits are personified in another character, as in
the case with a counterpart, or in the figure of a doppelganger. The character traits of the
original character are repeated in his double’s behavior.

In Bulgakov’s novella, “Heart of a Dog,” we can distinguish several pairs of
counterparts. In this novella, a medical doctor, Professor Preobrazhensky, in 1925
Moscow, performs experiments in rejuvenation. He finds a hungry mongrel Sharik on the
Moscow streets, fattens him up, and transplants into his body, for the sake of an
experiment, the pituitary glands and testicles of an unemployed, alcoholic, and criminal
man. Sharik, while living in luxury in the Professor’s apartment, becomes everyone’s
beloved pet, but when he turns into a man, he becomes a drunkard and thief who tries to
rape every woman he sees. As well, he denounces his own creator to the CheKa (the
former name of the KGB) and finally threatens to shoot him. Finally, the Professor and his
assistant perform a reverse operation that turns this dangerous man back into a dog. At

the very end of the novella, the happy dog is peacefully living in the Professor’s apartment
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and, as he did at the beginning of the novella, perceives the Professor as a deity.

The first pair of counterparts is Professor Preobrazhensky and his young assistant,
Doctor Bormental. They both are devoted to medical science, and are obsessed with
medical experimentation. They are both single, and treat women with old-fashioned
respect. They both are very honest and critical of their own actions. In general, they repeat
almost every one of each other’s characteristics. As is the case with most doubles,
however, they are not completely identical. They are different in age and experience,
which Bormental lacks, but which the Professor possesses in abundance. Bulgakov
emphasizes their similarity by having Professor Preobrazhensky call Doctor Bormental,
“oymymruit mpodeccop BopmenTans”(193).

During the operation, which results in the transformation of a dog into a man,
Doctor Bormental acts and looks like Preobrazhensky. The writer depicts them both by
using terms that are usually ascribed to wild beasts: “BopmenTans Ha6pocHics
xuiHO(155); the Professor “35106H0 3apeBen”(157), and “bopMeHTAaNb C
TOP3HOHHEIM IUHIIETOM, KaK THTP, OPOCHIICS sa}KnmaTL”(157). Bulgakov also
describes them as “yOwmitiisl, KoTophle crermat” (156). To ensure that the reader
understands that Bormental possesses his teacher’s surgical skills, Bulgakov uses the same
comparisons to describe both doctors’ skills. One of the comparisons refers to Doctor
Bormental, and the other to Professor Preobrazhensky, but they are similar:
“UHCTPYMEHT MEJILKHYJI B pyKaX y TAOHyTOro [bopMeHTAaNA], KaK y
dokycHuka,”(154) and : “Hox Bckoumi K HeMy [[IpeoOpaxkeHCKOMY] B pYKH KaK

6n1 caM co6oit” (156). Thus, by portraying the two characters as a pair, Bulgakov
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provides a double characterization: when he shows how Professor Preobrazhensky acts or
speaks, the reader can imagine how Doctor Bormental would act or speak in the same
situation if he were of Preobrazhensky’s age. The same happens with Preobrazhensky. The
reader can see in Bormental what kind of person Preobrazhensky was when he was young.
Providing a connection of counterparts between the two characters, Bulgakov repeats
their character traits by reflecting them in both characters.

Ellendea Proffer, Lesley Milne, Colin Wright and all other critics without
exception, while interpreting Preobrazhensky’s character, point out his bold conservatism.
They find that he stands for the old order of things and tries to maintain this order in the
tiny, isolated world of his apartment despite the political turmoil that happens in Russia. I
disagree with this interpretation. Preobrazhensky works on the foremost edge of medical
science and believes in the progress that science provides. He is, therefore, more radical in
his profession than conservative. Moreover, he is the first to recognize his own mistake in
experimenting with Sharik: “Crapsit ocen IIpeo6pakeHCKHIT HapBaJCs Ha STOM
omeparnuy, Kak TpeTbeKypCcHUK” (193). In other words, he is able to change his opinion
if the facts of life do not support it. In the conversation with Doctor Bormental about the
disastrous result of the experiment, he states, “BoT, JOKTOp, YTO mOJIy4aeTCs, KOTja
HCCIIEeJ0BATEIIb BMECTO TOTO, YTOOBI T OIIYIIBIO U NTapaJLIeNBHO C IPUPOIOH,
dopcupyet Bonpoc u npunogauMaet 3aBecy!” (193). Professor Preobrazhensky is
conservative in his lifestyle, but he is radical in his work. He is devoted to those facts and
events of life which provide positive evolutionary progress. Thus, Preobrazhensky is

faithful to extreme to the number of principles he came to as a result of “onbiTa 1
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Habmoaenus.” (143). Hence, not Preobrazhensky’s conservatism but his extremism is
total. Bulgakov points many times in the course of the novella that Doctor Bormental also
possesses this extremism. When the experiment with Sharik promises to be a scientific
breakthrough, “LramMeHHBIN” Bormental sincerely believes that they can produce new
Spinosas, but when the man Sharikov turns into a monster, Bormental starts to protect his
worshiped mentor, and the women in the apartment, from Sharikov with the same extreme
passion. This character trait of Bormental and Preobrazhensky leads them to perform the
reverse operation on Sharikov, which is, in fact, a murder.

When Professor Preobrazhensky is alone, he speaks to himself about the reverse
operation: “Eit-60ory, 51, KaxeTtcs, perrych!” (187). However, speaking with Doctor
Bormental, he strongly insists on not doing any harm to Sharikov: “Ha npecrynnenue
HE UIUTE HUKOTTA, IPOTHB KOro Gbl OHO HU ObLIO HanpaBlieHO. [[OXXUBUTE 110
CcTapocTH ¢ YUCThIMU pyKamMu” (195). This hidden confrontation with two “selves”
within Preobrazhensky’s mind manifests itself explicitly in two different types of behavior:
the first of Preobrazhensky himself, and the second of his counterpart Doctor Bormental.
While the Professor desperately tries to get rid of Sharikov without killing him, his young
colleague openly threatens to kill Sharikov: “SI caM, Ha CBOH PHCK, IIOKOPMJIIIO €TI0
MBIIIbAKOM” (195). Finally, the Professor performs the operation not because he betrays
his principles to which he was faithful all his life, but because Doctor Bormental starts
suffocating Sharikov. The killing would take place regardless, and Professor
Preobrazhensky takes the sin of the reverse operation up on himself, thus saving his pupil

from becoming a real murderer. Thus, portraying two doctors as counterparts, Bulgakov
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creates an extremely complex situation when the mentor passes to his favorite pupil a
characteristic of going to extreme in any action. This character trait finally turns them both
into murderers. Wright states that, “The main fault of the story [“Heart of a Dog”] is in
the lack of characterization”(62), but it is difficult to agree with him when witnessing such
a complex net of problems that are manifested through the main characters and their
relationship. Preobrazhensky’s tragedy emerges not only from the frustration which
appears from his understanding that natural science is unable to improve human nature,
but from the much more personal tragedy of having to face the change in himself: he
thinks of destroying the creature he created, even though he understands that by doing so,
he is destroying a man’s life. Moreover, he sees how this extreme desire to annihilate
Sharikov is embodied literally in his favorite pupil.

Although the initial operation that the professor performs is an unparalleled event,
the man Sharikov, who emerges as a result of the operation is not unique. His doubles,
who share his attitude toward life, exist everywhere, even in Kalabukhov’s house where
the Professor lives. Every night, a choir of communists sings revolutionary hymns in one
of the apartments. Their leader, Shvonder, is the chair of the House Management
Committee and Sharikov’s double. He attempts to destroy the Professor’s special status as
a tenant of Kalabuchov’s house. Bulgakov underlines Sharikov’s and Shvonder’s
resemblance by giving them last names beginning with the letter “III” and a shock of thick
hair. Sharikov and Shvonder are not psychological doubles. Moreover, they are very
different almost in all of their characteristics and in their lifestyles, but they are halves of

one complete character: what Sharikov lacks, Shvonder has in abundance, and vice versa.
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Shvonder by himself cannot curtail Preobrazhensky’s spacious living accommodations, but
he does so by giving his counterpart, Sharikov, clear instructions and guiding him
theoretically. Sharikov, in his turn, with his complete absence of morality, is an ideal tool
for implementing Shvonder’s communist theories. However, one character trait is repeated
in both characters, and that is their aggressiveness. They both assume their right to make
people do what they want them to do. Shvonder does it mostly theoretically, and

Sharikov violently. The result of doubling Sharikov ~ Shvonder’s aggressiveness is that
they appear to be more sinister figures than if the repetition did not exist.

In “Heart of a Dog,” one of the secondary characters is the typist Vasnetsova. She
appears in the novella only in two episodes. First, she is a passer-by on the street when she
pets the dog Sharik, and is the only one among all the people on the street who feels sorry
for the sick and hungry mongrel. Second, she comes into the apartment of Professor
Preobrazgensky as a fiancée of Sharikov, who by that time has become a human.

Although Vasnetsova appears only briefly in the novella, the author gives her a few
important characteristics which help the reader perceive her as a coherent character. One
of these characteristics is that she is a sufferer because of her financial situation and as a
dependent on her boss, whose mistress she is. She cannot wear warm clothes because her
boss has given her beautiful lingerie and insists that she wear it. She has medical problems
with her lungs and stomach because of the inhumane conditions in which she lives.
However, Bulgakov mentions that the poor typist’s boss has a wife, Matryona, whose
flannel underwear has made him tire of her. This unknown woman, who also depends on

the same man, becomes a complementary character to the typist Vasnetsova. Bulgakov
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creates this pair of counterparts by giving each of them only one part of a full name. The
typist has only a last name; the boss’ wife has only a first name. Two women — one a wife,
the other a mistress — both depend on the same man who uses them. By providing a
counterpart for the typist, Bulgakov achieves two goals. First, he typifies and generalizes
the position of women in post-revolutionary Russia as dependent on men, and
demonstrates that the revolution did not bring any improvement to the life of the average
woman. Second, the very existence of another woman explains why Vasnetsova later
agrees to marry Sharikov, who is a cruel and dangerous man. With a life consisting of a
day-to-day struggle for survival, the girl hopes that being a wife can help her survive. She
hopes for a life like Matryona’s, but the reader, who sees them as counterparts, knows
that Matryona also suffers from living a life of dependency. Thus, by giving Vasnetsova a
counterpart, Bulgakov repeats these particular characteristics of the woman as a sufferer
and a survivor, thereby making these characteristics more noticeable to the reader.
Bulgakov also creates another pair of female characters in “Heart of a Dog™:
Professor Preobrazhensky’s servants, the cook Darya Petrovna and the maid Zina. Wright
argues that, in “Heart of a Dog,” “the servants are [. . .] shadowy figures”(60) and that
Zina is “characterless”(60). He fails to notice, however, that both women are not typical
servants and, to a degree, are unique in Russian literature due to the way in which
Bulgakov portrays their relationship with their employer, Professor Preobrazhensky, and
how they perceive their own position in his apartment. They are neither afraid of losing
their jobs, nor of arguing with Preobrazhensky. Zina often reminds the Professor that

Sharik should not be living in the apartment and her tone is very categorical: “IIca B
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CTOJIOBOM IIPHKapMIIMBAETE, — pa3ajics XEHCKU I'OJIOC, — & IOTOM €ro OTCIoAa
KaJlauoM He BeIMaHHIIL” (141). Her position is in contrast to that of Doctor Bormental
who never disagrees with his mentor, although Bormental’s livelihood does not depend on
the Professor’s decisions. Moreover, Darya Petrovna is also very independent and
perceives the kitchen as her own kingdom. Sharik, with his particular sensitivity,
immediately notices her independence: “Bcsi KBapTHpa He CTOMIIA U ABYX MSIEN
Hapsuroro mapersa” (151). Although these women have similar attitudes towards their
jobs and employer, Bulgakov contrasts them in other ways: Zina is young, while Darya
Petrovna is older; Zina is educated enough to assist the Professor with his operations,
while Darya Petrovna is barely literate and has to print a note instead of writing it; Zina is
elegant while Darya Petrovna has bad taste. She wears twenty-two false diamonds in her
hair and gives Sharikov a vulgar tie. By emphasizing their differences, Bulgakov suggests
that under “normal” conditions that is, before the revolution, people of different ages,
educations, and habits were often happy in their roles as servants, and actually did not
perceive themselves as servants, but as assistants. Bulgakov continues this theme of
essential equality among people in his later works. In the novel, White Guard (1925), for
example, the young servant Anuta is perceived by the members of Turbin’s family to be a
relative. In The Master and Margarita (1940), Margarita’s housekeeper, Natasha, is also
her best friend.

With these two female characters, Bulgakov continues Pushkin’s tradition of

depicting happy people who occupy traditionally “low” positions in society. The old

servant Savelyich from Pushkin’s Kannranckas nouka (1836) who is happy to share
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with his master, Grinyov, all the vicissitudes of fate and who, more often than not,
commands his master, is perhaps the first example of a character in Russian literature
whose happiness depends completely not on what job he is doing but on how he is doing
it. The uniqueness of Pushkin’s and Bulgakov’s servants is that they are very content in
spite of their position. However, in Pushkin’s story, Savelyich is the only character of this
type, whereas in Bulgakov’s story, the phenomenon of a happy servant is not presented as
an exception. As a result of character doubling, this phenomenon is presented as typical of
life before the revolution because Zina’s satisfaction with her job is emphasized by the
same feeling that Darya Petrovna has. The repetition is achieved by creating two
complementary characters.

Darya Petrovna, while preparing a meal, cuts off the heads and claws of a flock of
grouse and looks like “Oecomagabii mamay”(150). Most of the critics note the
similarities between this scene and that of the operation in which both doctors look like
“yomnsr” (156) while cutting open the dog. Although Bulgakov deliberately creates
such obvious similarities between these two scenes, no critic has provided a convincing
explanation for it. The answer is that these two scenes provide an example of functional
doubles created by the writer in order to emphasize one feature that the doctors and their
cook have in common: their passion for their work, whether it is done in an operating
room or in a kitchen. If we realize that the characters living in Preobrazhensky’s apartment
are happy because they are doing what they like to do, we can understand that their only
concern is to produce high-quality work and that they perform their tasks without

worrying about appearances.
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As a result, they contrast with the members of the House Management Committee
who force the tenants out of the apartment building where the professor lives, and who are
sinister representatives of the Bolshevik regime. They are very concerned about their
appearance and the impression they make on people. When they come to the Professor’s
apartment in order to take over part of it, they are all wearing leather jackets and look
“oyeHb CKpOMHO” (135). They obviously want to look very much alike in order to
embody one of the communists’ slogans about erasing differences among people. They
rely on their identical uniforms to such an extent that they become ridiculous: the
Professor cannot distinguish which one is a man and which one is a woman, and bluntly
asks, “Bbl Myxumna wim xeHmurHA?’(135). The same people organize a choir and sing
revolutionary songs every evening in one of the apartments they confiscated. Singing a
song is a theatrical performance, as is their emphasis on their appearance. For
Preobrazgensky, a theatrical performance should take place only in a theater, and he
proclaims his belief in the basic rule of a successful social structure: “SI cTOpOHHHK
pasjgeneHus Tpyna. B BomsimoM mmycrs moioT, a g 6yay onepupoBaTs” (146). In this
respect, it is interesting to analyze the relationship between the protagonist, Professor
Preobrazhensky, and the doorman Fyodor. Their relationship is characterized by a deep
mutual respect and a striking understanding of each other, even though they belong to
extreme opposite ends of the social ladder. They can be considered as counterparts
because of their similar attitude to their job, as is the case with Professor Preobrazhensky
and the cook Darya Petrovna. Fyodor looks after the apartment building with a passion

not unlike Preobrazhensky’s medical zeal, and the tenants of the house consider him to be
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a part of their families. Fyodor shares with Preobrazhensky the same attitude toward the
Revolution, and hates the Bolshevik House Committee as much as Preobrazhensky does.
In the third chapter, in his main monologue about the Revolution, Preobrazhensky points
out that during the days of the Revolution his shoes were stolen and a samovar was also
stolen from Fyodor’s room. In this passing comment, Bulgakov puts Professor
Preobrazhensky and the doorman Fyodor into the same group of people who suffer from
the Revolution, and their suffering does not depend on their social position, but is a result
of the horror brought about by the Revolution.

The similarities between the two men were noticed by the creators of the film
adaptation of the novella “Co6aube cepmie”(dir.B. Boptko, 1988). They included an
episode, which does not exist in the Bulgakov’s novella, but which contributes to
Fyodor’s characterization. In this episode Fyodor washes the floor and the stairs and
listens how the members of the House Committee in the apartment next door educate
Sharikov about the social injustice. The abstract political words, the meaning of which
they hardly understand themselves, sound ridiculous on the staircase where Fyodor does
the job he has to do and which makes him respectable. This scene works as a practical
illustration for Preobrazhensky’s statement in the novella that the proletariat should do its
own job and only after that, “pa3pyxa ucuesner cama codoir” (145).

In the cycle of short stories Notes of a Young Doctor (“3amucku 10HOro
Bpaua”) Bulgakov also uses functional doubles for the purpose of repeating some
protagonist’s features. The cycle was published in 1925 and consists of seven short

stories. The Young Doctor, after graduation from the university, is sent to work in the
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small, remote clinic which seems lost in the endless Russian plains. He is overburdened by
his position as a doctor who is responsible for the lives and health of the thousands
peasants, but his feeling of duty makes him continue to learn, work, and fight disease and
death.

In the short story “The Blizzard,” from the cycle Notes of a Young Doctor, the

functional double is created for a moment. The protagonist is called to another village to
help its doctor save the life of a young, beautiful bride who was thrown from her cart
when its horse unexpectedly began to gallop. The girl, who was thrown against a post in
the accident, is dying. When the protagonist comes into the room where the girl is lying,
he is surprised to see that he and the doctor who sent for help are both equally young. He
notices, “MbI O6BLIM IOXOXH HA JIBa IOPTPETa OTHOr0 ¥ TOTO XK€ JIUIIA, Ia U OTHOTro
u Toro xe roga” (105). In this case the double for the young doctor repeats one
particular characteristic of the protagonist: his fear of not properly performing his duty,
which stems from the Young Doctor’s more basic feeling of overwhelming responsibility.
This double appears only momentarily in this story, as it does in “Heart of a Dog,” and is a
functional double, as well. However, in “Blizzard,” the affinities between the two doctors
have an almost supernatural quality and makes this double appear as a doppelgdnger. This
double is a real man, but by some fantastic force he turns into the embodiment of the
protagonist’s fear and helplessness. As Andrew Webber observes, the classic double is
often used by writers as a means of pointing at the hero’s “profound insecurity” (9). The
Young Doctor in this story is exhausted to such a degree that he sees everything as in a

dream or nightmare. He is reduced to a state of acute vulnerability: he can do nothing to
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save the girl, and he is worn out because of the inordinate number of the patients he treats
in his job. Thus, the functional double reveals the Young Doctor’s fear, and his constant
feeling of helplessness before death, which haunts every minute of his medical practice.
Bulgakov uses the same kind of functional doubles in the short story, “Fire of the
Khans,” in order to repeat the protagonist’s character traits. In this short story, the former
owner of a grand palace, prince Tugay-Beg, returns incognito to Soviet Russia to learn
what has happened to his palace, which was nationalized after the Bolshevik revolution.
His initial intention changes when he sees that people are treating his property as if it is
their own and are openly declaring their contempt for the former owners of the estate, the
members of the Tugay-Beg aristocratic family: “Realizing his impotence against this
change, the prince sets fire to the house” (Milne 55). He reveals his real identity to his
former servant and present keeper of the palace, Ion, and talks to him alone in the empty
palace. The reader realizes that in spite of their opposite positions on the social ladder, the
two men resemble each other in many ways. Both of them hate the communist regime and
dream of the return of the happy past, both are loyal to each other and to the palace which
is a physical embodiment of their past happy lives, and both have an unchangeable code of
behavior to which they are completely devoted. Ion is not scared to show his negative
attitude to the new regime and his loyalty to the owners of the house, and proudly
presents himself as the one who will always protect the dignity of people whom he loved
and served. Showing the palace to the group of tourists, he is full of pride for its beauty:
“HoHa CTOAI B CTOPOHKE, ¥ FTOPAOCTh Meplialia y Hero Ha 6pUTOM CMOPIIIEHHOM

JIAIIE THXO, To-BeuepHEeMY™ (386). This is his unchangeable code of behavior. For
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Tugay-Beg, the same code of behavior takes a different form. He wishes to kill everyone
who shows a lack of respect for his family, and fights the overwhelming desire to kill, right
there and then, one of the tourists who insults his late mother. Full of hatred for the
Bolsheviks, Tugay-Beg seems a “selfish, imperious and vengeful” (Milne 55) figure.
However, during the talk with Ion, other aspects of the prince’s character are revealed: his
compassion for people, and his sense of responsibility for everyone who is loyal to him.
Both men cry for the late princess, who died longing for her country. The prince kisses Ion
because the princess, before her death, asked her husband to find Ion and to kiss him.
Tugay-Beg gives his former servant money, carefully instructs him how to use it without
being caught, and assures him that he will not have to worry. The resemblance between
Tugay-Beg and Ion highlights the prince’s positive characteristics and contributes to the
complexity and roundness of his character.

The scene in the empty palace when the prince and his old servant secretly meet,
reminds the reader of a famous closing scene from Chekhov’s play “BurtHeBbIit
can.”(1903). Bulgakov does not hide the allusion to Chekhov’s work. He gives to the old
servant a rare name, “lon,” as Chekhov did when he gave to Ranevskaya’s old servant the
rare name “Firs,” and both servants are left by their masters in their houses. Both old men
are devoted to their masters to the point that they do not have their own lives, but lives
that are connected to the lives of their masters. However, in spite of Ranevskaya’s and her
family member’s lavish generosity, sick Firs is forgotten in the affluent house. Against
such allusion, Tugay-Beg’s action toward his servant is strikingly admirable, and adds to

his characterization the feature of a noble man.
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In the short story “Morphine,” Bulgakov also portrays characters in pairs. The
framing story is narrated by the Young Doctor who is reading the diary of his former
university friend, Doctor Polyakov. The diary, which constitutes the main narrative, is a
story about Polyakov’s addiction to morphine and his struggle to overcome this addiction.
Two women play an important role in Polyakov’s life and Bulgakov presents them as a
pair. The particularity of this pair is that they not only complement each other, but
contribute to the characterization of the protagonist. One of them is Doctor Polyakov’s
former lover, the singer Amneris. The other is his current mistress, the nurse Anna
Kirillovna. Significantly, their names both begin with the letter “A.” Bulgakov often gives
two characters similar names that sound alike in order to emphasize their similarity, or
their similar function, in the story. For example, in “Diaboliada,” the protagonist’s last
name is Korotkov, and his double has the last name Kolobkov, a name which not only
begins with the letter “K.,” but sounds similar as well. And, as previously noted, in “Heart
of a Dog,” one of the main characters, Sharikov, and his counterpart, Shvonder, have
names beginning with the letter “III.”

The two women are presented as opposite characters. Amneris is an exceptional
figure, first of all, because of her “scHsIl1, rpoMagHBIi rojioc” (157), and also because,
as the text suggests, she is a leading singer in the Moscow theater. In memory of her
lover, Doctor Polyakov, she always wears her characters’ costumes, which creates a sense
of additional mystery about her. She leaves Doctor Polyakov under circumstances that are
not explained, but the reader witnesses his suffering because of their separation. The

doctor cannot live with his loneliness and finds relief in morphine. While Amneris is
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portrayed as a femme fatale, the nurse Anna Kirillovna is the opposite: she is modest,
patient, and devoted to Doctor Polyakov. He feels responsible for ruining her life.
“ITory6un s TonbKo ce6s1. I AHHY” (175), he writes in his diary.

The character of Anna Kirillovna continues the long tradition in Russian literature
of depicting an almost perfect woman who lives in order to devote herself to someone,
usually to a man who is not able to achieve anything positive because of some weakness in
his character. The most famous of these women is Tatiana Larina, the heroine of
Pushkin’s novel in verse EBrenuit Ouerut. However, the writer who created an entire
gallery of perfect women was Ivan Turgenev. The heroines in his novels, Pyaus (1855),
IIBopsHCKOE THE3MO (1858), and IpiM (1867) have in common the ability to be
supportive and faithful to the man they love despite of his inability to succeed in life and
love. Each woman has an element of masochism in her personality because traditionally
the male protagonist does not fully understand and, more importantly, does not appreciate
the greatness of her love.

Anna Kirillovna possesses all of these qualities of a woman who can make her man
happy, as Doctor Polyakov himself admits: “SI ;ymMan, 4To TOJIBKO B poOMaHaX ObIBAIOT
TaKkHe, KaK 3Ta AHHA. Y ecnu 51 Korna-Hu6Yy b MOMPABIIOCH, I HABCETHA COSIUHIO
CBOIO cyan0y ¢ Hero” (171). This allusion to novels that include such exceptional female
characters, indicates Bulgakov’s intent to present Anna Kirillovna as the latest character in
the well-known gallery of such women. Moreover, her life is tragic because she witnesses
the slow death of her beloved man.

Although Amneris and Anna Kirillovna have contrasting personalities, they play
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the same fatal role in the life of Doctor Polyakov. Amneris, by leaving him, becomes the
reason for his deep depression, and Anna Kirillovna gives him his first injection of
morphine. In this respect, they are functional doubles who play the same role in the life of
the protagonist. They also symbolically represent problems that the protagonist cannot
solve. He can neither overcome the loss of a beloved woman nor his addiction to
morphine. These two female characters, who are portrayed as counterparts, represent the
force of circumstances with which the protagonist interacts. The repetition of Doctor
Polyakov’s character traits, which is his self-centeredness, is emphasized via his
relationship with two women. They are opposite in character, lifestyle, and the feelings
they have for Polyakov, but his attitude to them is the same. In fact, he uses them both.
Although we do not know what kind of relationship Polyakov had with Amneris, we
witness his inability to admit that she has the right to live her life as she wants. Inner
monologues, presented in Polyakov’s diary, show the struggle of his two selves. One self
theoretically admits that Amneris has the right to live her life her own way, but another
self is ready to kill her: “I'uMHa3M4YeCKY TIIYIO C IIONIATHOM OPaHbIO
00pyIIMBATHCS Ha XEHITHHY 3a TO, 4T0 OHA yiuia! He XoueT XUTh — yImia . . .
Youts ee? Y6uts?” (157). The most interesting aspect of these monologues is that two
different feelings are expressed, often in the same chain of sentences, thus showing that no
one of Polyakov’s selves takes over the other.

Polyakov’s relationship with Anna Kirillovna is presented to the reader in
considerable detail because he writes a great deal about it in his diary. Although he always

notes, with gratefulness, her love and care for him, he never takes any action to make her
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life easier, or at least to listen to her with respect. He lies to her about his desire to be free
of his addiction to morphine. Thus, his self-centeredness takes over his feeling of
gratefulness. Although, as I pointed out above, the two women are complete opposites,
the differences between them become less important, while their similarity is emphasized.
This similarity lies in the protagonist’s attitude toward them. Thus, his self-centeredness
becomes more obvious for the reader because his character trait displays itself twice.

In conclusion, in this chapter I investigated how Bulgakov uses the technical
device of the double in order to build images of his characters. It is a traditional technique
and is frequently present in his short narratives. The double functions as a foil for
highlighting almost every character trait of the original, as Doctor Bormental does for
Professor Preobrazhensky in “Heart of a Dog.” The presence of the double also marks one
particular characteristic of the original, as we saw in the other examples which were
investigated in this chapter. The counterpart plays the greatest role in emphasizing aspects
of the original character, but Bulgakov also uses a doppelgdnger in those works whose
atmosphere permits an inclusion of fantastic elements without disturbing the realistic

picture of the work as a whole.
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The Device of the Double and Point of View

In the preceding chapter, I examined how the creation of a double is used by
Bulgakov for characterization in his short narratives. However, one of the methods of
characterization, which is characterization through point of view, should be examined
separately because it belongs to those methods which are less frequently associated with
characterization (Rimmon-Kenan 59). Thus, in the present chapter, I will examine how the
technical device of the double strengthens the characterizing capacity of point of view. For
my investigation I chose the novella “Heart of a Dog” (“Co6aune cepptie™) because in
this work, as Lesley Milne observes, points of view are “magnificently mixed” (64), and
the two character-doubles, the dog Sharik and the man Sharikov, are characterized by the
manipulation of point of view.

Two critics have paid close attention to the point of view in the novella “Heart of a
Dog.” Lesley Milne analyzes it for the purpose of characterization of two characters,
Professor Preobrazhensky and the dog Sharik. Helena Goscilo, in her thorough analysis of
point of view in the same novella, also discusses it in order to provide deeper insights into
the characters, and includes Sharikov’s characterization in her discussion. Although both
analyses are interesting and accurate, they do not take into account any other relationships
between the characters except their relationship on one level: between the narrator and the
objects of his narration. However, according to Wallace Martin, “In order to understand
the functional importance of point of view, we must extend its range of meaning to include

the relationships between characters”(143). Thus, when the narrator is one of the
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characters in a story and has a double, their relationship becomes an aspect of the
narrator’s point of view.

“Heart of a Dog” consists of nine chapters and an epilogue, but with respect to
point of view, it can be divided into four sections. The dog Sharik, as a first-person
narrator, narrates the first section until the third-person narrator gradually takes over. The
first section ends in the fourth chapter, where Sharik’s voice disappears as the result of his
operation: “Becb Mup ntepeBepHYIICS KBepXy AHOM. IToroM - HEU4uero” (154). The
second section, the fifth chapter, is narrated by Doctor Bormental who is documenting the
history of Sharik’s transformation. This section “is a laconic account of the evolution of a
grotesque creature through all its stages, and it forms a narrative bridge after which the
story can be carried entirely by the theatrical devices of setting, action and dialogue”
(Milne 65). The third section begins in chapter six, when Sharikov emerges as a man,
continues through to the end of the first part of the epilogue, and is narrated by an
omniscient third-person narrator. The fourth section, consisting only of half a page, and
including Sharik’s inner monologue, is narrated by a third-person narrator, with Sharik as
a focalizer. Thus, with respect to point of view, the last section is similar to the first.

The novella begins with Sharik’s monologue about being burned by the cook from
the “crosoBort HopMmaibHOro utanua’(119). He is ready to die and produces a long
philosophical monologue about his miserable existence, people’s cruelty, and life in post-
revolutionary Moscow. The dog’s vision of life contributes to the process of
defamiliarizaion, which Victor Shklovsky believes is the main purpose of art. In his

celebrated essay, “Art as Technique,” Shkolvsky writes: “The technique of art is to make
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objects ‘unfamiliar,” to make forms difficult” (20). By describing an object from a different
or unexpected point of view, the writer enables the reader to see a well-known thing from
a different perspective, and thus helps him or her to understand its significance which was

obliterated by the process of habitualization.

As an example of defamiliarization, Shklovsky uses a passage from Leo Tolstoy’s
novella “Xoxcromep” (1888): “He [Leo Tolstoy] describes an object as if he were seeing
it for the first time, an event as if it were happening for the first time” (21). Tolstoy often
achieves this effect by manipulating the point of view in the text, as when, for example, he
describes people’s lives through the eyes of a horse: “The narrator of ‘Kholstomer’. . . is a
horse, and it is the horse point of view (rather than a person’s) that makes the content of
the story seem unfamiliar” (Shklovsky 21). Thus, Tolstoy changes the relationship
between the narrator and the objects of his narration by replacing the familiar human
perspective by an unfamiliar one. Gogol in his short story “Diary of a Madman”
(“3ammucku cymacienero”) (1835) achieves similar effect by including the
correspondence between the two dogs. In the dog’s letters common human behavior is
discussed as strange and unexplainable. Bulgakov uses the same technique of creating a
new perspective on life by giving the dog the right to narrate in the first-person.

The first-person point of view is essentially limited and “ is biased by definition”
(Stanzel 150), because the events and characters are perceived through the consciousness
of one mind and because “any first-person narrative . . . may prove unreliable because it
issues from a speaking or writing self addressing someone” (Martin 142). Moreover, in

Bulgakov’s story this “person” is a dog. In order to make this dog’s thoughts seem
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authentic, Bulgakov has to present Sharik’s perception of life as seen by an animal, not by
a human. This requirement further limits Sharik’s knowledge as a narrator. In order to
overcome this limitation, Bulgakov includes an omniscient narrator in the first section.

Bulgakov is able to make Sharik’s thoughts seem like an animal’s by carefully
focusing on a dog’s central concern: his constant return to the problem of food. Sharik
meditates on people’s motivations and actions, the social structure of the new communist
society, and even medical problems, and connects all these topics to his desire to grab a
piece of food, “nepexBaTuth Kyc”’(120). However, unless his topic is food, Sharik’s
knowledge is far from being limited. The reader accepts this strategy because Bulgakov
provides a formal explanation for Sharik’s knowledge -- the dog can read: “H3 copoxa
THICSY MOCKOBCKHX IICOB Pa3Be€ YK KaKOH-HHOGYIb COBEDIICHHBIN HIVIOT HE
yMeE€ET CIIOXHUTH CIOBO ‘Kojibaca’ (125). This formal explanation gives Bulgakov an
opportunity to create the dog’s speech as a combination of different voices. Sharik’s
monologue is a fascinating example of heteroglossia. The cliches from Bolshevik
newspapers are mixed with street slang, phrases from official documents, and the elevated
diction typical of nineteenth-century novels.

The word “nposerapui” is used throughout the dog’s monologue. This political
term became very popular after the revolution for use in any Bolshevik piece of
propaganda, especially in newspapers: “Kakas raguna, a elme IpoJeTapus . . .
JIBOpHUKY M3 BCEeX MpoJieTapueB caMmasl THycHas Mpass” (120). After such
revelations, the dog suddenly uses phrases that would be appropriate in business letters:

“BoK GOJIMT HECTEPIIUMO, H IaJIb MOEH Kaphephl BUIHA MHE COBEPIIIEHHO
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otueTiauBo” (119). Other phrases are ironic because of their obvious reference to
romantic novels: “Bce HcIbITal, ¢ CyIbO0I0 CBOCIO MUPIOCh B €CIIH ILTIAYy CeMyac, TO
TOJBKO OT pH3mdIecKoi 60JIH, IOTOMY UTO IyX MO emle He yrac” (120). All these
phrases are in effect a parody of their sources’s material because of their juxtaposition
with street slang and swearing, such as in the statement, “2Kanras TBaps. Bel ristasre
KOrja-HuOyab Ha ero poXy: Belh OH Iomepek ceds nmpe! Bop ¢ MegHOI MOpI 0™
(119). Thus, the reader perceives Sharik’s sharp remarks about the world as the authentic
remarks of a dog because his ability to read enables him to find these remarks in different
sources, while his dog’s perspective turns them into a parody.

Shifting from Sharik’s first-person narration to the third-person narration,
Bulgakov continues to tell the story as it is seen through Sharik’s eyes, that is, by keeping
Sharik as a focalizer and creating the situation in which the “narrator seems to have
delegated the function of seeing to the character” (Martin 143). Hence, Bulgakov still has
the same access to Sharik’s consciousness as he had during the period of first-person
narration.

The shift from Sharik’s first-person narration to the third-person authorial
narration occurs almost unnoticed because it begins with frequent shifts from first to third-
person point of view and back, sometimes within one paragraph without any syntactic
indication of shifting: “Ilec MrHOBEeHHO 060PBaIl KOXYPY, C BCXIHIIBIBAHAEM

BIPBI3CS B KPAaKOBCKYIO U COXPpall ee B 1Ba cuyeTa. IIpu 9TOM IogaBmiICs Koxbacot
H CHETOM JIO CJIe3, IIOTOMY YTO OT XXaXHOCTH €IBa He 3arioTal BepeBouKy. Eine,

emie UKy BaM pyKy. Llemyo mrransl, Mot 6irarogeresns!” (123). In this paragraph,
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the third-person narrator speaks in the first two sentences, and Sharik speaks as a first-
person narrator in the last two sentences. There is no indication of the shift in perspective
between the two parts of the paragraph.

“Heart of a Dog” is an example of a work where change in point of view is
especially subtle and occurs without any visible signals. Seymour Chatman, in his Story
and Discourse, writes that point of view is “one of the most troublesome of critical terms”
(151). I believe that one of the reasons for such trouble is the fact that the point of view is

not always consistent throughout the whole work. In his work IIpo6JIeMBI ITIORTHKH

HdocroeBckoro, Mikhail Bakhtin points out the complexities of indicating such a change
in point of view. Analyzing Dostoevsky’s novella “The Double,” Bakhtin finds that
shifting from one voice to another occurs even within a single sentence and that “aBTOp B
1060M MecTe MOXeT IOCTaBUThL KaBhIYKH, HE H3MEHS S HU TOHA, HA I'0JI0ca, HU
noctpoeHust dpa3er” (254). Bakhtin means that even words next to each other in one
sentence can belong to different voices. In “The Double,” such a shift in point of view
occurs because the protagonist, Jakob Golyadkin, has a split personality, and his second
self eventually becomes an independently existing man, Golyadkin’s doppelgdnger. The
device of the double enables Dostoevsky to create “ckpelieHre M nepeceyeHue B
KaXJ[0M BJIEMEHTe CO3HAHUS U CJIOBA IBYX CO3HAHHUIM, IBYX TOUEK 3PEHUS, IBYX
OIIeHOK” and, in this work, different voices coincide in a single word “KaK HA B OTHOM
u3 nponsBenenuit [foctoeBckoro” (245). Therefore, the creation of a doppelgdnger
enables Dostoevsky to create a dialogue between the two selves within the monologue of

the protagonist.
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What happens in Bulgakov’s “Heart of a Dog” is similar to Dostoevsky’s “The
Double,” but Sharik’s consciousness is shared not by the character and his second self, but
the character and the omniscient narrator, and there is no tension existing between these
two voices. There is no tension between other voices in Sharik’s monologue as well.
Unlike Golyadkin’s inner monologues, different voices in Sharik’s monologue do not
argue with each other, but contribute instead to the development of the ideas of the dog’s
monologue. Thus, we meet not with crossing dialogues within the hero’s monologue, but
a multitude of monologues of different voices within Sharik’s monologue.

While perceiving the world of the novella through the dog’s point of view is very
interesting in itself, this point of view acquires a deeper meaning because Sharik has a
biological double, Sharikov, whose point of view, although a man’s, is not included in the
novella. Sharik and Sharikov are doubles by virtue of sharing one, albeit transformed,
body. This pair of doubles’ most striking feature is that they do not remember each other.
Neither Sharikov nor the dog remember what happened to him in his previous life. A slight
connection between their consciousnesses exists only by two words, “ps16a” and
“I'maBpb16a.” Sharikov utters them first when he becomes a human being and starts
talking. The same words are also very important to the dog because they are the first
words he ever read. However, this weak connection quickly disappears, and the dog
passes along only one character trait to the man: a hatred of cats.

To the best of my knowledge, no precedent for such doubles exists in Russian
literature, but in English literature, an example does exist in the “most famous of all . . .

second-self stories”(Keppler 8), R. L. Stevenson’s “The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and
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Mr. Hyde.” In this story, the scientist Doctor Jekyll invents a new potion that divides him
into his good and evil selves. This division is both spiritual and physical, for the virtuous
and austere scholar, Dr.Jekyll, and the evil dwarf Hyde occupy the same mind and body at
different times: “‘Once the evil side of Jekyll’s nature has been released, . . . it acts
robustly, and feeds on its pale shadow the virtuous Dr. Jekyll, like a parasite” (Bravo

- 367). Thus, these doubles share one mind and one body, both transformed, between them.
In contrast to Stevenson’s characters, however, Bulgakov’s characters do not possess the
main trait of doubles from the “Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde” which Albert J.
Guerard defines as “poignant and authentic longing to keep both selves alive” (9). The
absence of this trait in Bulgakov’s doubles is an explicable result from the absence of a
shared memory.

If we look at Sharik and Sharikov as doubles and, consequently, as two characters
that lend themselves to our comparison, we notice that while a large part of Bulgakov’s
novella is told from the dog’s perspective with “the dog taking over the narration for
much of the story” (Wright 62), events are never presented through Sharikov’s eyes, so
that “at no stage is the reader brought into proximity with Sharikov” (Goscilo 287).
Bulgakov refuses to accept Sharikov’s point of view of the world, and prefers to explore
the mind of an animal rather than that of a man such as Sharikov. In this respect, Bulgakov
depicts Sharikov in the same way that Dostoevsky depicts Smerdyakov in his novel
bpates Kapama3oBsr (1878 — 1880): “Or CMepasSIKOB . . . IpeIOaeTCsI aBTOPOM

KaK HEKOTOpad 3arajka . .. pa3sp€irdTh KOTOPYIO IPEACTOMT HE HEIIOCPECACTBCHHO

caMoOMy aBTOpY (IIyTeM IPOHUKHOBEHHUA B CO3HAHUE OIIMCHIBAEMOI'0 UM
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IIepCOHAaXa), HO reposIM JaHHOTO Ipou3sBeneHus” (YcrneHCcKun 124). To the other
characters in “Heart of a Dog,” Sharikov is also a riddle. They do not understand
Sharikov’s type of thinking and motivation.

In contrast, by revealing Sharik’s inner thoughts, Bulgakov is able to portray the
dog’s admirable characteristics; for example, he demonstrates the dog’s capacity to be
logical and appreciative. Receiving a piece of sausage from Preobrazhensky, the dog
instantly becomes his admirer, and later, living in the Professor’s apartment, he feels an
overwhelming gratefulness which never disappears: “I'J1a3a ero Terepb He MEHee IBYX
pa3 B JIeHb 3aJMBAJIUCh OJIaTOJapHEIMH CII€3aMHU IO aipeCy IPEINCTEHCKOTO
myzpena” (147). Moreover, by showing Sharik’s inner thoughts and feelings, Bulgakov
also explains the dog’s motivations. For example, Bulgakov allows the reader to
understand Sharik’s aggressiveness, such as when Sharik bites Doctor Bormental, and we
understand that biting is a dog’s natural response to being threatened or attacked. Thus,
the damage that the dog causes is understood by the reader and justified by the author.

The same is not true with Sharikov, the dog’s biological successor. In contrast to
the dog, Sharikov demands from Preobrazhensky complete service for his endless needs:
“Where Sharik was the appealing and relatively passive victim, Sharikov is the selfish,
cowardly, and destructive victimizer who initiates the disastrous incidents that bring his
creators to the brink of despair” (Goscilo 287). However, his demands and threats are
shown only from the outside. The reader does not know what Sharikov thinks or feels
when he harasses his creators, steals, or attempts to rape Zina. In comparison to the dog’s

motivations, Sharikov’s are impossible to understand by a civilized mind. Thus, by
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focalising through the dog Sharik, and getting to know his good characteristics, his
double’s, that is, the man Sharikov’s, despicable characteristics become more clear, seem
more disgusting and “criminal.”

However, these important conclusions can be made only if we perceive Sharik and
Sharikov as doubles and compare them as a result of this particular relationship. Their
relationship becomes an aspect of Sharik’s point of view when he is a narrator or focalizer.
Interestingly, the significance of this aspect comes out not at the moment when the reader
reads the dog’s monologue, but later, when the reader realizes that Sharik’s double,
Sharikov, is deprived of his own point of view by the author. As a result of manipulating
the point of view in the novella, Bulgakov contributes to the process of characterization of
Sharik and Sharikov, but the most striking part of Sharikov’s character, its enigmatic

quality, is highlighted when the point of view is accompanied by the device of the double.

50



The Device of the Double and the Scope of the World in the Short Story and Novella

“The selection of a genre limits the author’s
ability to manipulate his material and at the
same time opens to him the possibilities
inherent in that kind of narrative treatment”
(Leibowitz 18).

In the previous two chapters, I examined how the device of the double is used by
Bulgakov for characterization, and for establishing a point of view which indirectly works
for characterization as well. This is the traditional, and the main, purpose for using the
device of the double, and, as I showed in the previous chapters, Bulgakov continues to use
this technique in his works. However, as I mentioned in the introductory chapter, the
device of the double in Bulgakov’s short narratives has a larger application. Bulgakov uses
this technique in order to meet the requirements which the genre of short narrative
impose. Nicole Bravo and Albert Guerard observe that the device of the double is well
suited to the genre of short story and novella. However, no one critic has made an effort
to investigate why the authors of short narratives make use of the double more often than
authors of the novel. Thus, in the present chapter, I would like to investigate why the
device of the double suites Bulgakov’s short stories and novellas so well. However, some
preliminary remarks should be made about the genres of the short story and the novella in
order to posit an answer to this question.

Mary Rohrbenger writes about the independent story: “The short story, as we

know it today, is the newest of literary genres” (80). The theory of the short story
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emerged together with this genre, and Edgar Allan Poe was the first to theorize it. He
writes, in his essay “Review of Twice-Told Tales,” that in the short story, “the unity of
effect or impression is a point of the greatest importance” (46). Brander Matthews
believes that the modern short story, which originated in the nineteenth century, is
characterized by brevity, a closely wrought texture, freedom from excrescence, and a unity
of effect. He also emphasizes that the essential element of a short story is “compression, a
vigorous compression” (53). Anton Chekhov also pointed to the brevity of the short story
as its essential feature. In a letter to his brother, Chekhov formulated his view on the short
story genre. He wrote that the short story should comply with six requirements: “1)
Absence of long-winded tirades of a political, social and economic nature; 2) thorough-
going objectivity; 3) truthfulness in the description of characters and objects; 4) total
brevity; 5) daring and originality; keep away from cliches; 6) warmth of feeling” (qtd. in
Moser16). Two out of his six principles refer to the brevity of the form. Thus, we can
draw the conclusion — from statements made by the masters of short narratives, and
prominent critics of these genres — that the principle of economy is the main principle to
which an author of short narratives must adhere.

The necessity for economy arises from the fact that the short story and the novella
are shorter in length than novel. Yuri Tynyanov in Poatuxa. McTopus auTepaTyphl.
Kwuno, writes about this phenomena: “PoMaH OTIH4E€H OT HOBEJUIBI TEM, YTO OH —
oonsnias dopma. ITosMa OT IpOCTO CTHXOTBOPEHUS — TeM Xe. Pacuer Ha

60JIBIIYIO (hOPMY HE TOT, YTO Ha MAJYIO, KaXIasd JeTajdb, KaXKIbIH

CTHIIMCTUYECKHAY IIPHEM B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT BEJIHYMHLI KOHCTPYKIIMH HMEET
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pa3sHyI0 GYHKUMIO . . . Pa3 coXpaHeH STOT OPHHIMI KOHCTPYKIIMH, COXPaHAECTCH
.. . ouryieHue xaHpa” (256). This interdependence of form and content of the work is
less noticeable in the genre of the novel, but most obvious in more compact genres. This
occurs because of the tension that emerges between the short narrative as narrative by
nature, and the conventions of the short story and novella as genre. Any narrative has an
innate force for expansion because of the narrator’s fundamental desire to communicate all
possible aspects of information he intends to pass on to the listener. However, the
conventions of the short story and the novella as genres, in particular their shorter length,
limit this potential. Thus, an author of a short narrative uses different devices in order to
stay within the boundaries of the genre, but also to be able to communicate everything he
wants to convey to the listener or reader. Gerald Gillespie rightly suggests that the most
relevant example of this purpose is the decision of a writer of a short narrative to select
important events in the lives of the characters in which the whole pattern of life is
reflected, or is altered (qtd. in Leibowitz 52).

However, the depiction of a single event, or a limited number of events, always has
a potential for distorting the impression of reality, because life does not consist of only one
or a few events. Yet, it is exactly the creation of illusion of reality that is essential to a
realistic work. Thus, the task of a writer, who works in a realistic mode, is to foreground
the events of the short narrative. This larger foreground emerges by the inclusion of
secondary subject matters, themes, subplots, and a larger number of characters. The
limitedness of a short narrative manifests itself in the lack of opportunity to include them,

but they do exist in the compact narratives and become one of the vehicles for the realistic
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impression of short narratives.

In this chapter, I turn only to the investigation of the role of the secondary themes
which are present in Bulgakov’s short narratives. The secondary themes broaden the
scope of the short narrative by inserting the fictive world of the work into the concrete
historical and cultural moment. As a result, everything that happens in the story becomes a
part of a larger picture, and the illusion of reality is preserved. As well, the secondary
themes connect the main theme of the story, if it has a limited scope, with larger, more
universal, themes.

As Judith Leibowitz points out, in her comprehensive study Narrative Purpose in
the Novella, the secondary themes in short narratives, as opposed to those in novels, often
are only suggested (52). The shorter the length of the work, the shorter the markers that
point to the secondary themes. Sometimes the only signs of them are details of setting,
which are not developed in the longer part of a work. It can be said that a short-short
story, such as those by O’Henry, have very few signs of secondary themes. Thus, I shall
investigate how the device of the double in Bulgakov’s short narratives works toward
indicating the secondary themes and, therefore, contributes to the creation of a foreground
for the main events or the main theme of the work. I chose for the analysis two of
Bulgakov’s works: the novella “Heart of a Dog” (“Cobaube ceppiie”), and the short
story “Fire of the Khans” (“XaHcKu oroHb”), because in these two works this device
indicates explicitly the secondary themes of the work.

In the novella, “Heart of a Dog,” two pairs of doubles function as the indicators of

the secondary themes. The first pair is two of Professor Preobrazhensky’s patients, who
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are described through the dog Sharik’s perspective. The first patient is an elderly man who
wants to have an exciting sex life and goes through with a complex and expensive
treatment. He is happy with the treatment, and looks absolutely ridiculous in his
embroidered underpants and green hair. He had tried to color his hair, in order to look
younger, but the new' Soviet manufacturer had sold him a liquid that turned his hair green.
The second patient is a woman who comes to ask the Professor for an operation which
makes her younger because she has a young cardsharp lover. Both patients are described
as grotesque figures obsessed with sex and youthful appearance. Many details are given by
Bulgakov in order to complete the picture of two people. The effect produced by the
dog’s vision of the situation is hilarious because the dog sees all intimate things that
usually are hidden from human eyes. Both patients also confess to Professor
Preobrazhensky their vulgar and ridiculous love stories. The dog, apparently, does not
understand the subject of the confessions and admits with embarrassment, “Hy Bac K
YepTy . . . U CTapaThes He OyIy ITOHSTH, UYTO BTO 3a IITYyKa, BCE PaBHO He ITOHMY”
(134). Although one patient is a man, and the other is a woman, their behavior and life-
goals are the same. Not only do they behave alike from the dog’s perspective, but the
reader also sees them as two variants of one person. This pair of doubles presents the
secondary theme which is the theme of people’s vanity and the vacuity of their lives.

This theme is not developed but potentially is important and creates a social
context in which the main conflict, between aggressive ignorance and reason, unfolds. It
creates an atmosphere of a concrete historical time when complete economical disorder in

post-Revolutionary Russia produced a division of people into two groups: one that lives in
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hunger, but tries to earn an honest living; and another group that makes money by dubious
machinations and lose themselves in hedonistic pleasure. The pattern of life for the latter
group of people is presented through Sharik’s monologue in which he mimics the words
of the poor typist’s boss: “SI Terrepb mpefcenaTelb, U CKOJILKO HH HaKpaxy — BCe, BCE
Ha XeHCKO€ TeJI0, Ha PaKOBbIe IIEHKH, Ha “A6pay-IIropco”! IToToMy uTo
HAaroJIOJaJICsA B MOJIOLOCTH JOCTATOYHO, OyIeT C MeHs, a 3arpoOHOM XKU3HU HE
cymtectByetr” (121). This secondary theme situates the very private world of
Prebrazhensky’s apartment in the larger world of post-revolutionary Moscow, and
establishes a social and moral context for the events that happen in this apartment.
Another pair of doubles in “Heart of a Dog” consists of the two representatives of
the new Communist regime. Both are people with power who protect Professor
Preobrazhensky because, the reader can presume, they both went through the Professor’s
operation for rejuvenation. One of them is an unseen man with whom the Professor speaks
by phone when the House Committee’s members come to expropriate part of his
apartment. The man on the phone is not visible, but his power is reflected in the behavior
of the members of the House Committee. After talking to this man, Shvonder looks
“omneBaHHBIM”(139), and the committee has to leave the Professor alone. This unseen
man is so powerful that his few words change the situation completely. There is nothing
said about him except his name, “Burtammit Anekcanaposuy.” This man has his double
who, at the very end of the novella, visits the Professor to warn him about the
denunciation that Sharikov wrote to the CheKa. This man, in opposition to Burayiui

AJekcaHgpoBuY, has no name, but his appearance is described in detail. He is fat and
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tall, and wears an army uniform. There is some mystery about these two men; in fact, the
reader does not know if this fat man in uniform is the same Burammit AekcagIpoBHY,
or another of the Professor’s protectors. Bulgakov gives to one man only a name, and to
the other one an appearance and speech These doubles continue the theme that Bulgakov
explored in “Diaboliada;” that is, that a bureaucratic system rejects the individuality of
people to such a degree that they all look and act alike. However, this theme of political
power and bureaucratic systems is more complex in “Heart of a Dog” than in
“Diaboliada.” Two powerful men in the novella are good and intelligent. They protect the
Professor and side with him, not with Sharikov. The second man says about the dog-
turned-to-man: “Ho xakas Bce-Taku qpsaHb!” (203). The presentation of people with
political power as good people gives this secondary theme an additional complexity. The
reader sees Professor Preobrazhensky’s hostility to the new regime and understands that
Bulgalkov puts in the Professor’s words his own political attitude. Thus, a logical
conclusion is that the bulk of Bulgakov’s satire of people who serve the Communist
regime should be placed upon the regime’s leaders. However, Bulgakov does not simplify
the problem, and posits a question about the position of an intelligent person working in a
system of political power. This theme becomes fully explored in his novel The Master and
Margarita, and is connected with the character Pontius Pilate.

The same secondary theme of the nature of political power and the people who
serve it exists in the short story “Fire of the Khans.” As in “Heart of a Dog,” this theme is
introduced to the reader by the device of the double. The protagonist of this story, the

prince Tugay-Beg, returns to Bolshevik Russia to see his ancestral palace. He pretends to
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be an ordinary tourist and moves with a group of them around the palace. One man in the
group attracts everyone’s attention because of his strange appearance: “YeroBex 611
COBEPHIEHHO TIOJIBIM, €CIM HE CINTATh KOPOTEHBKHX MITAHHIIIEK . . . KA €IIe
IeHCHe Ha Hocy. . . KopuuHeBas 3acTapenas ChIllb IIOKphIBAJIa CyTYJIOBAaTYIO
crimHy roynoro yenoeka” (385). This half-naked man is the epitome of the new
Bolshevik regime. He is full of hatred for the former owners of the house, and during the
tour makes offensive remarks about Tugay-Beg’s family. His remarks produce confusion
‘among the tourists and inflame Tugay-Beg’s anger. Later, during his conversation with his
former servant, Ion, the prince admits that he struggled with an overwhelming desire to
kill the half-naked man on the spot. When Tugay-Beg is alone in his former study, he
starts talking aloud — asking himself, the portraits of his predecessors and friends — about
changes that happened in his life. He feels that he does not exist for Russia, and for people
living in Russia, he is a museum piece as is his palace: “Ilo xuBoit Moe#t KpoBH, cpeau
BCEr'0 JXWBOT'O IILIX M TOIITAJH, KaK 110 MepTBOMY. MoXeT ObITh, AEHCTBUTEILHO S
mepTB? A - TeHb?” (398). It seems to Tugay-Beg that the people in the portraits are
alive, that they listen to him, and even begin to move. Phantoms fill the house, and it
seems that the half-naked man appears in the dark hall. One photograph, in particular,
grabs the prince’s attention. It is a picture of a large group of men wearing cavalry
uniforms, with one very plain man in the center of the picture: “ITomaBisi GexbIx
HATIPSKEeHHbBIX KaBAJIEPUCTOB MaJIEHEKHH YeJIOBEK, KaK IIOJaBIAIa Ha OpOH3e

Haauch o HeM. Kaxoe c10BO B HeW ¢ 3ariiaBHOM OYKBBI” (397). For Tugay-Beg,

there is something very strange and disturbing about this man, and Bulgakov does not
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clarify what it is, but we can presume from the prince’s monologue that he finds a strange
resemblance between the powerful man in the picture and the half-naked man. Tugay-Beg
says about these doubles incoherently: “OmHo, OIHO U3 IBYX: MJIN BTO MEPTBO . . . 4 OH

..TOT...®TOT...XKHB ... HJIH K . . . He HOUMeIIL” (397). As often happens in
Bulgakov’s works, the enigma is not explained and he leaves the reader with the task of
solving it. What is obvious is that he is using the double for presenting the complexity of
life where no clear answers exist. The man, who once was a leader of the political group
loyal to the Russian monarchy, bears a striking resemblance to the man who viciously
hates this monarchy. Thus, the secondary theme of the elusiveness of politics, and the
impossibility of defining good and evil in the system of politics, is presented by the device
of the double. Bulgakov suggests that any political power is corrupt, and any person who
is a part of it becomes a bearer of its corruption. Thus, the events of the story which
concentrate on Tugay-Beg’s personal tragedy become one facet of a larger picture of
political power, its representatives, and its victims.

Bulgakov uses the mysterious double in this short story because the setting of this
work has some mysterious elements: the abandoned palace seems haunted by the
phantoms of former “60€Bo¥t CiaBbI, H030p4a, TIOGBH, HEHABHUCTH, IIOPOKA,
pasBpara” (388). The prince is lost in the struggle between his feelings of loneliness and
his feelings of hatred, and precisely in such moments reality changes its form and suggests
unreal and uncanny dimensions. One of these uncanny dimensions is the appearance of
doubles.

All three examples of the doubles that I explored in this chapter typify the
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metaphorical implications of the device of the double. In the first example, two of
Professor Preobrazhensky’s patients are character-metaphors of the new regime. They
belong to that social group which is born as a result of new Communist regime and thrive
during this period. The fact that there are two of them also points to the fact that this
phenomenon is not an exception. The other two doubles from the same novella are
character-metaphors of the new political power whose representatives do not have faces
and names. In the short story “Fire of the Khans,” the doubles become a metaphor for the
circumvention of the political power, and the tragic fate of those who believe in political
justice.

As we can see, the device of the double in “Heart of a Dog,” indicates the
secondary themes which establish a larger context for the events of the story. The focus is
on the turmoil that happens in the Professor Preobrazhensky’s apartment, but the
appearance of the doubles suggests the social and moral situation in the country and
foreshadows the events that happen in the isolated world of Preobrazhensky’s apartment.
In the short story “Fire of the Khans,” the doubles become a crystallization of a larger
theme of political corruption. The novella “Heart of a Dog” is longer than the short story
“Fire of the Khans,” and thus the indication of secondary themes are more elaborated. In

the short story, however, the secondary themes take the form of a mere suggestion.
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The Device of the Double and the Theme of a Short Narrative

As I mention in the introductory chapter, the device of the double is viewed by
critics exclusively as a means of characterization, and I shall attempt to show that this
device works for other elements in the short narrative as well. Thus, in the present chapter
I shall explore how the device of the double is used in Bulgakov’s short narratives to
contribute to the elaboration of the main themes of the works. Alexander Zholkovsky
writes: “Text is ‘theme’ elaborated by ‘expressive devices’” (Zholkovsky 24). I believe
that the device of the double is one of these “expressive” devices that help to turn theme
into text. Like many other technical devices, it builds flesh and gives blood to the skeleton
which is the theme of a work.

The concept of “theme” belongs to those concepts that are like air: it is the most
necessary element, but we rarely think of it. The same is true with theme: it is a basic
element of a literary work, but it usually is left unnoticed during analysis or is used as a

point of departure for the analysis of other elements. In Themes and Texts, Yuri Scheglov

and Alexander Zholkovsky observe, “Yet out of caution or for some other reason [critics]
avoid explicitly formulating this unit of meaning as the theme of the work” (7). I believe
that the concept of theme is one of the most valuable and influential concepts and I agree
with Scheglov and Zholkovsky that, “A paper on poetics must obviously include some
explicit formulation of the theme (or themes)” (7). In A Handbook to Literature we find
the definition of theme: “In poetry, drama, and fiction it is the abstract concept which is

made concrete through its representation in person, action, and image in the work”
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(Thrall, Hibbard 486). Although it is difficult to find in the critical works, even on the
subject of narratology, a separate entry devoted to the concept of theme, it seems that a
majority of critics share the same view on the definition, which is similar to that expressed
by Thrall and Hibbard. In this study, I will also use the term “theme” as a general concept
of the work which is made persuasive to the reader by means of an infinite number of
elements and technical devices.

Every critic of Bulgakov’s works (Proffer, Milne, Wright among others) point out
two particular features regarding the themes of his works. First, they admit that Bulgakov,
in the very beginning of his literary career, establishes themes to which he remains
constant. As Ellendea Proffer writes: “The prose of these early years contains a surprising
number of details and themes which find their final expression and resolution in his last
novel” (76). Second, they emphasize that the success of a large number of his works is a
consequence of “reinforcing the themes” (Wright 63). Thus, in this chapter, I will localize
three themes to which Bulgakov remained faithful all his creative life, and will investigate
how the device of the double functions in his short stories as a tool for transforming the
main theme of the work into a universal one. My assumption is that this device has a
metaphorical nature, and, as a result of using it in the works, provides the effect of
interpreting a single incident as a reflection of the larger problems shared by humanity in
general.

The first theme to which I shall turn our investigation is the theme of the danger
that bureaucratic machinery holds for the identity of an individual. Bulgakov turns to this

theme in the short stories “Diaboliada” (“IIpsBomaga™), ‘“Notes on the Cuffs”
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(“3anucku Ha MaHXeTax”), and many others. He continues this theme in his plays,
especially in Asekcannp Ilyiukus (1935), and fully explores it in The Master and
Margarita.

In “Diaboliada,” the subtitle, “How Twins Destroyed a Clerk,” foreshadows this
story’s motif of the double, and alludes to Dostoevsky’s novella “The Double.”
Dostoevsky’s novella provides a deep psychological analysis of the behavior of a person
who is lost in contemporary society, and is finally driven to madness because of his
everyday frustration and unrealized ambitions. As Dmitri Chizhevsky explains, in his essay
“The Theme of the Double in Dostoevsky,” the central character, the insignificant clerk
Jakob Golyadkin, “has no place of his own, he has never achieved one in his life, he has no
“sphere” of his own in life except possibly the corner behind the cupboard or the stove
where he hides from the imaginary persecutions of his enemies” (116). The annihilating
force of society, in which the bureaucratic system is a pivotal base, is embodied in
Golyadkin’s double, a man who looks exactly like Golyadkin Senior, sits behind the desk
next to him, does the same job, and even has the same name. This Golyadkin Junior
gradually replaces Golyadkin Senior in the office and in his private life: “The appearance
of the double and his success in squeezing out Golyadkin from his place only shows that
Golyadkin’s place was completely illusory to begin with” (Chizhevsky 116). The reader
cannot be sure if Golyadkin Junior really exists, or if he is purely a product of Golyadkin
Senior’s disturbed mind, but in spite of this ambiguity, it is obvious that Golyadkin’s
double represents those ambitions that Golyadkin himself secretly cherished all his life and

never realized.
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Bulgakov’s novella “Diaboliada” begins by establishing the similarly illusory belief
of the protagonist, the insignificant clerk Korotkov, who now works not in the
bureaucratic machine of the Czar’s Russia, but in the allegedly free-from-exploitation
Bolshevik country: “B To Bpems, KaK BCe JIOAHM CKAKaJIU C OTHOM CIIyXKObI Ha
Ipyryio, ToBapuir, KopoTkoB npovHO ciryxkui B ['nasrienrp6ascnumare . . . 1
TIPOCIYKUJI B Hew Heibix 11 MecsarneB” (3). The remainder of the story presents a
range of events that prove the erroneousness of Korotkov’s assurance, and show that
stability, not only in the office, but also in Korotkov’s entire life, is an illusion.

As Ellendea Proffer points out,”While there are obvious thematic echoes of
Dostoevsky’s “The Double,” Bulgakov modernizes many devices”(108). The device of the
double is also modernized. Bulgakov creates not one, but three pairs of doubles in the
story. Korotkov’s boss, who is bald and incredibly short, has a double who has a long
beard and is tall. As in Dostoevsky’s “The Double,” we do not know if these two men are
really one, or if they are a product of the protagonist’s imagination. The author also keeps
it ambiguous. Due to this quality, Korotkov’s two bosses are subjective doubles.
Korotkov himself has an invisible double, somebody named Kolobkov, a Don Juan by
nature and a man with a criminal reputation. People around Korotkov confuse him with
Kolobkov, but Korotkov himself does not know whether they really look alike, or if there
is something supernatural about it. Hence, Korotkov and his double are objective doubles
and are also an enigma for the reader. The third pair of doubles is Korotkov and his
reflection in the mirror of the elevator: “3epkanbHas KaOMHA CTaJIa IANATh BHAU3, K

nBoe KopoTkoBbIX yrau BHH3. Broporo KopoTkoBa mepBbli U I'lIaBHBIN 3a6bLI B
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3epKajie KaOMHBI ¥ BBIIIE] OJUH B IIPOXJIaTHBIN BeCTHOI0Mb (36). This protagonist’s
double can be considered as the middle version for the classical doppelgdnger because it is
not developed into a complete figure of the doppelgdnger, but has all its features: the
author in two sentences alludes to it not as Korotkov’s reflection, but as the second
Korotkov, although the reader knows that it is a reflection, and this discrepancy creates
considerable ambiguity that brings to mind a supernatural force. It is also a salient element
of the mode of Magic Realism which always explores the duality of the object.

Bulgakov refuses to treat the double traditionally, that is, as an embodiment of a
negative, hidden second self. He plays with the double, using it as type of a literary device
that can be altered in order to achieve his goals. Not every double in Bulgakov’s works
represents negative side of his original, and the main interest that Bulgakov has in doubles
is the very fact of their existence, because it is precisely their existence that gives food for
thought and, as a mirror, reflects the condition of society and of the individual within it. If
in Dostoevsky’s “The Double,” Goliadkin Junior is a strange and ominous exception
among other people, in Bulgakov’s “Diaboliada,” the three pairs of doubles produce a
sense of the customary, suggesting that everyone has a double and no one has his or her
own identity.

The doubles create a crowd which annihilates a person and in which everyone is
lost. Bulgakov depicts crowds in the office buildings more so than on the streets:
“IToxpbIBas IIOJIbI MOKPBIMH IISITHAMH, TECATKHY JTIOJEMH IILTH HaBCTPEUY
KopotkoBy unm o6rousuru ero” (17). Even the crowd on the street consists of

bureaucratic people: “B 9T0 MrHOBEHHE Yachl HaJIeKO IIPOOUIIH YeThIpe pa3a Ha
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peIXel GalllHe, M TOTYAC M3 BCeX JIBeper mobexaiu Jomau ¢ moprdensamu” (21).

Three pairs of doubles develop the theme of the annihilating force of the
bureaucratic system on a more general level, taking a single incident as a point of
departure. Korotkov’s boss has literally two faces and two bodies and becomes a
metaphor for all supervisors in the numerous offices, and further suggests that they all
have two faces. Korotkov’s double, Kolobkov, is a criminal, but for society there is no
difference between the harmless Korotkov and the thief Kolobkov. People are interested
only in the presence of the documents, and many women are even charmed by the criminal
and try to seduce him. The third pair of doubles questions the reality of Korotkov’s
existence itself. The author ironically states that “mepsbiit u rimaBabIN’(36) Korotkov is
the one who is alive, but in the very next paragraph Korotkov, coming out of the elevator,
himself admits to the security officer: “ MeHs Helb3s1 apeCTOBaTh, IOTOMY YTO 5
HEHM3BECTHO KTO . . . Kak ThI apecTyenin, exXelll BMECTO JOKYMEHTOB — ¢ura?”’
(36). He realizes his own nonexistence in society, and the reader realizes that the real
Korotkov is not more alive than his double in the mirror.

The appearance of all pairs of doubles has a metaphorical nature because they are
created on the principle of selection, not contiguity. If we take the first object in the pair
of every double as a tenor, and the second object as a vehicle of the metaphor, we realize
that there is no “contextual relationship between tenor and vehicle” (Lodge 100). There is
no congruous explanation why Korotkov’s boss Kalsoner changes his appearance and
character, or why Kolobkov not only steals Korotkov’s documents, but also looks like

Korotkov’s identical twin brother; why else would an ordinary reflection in the mirror be
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called the “second Korotkov” by the author? In the novella we cannot find any logical
reason for the appearance of the doubles, and all of them, together with other irrational
elements that also are present in the work, change the discourse of the novella quite
dramatically, turning the text from realistic into fantastic.

The second important theme of Bulgakov’s which I would like to investigate is the
theme of guilt: that is, a character’s sense of regret for the actions (or lack of actions) in
his past. This theme became associated with Bulgakov because of the character of Pontius
Pilate in the novel The Master and Margarita. Pontius Pilate does not do enough to save
Yeshua Ha-Nozri because of his fear of losing Caesar’s favor. A moment of cowardice
changes Pilate’s life and condemns him to eternal torments. When, at the very end of the
novel, Pilate meets Yeshua Ha-Nozri, Pilate has only one question: “Tell me it never
happened! I implore you, tell me, it never happened?” (395). Thus, after the crucifixion,
Pilate’s only goal is to reject the fact of the execution as if it did not happen at all because
the guilt he feels becomes a turning point in his life and changes everything. Most
importantly, the values that Pilate cherished all his life are crushed. Pilate’s life had
stopped when Yeshua was executed and the new one cannot begin because of his feelings
of guilt. Pilate starts living again only after the words of forgiveness are pronounced by
the Master.

The theme of guilt is also the main theme of the short story “Red Crown”
(“Kpacnas xkopoHa”) written in 1922, eighteen years before The Master and Margarita
was finished. The protagonist, who is confined in an asylum, describes the events that have

brought him to this place: his mother implored him to bring home his younger brother,
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Kolya, who was a member of the White Volunteer Army in the Civil War. The protagonist
found Kolya just before the start of a battle and waited for him in the hope that after the
battle, he could be convinced to return home, but Kolya was killed by a head wound: “He
OBLIO BOJIOC H He ObLIO0 16a. BMecTo Hero GBI KpaCHBIM BEHYHK C XEJIThIMH
3yObIMH-KJIIOUYbAME” (446). After his brother’s death, the protagonist sees him every
day at twilight and becomes ill: “IIpuxomguT B rIMHACTEPKE . . . ¢ KPHBOM LIAIIKOM . . .
M I'OBOPHT OTHO H ToxXe. YecTh. 3aTem: ‘Bpar, s He MOI'y OCTaBHTh 9CKaJpoH’”
(447).

The image of the younger brother personifies the protagonist’s sense of
inescapable guilt. The details provided about the ghost’s appearance are crucial in
suggesting the story’s theme. The visual image of the boy with a bloody head immediately
evokes an emotional response in the reader that is similar to the response of the
protagonist; as a result, a long explanation of the protagonist’s feelings is unnecessary.
Bulgakov also emphasizes that the protagonist believes that the ghost has the same
horrifying effect on other people: “YT0 OH cheman co MHOM B IepBbIi pa3! OH
BCITYTHYJN BCIO KIUHUKY” (447). Bulgakov demolishes the boundary between the
subjective hallucinations of the protagonist and the objective world. It is not the
protagonist, an insane man, who frightens real people, but his brother-ghost who does so.
Simple use of the third person pronoun “oH” instead of the first person “a,” changes the
realistic mode of presentation to fantastic where the ghost scares people. Thus, the ghost
seems more “real” than it would otherwise, and the reader forgets for a moment that it is a

hallucination.
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A representation of brothers or sisters as doubles is a very long folkloric and
literary tradition. In the Epic of Gilgamesh, for example, the death of Gilgamesh’s friend-
brother, Enkidu, has such a devastating impact on Gilgamesh that his normal life ends. He
undertakes a journey to the underworld, ostensibly to find a cure for his own fear of death,
but in fact, to fly from the loneliness overwhelming him after the death of Enkidu. In this
epic, the hero finds the cure he is seeking. He accepts death as inevitable and hears the
wise words of the woman wine-maker: “When the gods created man they allotted to him
death, but life they retained in their own keeping . . . Dance and be merry, feast and rejoice
. . . Cherish the little child that holds your hand, and make your wife happy in your
embrace; for this too is the lot of man” (34). In Bulgakov’s “The Red Crown,” the same
motif of two brothers as an inseparable whole is used to express a different theme, the
theme of guilt, which is neither curable nor escapable.

It is possible to argue that the two brothers in the “Red Crown” are not doubles
because they do not share similar physical features, which is the most common trait of the
majority of doubles. However, the necessary condition for two characters to be considered
doubles is not their external resemblance. These two brothers resemble each other
internally because of their shared sense of duty. The older brother goes insane because he
does not fulfill his mission as the would-be-savior of his younger brother, and the younger
one dies because he did fulfill his obligation to his fellow soldiers. Thus, the protagonist’s
feeling of guilt has a twofold meaning: he feels guilty for not saving the younger brother,
and also for not being able to perform what the younger one accomplished. His first guilt

is personified in the appearance of the ghost itself, and the second is embodied in his
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repeated words: “SI He Mory ocTaBuTh 9cKagpoH.”(447). The similarity between the two
brothers is also indicated by the oldest one’s lack of a name; he is only “brother,” thereby
identified in terms of a relationship and the responsibility it entails.

In this short story, as in “Diaboliada,” Bulgakov again creates multiple pairs of
doubles. The protagonist’s other double is a general who orders the hanging of a
workman-bolshevik. The protagonist is a witness of the execution and realizes that people
kill each other merely for trying to prove the truth of the idea they believe in. Kolya dies as
a victim of this battle, but he is a solder in the army of the unnamed general who kills the
workman-bolshevik. However, the protagonist takes Kolya’s guilt on himself, and in an
imaginary dialogue with the general says, “Ilomorats BaM nmoBecuTs s mocian Koo,
Bemany xe BbI” (448). Thus, both men, the bolshevik and Kolya, become doubles
because they both died for the same reason: for an idea. The difference between them is
that they chose opposite political ideas and become enemies, but the passion with which
they serve their chosen ideas is the strong affinity that unites them. The older brother
regards the general as one of the reasons why Kolya died, and hopes that the general
suffers from a guilty conscience just as he does. The protagonist and the general are
doubles in that they both share the same guilt for not saving people and they are both in
the same situation: they cannot change the past.

As doubles, these characters have in common only one feature and are not like the
doubles in the tradition reflected in Dostoevsky’s “The Double,” where Golyadkin’s
double repeats every single feature of his original, but they are, in fact, counterparts which

we meet in Dostoevsky’s novels becbi(1872) and BpaThst Kapama3zossi (1880). In the
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novel Becsl, Pyotr Verhovensky can be considered a double for Stavrogin because of
their one common feature: their shared obsession with theoretical discussions about
Russia. The convict Fedka also shares a single trait with Stavrogin: a desire for
destruction. Both Verhovensky and Fedka are very different from Stavrogin, but “an
obscure but profound relationship exists between them” (Guerard 4). In the novel bpaTbs
Kapama3oBsl, two opposite characters, Father Zossima and old Karamazov, also have
only one common trait: they are both fathers. Karamazov is a biological father, the “cruel,
tyrannical, despicable, sexual father of the flesh and fact” (Rogers 5), and Father Zossima
is a spiritual father, “pure, revered, dignified, understanding, and loving” (Rogers 5). Thus,
by creating doubles that share only one, yet crucial, feature, Bulgakov continues
Dostoevsky’s tradition of the universal character of human nature by uniting characters
that seem to have nothing in common. By doing so he extends the theme of guilt from one
person to all people, who are responsible for the deaths and suffering of others.

The third theme to which Bulgakov was faithful all his career as a writer is the
theme of people’s ignorance, which is very salient in The Master and Margarita. This
theme originated in Bulgakov’s series of short stories “Notes of a Young Doctor,”

Jeuilletons and novellas. In The Master and Margarita, it manifests itself through the

satirical depiction of Moscow’s artistic circles, which consist of people who write in order
to make a good living, but who have no real talent. When the Master brings his novel
about Pontius Pilate to be published, the representatives of these artistic circles cannot
even understand his work. Literature is turned into a form of Bolshevik propaganda to the

extent that it ceases to be literature and is condemned to become extinct. Bulgakov’s
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novel is set in an era when people with little or no education come to power and define the
fate of the intelligentsia.

In the short story “Black as Egypt’s Night” (“Tema erumerckas’), which is
included in the series “Notes of a Yong Doctor,” experienced nurses who worked in the
clinic for a long time tell the Young Doctor the most strange and ridiculous stories about
the peasants’ attitude toward medical science. The most striking story involves a man,
Fyodor Lipoy, who put a mustard plaster on his furcoat instead of on his back. The doctor
does not completely believe that anyone could be so ignorant, but he encounters almost
the same situation later in the day. His patient, a peasant-miller, who is suffering from
malaria, takes ten pills all at once and almost dies.

Two peasants, one in the nurse’s tale and the other one in the Young Doctor’s real
experience, are presented as doubles because of their deep backwardness and hypocrisy:
they both show respect to their doctors, yet both violate their prescriptions because they
do not actually believe in the doctors’ authority. Another affinity that connects these two
men is that they stand out in the crowd of very uneducated peasants. The man from the
tale is the previous doctor’s “mpustens” (115) and the man whom the Young Doctor
treats makes such a good impression on the Young Doctor, that the latter feels about him:
“BynTo He IIOCTOPOHHHUM MEJILHUK, 4 POXHOMN OpaT NpHeXxall KO MHe IIOTOCTHTh B
6oxbuauIry” (119). Both doctors separate these two men from other peasants. The Young
Doctor writes with excitement to the nurse: “BoT BaM UcKiItoueHuUe!
HuTennureHTHRIN MeIbHUK!” (119). Bulgakov also connects them by making them

both residents of the same village, Dultcevo, and emphasizes this place by the nurse’s
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sarcastic words: “Oto JlyublieBo — 3HaMmeHnTOe MecTo!” (116). However, both peasants
frustrate their doctors by showing disrespect to medicine and an aggressive self-
confidence in the field of medical knowledge, which is, in fact, completely unknown to
them. |

Michail Glenny states that in this short story the “conflict between enlightenment
and unreason” becomes “almost mythic” (9). I think that the presence of the double from
the anecdote provides a metaphorical reading of the situation and turns a conflict between
the Young Doctor and his patient into a conflict between two opposite forces —
aggressive ignorance and the idealistic struggle for enlightenment — as Glenny notices.
Although the incident with Fyodor Lipoy happened not long before the time that is
described in “Black as Egypt Night,” and he, presumably, is alive at the moment of the
narrating an anecdote about him, his character went through an important transformation.
He becomes a fictional character of the anecdote within the ﬁctiona] world of the short
story. The character in the tale suggests the global dimensions of the peasants’ illiteracy,
and the patient who suffers from malaria is a real-life illustration of this problem. Thus,
Bulgakov creates a new meaning out of the relationship between a pair of doubles and
brings the theme of ignorance into a larger perspective.

Significantly, Bulgakov does not provide a double for the woman in “The Speckled
Rush” who really takes care of her health, profoundly believes in the power of medicine,
and, to some extent, revolts against the common prejudice that doctors do more harm than
good. The doctor in this story states his impression of her: “OHa GbIIa €THHCTBEHHBIM

HCKIIoYeHneM: oHa 6osnach” (140). The absence of a double for an uneducated woman
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who respects science, in a series of stories in which the doubling of characters is one of the
major techniques, creates a deviation from the established pattern and suggests an
additional meaning: “In a work of art deviations from the structural organization can be as
meaningful as the realization of the latter” (Lotman 120). Thus, the story’s single
exception from otherwise total ignorance is manifested not only on the lexical level
through the repetition of the words “oHa 6pL1a 0xHA,” but on the structural level as well,
and therefore reinforces the story’s theme.

As we see, Bulgakov’s use of device of the double in three short stories we
examined transfers the theme of every story into a broader meaning and turns a particular

incident into a manifestation of a universal theme.
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The Device of the Double in the Frame-Story

In the previous chapter I explored the influence of the device of the double on the
main themes of the short narratives by Bulgakov. In the present chapter I shall turn to the
investigation of the influence of the device of the double on the structure of Bulgakov’s
two short stories “Morphine”(“Mopduit”) (1927) and “I Killed”(“s y6un) (1926).
They are both frame-stories and the device of the double is explicitly used by Bulgakov in
both of them. Although the themes of the stories are quite different, they have a similar
effect which is the result of the similar structure and the use of doubles and counterparts.

The device of the frame-story is very old and stories of this type include such

world-famous works The Thousand and One Nights (fourteenth century), Boccaccio’s

The Decameron (1350-53), Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales (1380), and Marguerite de
Navarre’s The Heptameron (sixteenth century). The best known frame-stories in Russian

literature are Pushkin’s IloBectu Benkuna, which he wrote in 1830. The cycle consists

of five short stories and an editor’s preface. Two narrators are present in the framing
story: the late Ivan Petrovich Belkin who merely collected the stories, and the editor, one
of the most ambiguous characters of Russian literature. He signs his preface “A.P.” but he
is not Pushkin “speaking in his own voice, but a mocking parody of a literary
enterpreneur, whose affected erudition and bonhomie are unmasked by the crudity of his
style and the absurdity of his unctuous moral pronouncements” (Moser 6). Due to the
character of this narrator, the tales are taken by critics as parodies, although if we read

them separately, without the framing story, they do not strike one as parodic. Thus,
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already Pushkin used the figure of a narrator for contextualizing the main stories in a way
that changes the perspective through which the main narrative is perceived.

The frame-story is characterized by the presence of the preliminary narrative within
which one or more characters tell one or several stories which are the main stories or, as
Gerald Prince puts it, “a narrative within narrative” (27). In my study, I will use the term
“framing story” for the preliminary narrative, and the terms “inner story” or “main story”
for the main narrative. The line between the framing narrative and the main narrative
usually separates two different temporal and spatial locations. The main story mostly is a
story from the past. A very important feature that distinguishes a frame-story from a
regular one is a figure of a narrator in the framing story who is also a character. His
ideology, that is, his attitude to the narrative, his system of belief, and his interaction with
the other characters in the story play a crucial role in reader’s perception of the story.

The creation of the framing narrative and the narrator of this narrative serves
different purposes. Richard Shryock states that the framing stories “act to explain, to
justify, to seduce, to revenge, to pass time” (4). For example, in the Russian skaz, which
also can be considered a type of a frame-story, the narrator creates an illusion that he saw
with his own eyes the events he is rendering which results in “a powerful effect of
authenticity and sincerity, of truth-telling” (Lodge, The Art of Fiction, 18). Yet in
Lermontov’s novel I'epoit Hamiero BpeMeHu one of the narrators plays the role of an
indifferent and objective observer whose figure helps to unite short novels different in
subject matter.

Seeing the frame-story from the position of Jakobson’s theory of metaphoric-
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metonymic poles, it is a purely artistic device which helps to create the connection
between the inner story and world of the reader. This connection has a metonymical
nature because it is one of the real connections between the objects. The connection
between the inner story and the framing story can be metonymical and metaphorical at the
same time. It depends on the relationship between the narrator and events of the framing
story and the narrator and events of the inner story. If the narrator of the framing story

plays only an informative role, as in the case with Lermontov’s I'epoit Hamiero

BDEMEHH, he is usually connected with the inner story only metonymically because his
relationship with the narrated story reflects an everyday situation of being a witness or
participant in the event. If the narrator also plays a certain ideological role, the connection
can be metaphorical. In such cases, as Richard Shryock points out, the attitude of the
narrator of the framing story is in a dialectical relationship with the narrative of the inner
story, and the greater the ideological difference displayed between an inner story and
framing story, the more likely the framing story will play a fundamental role in creating the
necessary background for the inner story.

One of the ways to provide a larger background for the inner story is to create a
particular relationship between the narrator of the framing story and the narrator of the
inner story. This way, even though the narrator of the framing story is absent during the
course of the inner story, he will always be present, because the relationship is established
in the very beginning of the text. In the two frame-stories of Bulgakov’s “Morphine” and
“I Killed,” such a relationship is established by making the narrators of the framing stories

the counterparts for the narrators of the inner stories. Thus, in the present chapter, I shall
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investigate how such a relationship is established and how this relationship creates a
context for the inner story. I also shall explore how this context influences the inner story
and the overall effect of the work.

In the novella “Morphine,” Bulgakov makes Doctor Bomgard, the narrator of the
frame story, the counterpart for the protagonist, Doctor Polyakov, who narrates the inner
story in a diary about his addiction to morphine. Doctor Bomgard is presented in the story

as a character well-known to the reader from the cycle The Notes of the Young Doctor:

“In ‘Morphine’ the hero of the previous stories goes to the town and describes the kind of
culture shock he experiences when he returns to civilization. Then there is a shift to a
story within the story, about a doctor who becomes addicted to morphine” (Proffer 94).
Doctor Polyakov, a morphine-addict, has some common features with Doctor Bomgard:
they are of the same age, graduated from the same university, and are sent to work in
similar remote clinics. Bulgakov emphasizes all these common circumstances and goes
even further: in the novella, Doctor Polyakov changes clinics and starts working at the
same clinic where Doctor Bomgard previously worked. Hence, Bulgakov puts his hero in
the same situation as Doctor Bomgard once was. It gives the reader an opportunity to
compare the two doctors, their attitudes and behaviors.

The protagonist of “Morphine” is Doctor Polyakov who, in opposition to Doctor
Bomgard, does not have any special interest in his medical practice and is preoccupied
only with his personal tragedy: his mistress, a famous opera singer, has left him. Thus, the
diary is an account of his everyday suffering from loneliness and addiction to morphine.

Finally, he gives up the battle and shoots himself. Before committing suicide, Doctor
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Polyakov gives his diary to Doctor Bomgard, and some time later, Bomgard decides to
publish it.

Bulgakov presents Doctor Polyakov as a person living a double life. To everyone
around him, he is a doctor, a professional who is responsible for the health of the peasants.
To himself, he is a man being torn apart by his constant fight with his addiction and by his
extreme changes in mood, and also a man who has had an affair with a married woman.
Chekhov presents a similar situation in his short story “Lady with a Pet Dog”(1899). The
protagonist, a married man who is an employee of a Moscow bank, falls in love with a
married woman and they begin seeing each other secretly. This secret life becomes his
“true” life and “society, the community, common life, are valued by the hero so far as they
are able to sustain the true self in the secrecy it needs” (Miller 151). The hero escapes into
his new life where he finds sincerity and honesty in spite of the dishonesty of the situation
into which he and his beloved woman have fallen. Chekhov solely blames society for the
situation’s dishonesty and his characters’ unhappiness. In contrast to the protagonist in
Chekhov’s story, Polyakov lives his external life in the world that demands honesty and
even bravery, whereas his secret life is degrading. He has a chance to live the life of his
counterpart, Doctor Bomgard, but does not desire to do so. His only desire is to forget his
lover. From the very beginning of the story, Polyakov is condemned to addiction, and
consequently, death, because he has nothing in his visible life that could save him to the
same extent that Doctor Bomgard is saved by his passion for helping people.

In Bulgakov’s story, Polyakov himself is responsible for his double life, and his

hidden life is shameful. The form of the diary reveals his inner life to the reader, who can
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only guess about his life among others and about how they actually perceive his behavior.
Bulgakov compensates for this lack by using Doctor Bomgard, who is Polyakov’s
counterpart, to narrate a framing story and provide information about the kind of life that
a country doctor is able to live.

The framing story of “Morphine” can be considered as a psychological sketch in
terms of how this genre was earlier developed in Russian literature. In ILloBecT
Benknna, Pushkin initiated the use of the sketch as a form of short story and then
Turgenev later developed this technique in his 3ammucku oxoTHuKa (1852): “Turgenev
reformed the Russian short story on the basis of the genre of the lyric sketch” (Ninov 44).
Furthermore, in Turgenev’s work, “ events . . . are narrated through the consciousness of
the hunter, who comments explicitly or implicitly on the ‘typical reality’ he is observing —
so that narrator and observer are here indeed one” (Moser 19). As a genre, the sketch
does not allow a writer to develop the plot, but merely to depict reality through “the
consciousness” of the narrator. The framing story in “Morphine” consists of a series of the
narrator’s statements about his new job and his life in the provincial town, for example, he
notices: “SI ObLII CYaCTIUB B 17-M rOy 3UMOM, IIOJIYYHB HEPEBOJ, B YE3IHBIN I'OPOT, C
IIyXoro BbIOXXHOIO y4actka” (149). These statements are subjective to the point that
they are, in fact, statements of the narrator’s feelings and comments about life in the small
provincial town, and work in a large hospital in comparison with work in a small clinic.

In the very beginning of the novella, Bomgard gratefully recalls his life in a remote
village: “A Bce-TaKH XOpPOMIO, YTO A IIPOOBLT HA YYACTKE. . . S CTall OTBaXHBLIM

YeI0BEKOM. . . . Sl He 6010ch” (150). Bomgard’s recollections remind the reader of the
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previous stories in the series and provide the opportunity for a constant comparison
between the lives of the two doctors. The description of how Polyakov spends his lonely
evenings by pacing back and forth in his room thinking of his own sufferings, reminds the
reader of the young doctor in previous stories who devoted such evenings to reading
medical books up to the moment “rioka He [HAYMHAJM ] CIIMIIATLCS OTSKEIIEBIINE
Bekn” (83). While Polyakov occupies himself in finding his next dose of morphine, the
other doctor is rushing to a remote village to save a woman in labor.

The plot of the framing story does not include any significant events relating to the
development of the character of Doctor Bomgard, but contributes, instead, to the plot of
the story-diary and to the development of the character of Doctor Polyakov. In particular,
the last event of the inner story, the death of Doctor Polyakov and his last wish to leave
his diary to Bomgard, which is on the borderline of the inner story, is simultaneously the
central event in the plot of the framing story. By using this event to connect the two plots,
Bulgakov creates a causal, or metonymic, connection between them: dying Doctor
Polyakov is brought to the hospital where Doctor Bomgard is working. It makes the
transfer of the diary from Polyakov to Bomgard a logical act, and not a manifestation of
deus ex machina.

Bulgakov also creates a more complex connection between the narrator of the
framing story and the narrator of the inner story. This connection has a metaphoric nature
which is based on the similarities and differences that exist between the two doctors and
make them counterparts. Polyakov, lost in his battle with addiction, senses his similarities

with Doctor Bomgard and, trying to escape from his illness, repeatedly alludes to

81



Bomgard in his diary: “O6pamycs Kk Bomrapay. ITouemy umerHO K HeMy? IloTomy
YTO OH MOJIOJ ¥ TOBapMIIL 10 YHUBEepCcHUTETY. . . . IIomHIO ero.” (174). Doctor
Bomgard experiences these same feelings for Doctor Polyakov: “SI He Bumei ero,
Cepexky IlomsikoBa, 1Ba roma, . .. Ho momaIo ero otiimyaao ” ( 153). Doctor
Bomgard does not boldly describe his feelings for Doctor Polyakov, but uses the nickname
“Cepexka” instead of “Cepre#r” in order to underline his tender feelings for the friend of
his youth. During his last moment, Doctor Polyakov calls Doctor Bomgard, and the latter
answers: “SI 31mech, — IIEMHYJI S, ¥ FOJI0C MOM IIPO3BYYAall HEXHO Yy CAMBIX €ro ry6”
(155). Doctor Bomgard is surprised by his own unexpected tenderness, but the reader
accepts their closeness because Bulgakov provides enough similarities between the two
doctors to present them as counterparts. Their lives probably were similar when they were
medical students, and their relationship was probably very important to them: in his last
two letters to Bomgard, Polyakov addresses him as “munb1in” and asks for help “Bo nums
[ux] opyk 651 1 YHUBEpCUTETCKUX JeT” (151).

For the Russian reader, these words have a very profound meaning. They indicate
that young people, during their happy student years, have the noble ideal of serving others
and their country. Many writers and poets have written about this kind of idealistic dream.
For instance, Pushkin wrote a poem every year to celebrate the anniversary of the
graduation of his class from the Lyceum. The words of one of these poems, “19
OkTa6ps” are well-known to the Russian reader. Pushkin writes about his classmates’
loyalty to the ideals of their student years, which they spent in the Lyceum in Czarskoe

Selo:
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Kyna 651 Hac HE Opocriia cyapOnHa,

U cuactme Kyna 0 HH IIOBEJIO,

Bce Te xXe MBI: HaM LIEIbIN MHD — YyKOHHA.
OreuecTBo HaM — Ilapckoe Ceio (103).

In “Heart of a Dog,” the words of Professor Preobrazhensky express the same
idea: “SI - MOCKOBCKHI CTy[IeHT, a He [IlapukoB!” (192). These words do not mean
that Professor Preobrazhensky is still a student. This expression means that he is still
faithful to those ideas that Moscow students share. Thus, by referring to the university
years of both protagonists, Bulgakov creates a “previous stage” in their lives and careers
in order to underline the differences that come later. One of the doctors makes real his
dream of serving people, and the other one dies ridiculously because he rejects the ideals
of his youth.

The presentation of the two doctors as counterparts allows Bulgakov to create not
only a monologue through Polyakov’s diary, but also a hidden dialogue with his
counterpart, Doctor Bomgard. This dialogue is extremely polemical because Polyakov
strives to prove to someone that his life is normal and that he is doing nothing wrong to
the people around him. He convinces himself: “S BeImKOJIeITHO CIIPaBIIAIOCH C
onepanusaMy, S 6e3yKOpU3HEHHO BHUMATEJIEH K PEeLIENTYpe H PyJaloch MOUM
Bpaue6GHEBIM CIIOBOM, YTO MOM MOP(hUHN3M Bpella MOMM NalleHTaM He
npuarHUI” (164). Who is this “someone”? The reader can presume that for Polyakov it
is that ideal doctor whom they dreamt and talked about during their happy university

years. However, for the reader, this “someone™ is Polyakov’s counterpart, Doctor
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Bomgard, who is doing everything possible to be a good doctor.

In the cycle Notes of a Young Doctor, the protagonist is simply referred to as the
Young Doctor; he possesses the name Doctor Bomgard only in “Morphine.” Polyakov’s
diary encourages the reader to recall the Young Doctor’s (or Bomgard’s) words about the
same subject. Doctor Polyakov seldom refers to his job, and when he does, it takes the
form of short sentences. For instance, he states, “PaGoTraio mexaamuecku. C pa6oToi 5
cBbIKCA. Ceromust B IIEPBLII pa3 Aejal onepaiiio moBopora” (157). In contrast to
these short notes, the whole cycle of Notes of a Young Doctor is devoted to the Young
Doctor’s job, his medical cases, relationships with patients, and philosophical musings
about a medical doctor’s duties. Thus, the relationship between the Young Doctor’s
words and those of Polyakov is like that described by Bakhtin: “OHo [Ci10BO]
HaIIpaBJICHO Ha OGLIYHbIN IIPEIMET, Ha3bIBas €ro, n300paxas, BeIpaxasd, 1 JIHIIh
KOCBEHHO yJapseT IT0 YyKOMY CIIOBY, CTAJIKHBAsCh C HUM KaK Obl B CAMOM
npegMete” (227). Polyakov does not openly argue with anyone, but presumes to know
the argument that would come from a devoted doctor. The use of the counterpart makes
clear what the argument against Polyakov would be. The reader finds this argument in the

text of Notes of a Young Doctor, which is narrated by Polyakov’s counterpart, Doctor

Bomgard.

The form of the diary is conventionally regarded as a confession, and Richard
Shryock states that a confession is an act that “respects” authority by not trying to reason.
I believe that Polyakov’s confession is full of respect to an invisible authority, and this

authority is the ideal doctor. For the reader, Doctor Bomgard is the one who comes close
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to this ideal doctor. Thus, the framing story provides an opportunity to see this real
doctor; that is, it provides a context for the inner story by which it should be perceived.

Another work by Bulgakov, the novella “I Killed,” is a frame-story narrated by
two narrators. The framing story is narrated in the first-person point of view by a doctor
whose main function is to introduce the reader to the protagonist, his colleague Doctor
Jashvin. The narrator describes Jashvin’s appearance, his skills as a doctor, his interests
(reading and theater), and some character traits: “MoJYaJUBBIN X . . . OUEHB
CKPHITHBIN” (648). Hence, by the time that Doctor Jashvin becomes a narrator, the reader
has a relatively complete portrait of him.

Doctor Jashvin tells the inner story about his horrible experiences during the Civil
War when he was mobilized into the Petlura Army and was witness to torture and
murderer. He has to treat a colonel of the Petlura Army, but during the treatment, Doctor
Jashvin shoots the colonel as he cannot accept how the colonel tortured his prisoners.
After the murder he miraculously escapes.

Killing during war is a part of warfare, indeed, an unavoidable consequence. Thus,
telling a story about soldiers killing during the war cannot bring a new perspective to the
story. However, Bulgakov does introduce a new perspective by making the killer a doctor.
Moreover, the author formulates the main purpose of the medical profession through the
voice of the first narrator, who introduces the reader to Doctor Yashvin: “Youiictso He
CBOMCTBEHHO Hamueun ipodeccun’ (649). Thus, the ideology of the first narrator is
formulated in the framing story and greatly contrasts with the action of the protagonist of

the inner story. However, ideology is in contrast with the action, not with the ideology of
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the killer. Interestingly, the reader has no doubt concerning Doctor Jashvin’s high moral
standards. This assurance comes first of all from the situation in which the Doctor Jashvin
acted as a killer: he killed a torturer and executioner, not an innocent man. However, this
assurance also comes from the established relationship between the narrator of the frame
story and the protagonist-narrator of the inner story, that is, the relationship of the
counterparts.

The first narrator is Doctor’s Jashvin’s secret admirer, as the first narrator has only
praise for him. Yashvin is handsome and is dressed in good taste: “3amMevaTeIbHBIHN
paccKa3uuK,” “yCreBaloIIUi YMTaTh,” and “Bpady . . . O4€Hb XOpoIui” (648). As a
result of the first narrator’s admiration for Jashvin, the reader perceives him positively, and
his act of killing becomes a horrifying personal tragedy.

By showing the killing through the personal tragedy of the protagonist, Bulgakov
creates a new perspective on the horror of war in order to achieve an effect of
defamiliarization. Shklovsky states that “the habitualization devours works, clothes,
furniture, one’s wife, and the fear of war” (20). Thus, the belief that killing during war is a
natural event loses its habitual meaning and becomes frightening as a result of its
unexpected context and the killer’s ideals.

However, the position of a secret admirer also creates a problem of extreme
subjectivity. The statements made by the narrator of the framing story in “I Killed,” would
be congruent and objective if made by a third-person omniscient narrator with an
“Olympian,” or considerably distant, perspective. However, if they are made by a

character-narrator of the story, the protagonist’s humane qualities become less credible
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because of the first’s narrator’s obvious sympathy for him. Consequently, the narrator is at
risk of becoming an unreliable narrator, that is “one whose rendering of the story and/or
commentary on it the reader has reasons to suspect” (Rimmon-Kenan 100). Bulgakov uses
two elements in order to decrease the subjectivity of the narrator of the frame-story. First,
he makes the narrator and Doctor Jashvin mere colleagues, not friends. Hence, the
narrator’s admiration for Jashvin is expressed from some distance, which reduces extreme
subjectivity. Second, Bulgakov creates not only the narrator who characterizes the
protagonist, but also a narratee for Jashvin’s story, a group of doctors who were the
narrator’s guests: “Hac 6bLIO ISTH YeI0BeK [OpauHATOPOB] B KOMHaTe” (648). Thus,
the setting of the story includes an audience that rejects an intimate and, consequently,
subjective hearing of Jashvin’s confession.

By giving Jashvin’s narration a group of narratees, Bulgakov creates a very strong
level of the norms of the text “in accordance with which the events and characters of the
story are evaluated” (Uspensky, qtd. in Rimmon-Kenan 81). The credo of the medical
profession is formulated by not only the narrator, but also by a group of doctors. They
agree that the main intention of any doctor is to save people and not to harm them. Hence,
the group of doctors becomes a means of expressing the norms that the protagonist
breaks.

Rimmon-Kenan agrees with Uspensky that “the ideology of the narrator-focalizer
is usually taken as authoritative”(81). In “I Killed,” this ideology is formulated by the
narrator-focalizer of the framing story, and is strengthened by the presence of several

narratees and the fact that they are doctors. Thus, the function of the framing story in this
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instance is not only to characterize the protagonist of the inner story, but also to establish
a moral criterion for the act that he committed in the past. In this established context, the
main story becomes not a story about killing during war, but about the doctor who killed
his patient.

In accordance with their professional occupation, the narrator of the framing story,
together with the three doctors, and the Doctor Jashvin can be considered functional
doubles. Thus, Bulgakov uses the device of functional doubles in order to manifest an
authoritative point of view; that is, of the essentially humanistic nature of the medical
profession.

The reader perceives Jashvin’s story differently after learning the opinion of four
other doctors who articulate the attitude that every doctor should possess toward patients.
Reading Jashvin’s account of his adventure during the Civil War, we always remember
that he first saw the colonel as a patient, and only secondly as a person. Only by realizing
Jashvin’s perception of the colonel can we understand the intensity of Jashvin’s hatred for
this torturer. This understanding becomes possible after recognizing the connections
between the protagonist, the narrator of the framing story and the narratees, that is, the
connection based on similarity and contrast.

The metaphorical nature of the device of the double is evident through the
discourse of the story. While the inner story develops in accordance with a metonymical
process where events happen in chronological order, the presence of the functional
doubles in the framing story controls the development of the theme by the process of

similarity and contrast; that is, by a metaphorical process. Every event that Doctor Jashvin
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describes, and every action he takes, is seen through the eyes of the group of doctors with
whom Jashvin shares the same profession. The protagonist is connected with them by the
principle of similarity, but he is also in contrast with them because he broke the credo of
the medical profession.

If the text consisted of Jashvin’s story only, the subject matter simply would be a
killing that took place during the war, and the story would celebrate a brave man who
dared to right a wrong. However, the presence of the protagonist’s doubles in the framing
story establishes a context which provides a ground for exploring the inhuman nature of
war which turns the doctor, who was initially a savior, into a murderer.

As we see, in Bulgakov’s two frame-stories the device of the double is used for
creating a particular relationship between the narrators of the framing stories and the
narrators of the inner stories. These relationships are between counterparts that share only
one, or a few, similar traits, and similar situations in which they find themselves. This
common scheme produces a similar effect in both stories despite the differences between
them. This effect is one of the changes that the framing story produces in the inner story

by creating the context for the latter.
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Conclusion

The objective of this thesis was to examine the implications of the device of the
double in the short narratives by Mikhail Bulgakov. Although the phenomenon of the
double in literature is very common, the methods which the critics use to explain its
implications are not clearly defined. Their analyses, more often than not, fuse the critical
perspective with the psychological. Hence, in this study, an attempt was made to
investigate the implications of the device of the double exclusively as a formal device. In
conjunction with this precise implication, there was an attempt to clarify the terminology
that is used in scholarship for analyzing the double in literary fiction. Two groups of terms
were identified which define two different types of double, one under the main term
“doppelgdnger” and the other one under the term “counterpart.”

Traditionally, the device of the double is viewed by authors and critics as a means
of characterization, and this study showed that Bulgakov continues this tradition. He
creates counterparts who repeat every single character trait of the original characters, as
well as that type of counterpart who functions to highlight only one particular feature of
the original. Such repetition of character traits increases the amount of information about
the hero and helps the reader to construct a whole image of the character.

However, other elements of a work can be influenced by the device of the double,
and it was one of the main interests of the author of this study to find those interactions
between the device of the double and other elements of the work. Thus, the point of view

in Bulgakov’s novella “Heart of a Dog”(“Co06aube cepaiie”) was examined in order to
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find out how the biological doubles are portrayed. Through this perspective, it was
discovered that giving to one character a right to narrate, while rejecting this right for his
double, gives a very strong impression of the latter’s enigmatic and uncanny nature.

The device of the double is used more frequently in short narratives than in novels.
This fact led to posing a question as to the reason for such frequency. One of the reasons
is that the double creates another level of reality in the work and helps to enlarge the
fictive world of a short narrative without the expansion of the text. This level establishes a
context for the events that happen in the story, and connects those events with the
concrete historical and cultural moment. This, as we saw, occurs in the novella “Heart of a
Dog” and the short story “Fire of the Khans” (“XaHCKUI OrOHB”).

The main theme of the work also can be influenced by the device of the double.
The very existence of a double provides material for turning the basic theme of a work
into one of a universal nature. Thus, in the novella “Diaboliada” (“IIpsBonmana”), and the
short stories “Red Crown”(“KpacHas kopoHa”) and “Dark as Egypt Night” (“Tpma
eruneTckas”), the double highlights the global dimension of the theme of the work.

The device of the double works as a structural device for creating a frame-story.
Through the examination of two of Bulgakov’s frame-stories, “Morphine”(“Mopduit”)
and “I killed” (I youn™), it was found that should the narrator of the framing story
become a counterpart for the main character of the inner story, the connection between
the two exists during the course of the inner story even when the first narrator is absent.
This connection provides an orientation for a reader which influences a reader’s

perception of the events and characters in the inner story.

91



In this study, Bulgakov’s short narratives alone provided the material for exploring
the implication of the device of the double. As we saw, the device of the double has
several, often related, functions within the narrative economy of his short fiction. This
device, however, also occurs in his novel The Master and Margarita. Thus, the
conclusions reached in this study open the possibility for further investigation into the

implications of the device of the double.
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