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Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita

by
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This thesis examines the role of holy fool in society in the Russian novels
Maidenhair [Berepun éonoc] and The Master and Margarita [Macmep u Mapeapuma) by
using Platonic philosophy from The Republic. This study relies heavily on the book Holy
Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives, edited by Priscilla Hunt and Svitlana Kobets,
for its definition and background of the Eastern Orthodox holy fool. The point most
discussed about the holy fool is the concept of the figure as a selfless, eccentric, and
vagrant messenger between two groups of contrasting ideas and cultures. In addition, this
thesis also looks at the journey of a figure towards becoming a holy fool and his or her

effect on other individuals.

In Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita, the holy fool serves as a guide for
society and reveals the light and dark sides of the citizenry. Socratic dialectic assists in

examining the purpose of the holy foolish characters in Maidenhair and The Master and



Margarita by highlighting the importance of integrating one’s unique understanding of
truth as the individual sees it in his or her own image, after one emerges from the dark
cave as it is described in Plato’s Allegory of the Cave. After leaving the cave of illusory
reality and confronting ones past, patterns, and shadows, the characters in Maidenhair
and The Master and Margarita can achieve a calmer and more peaceful state of being.
Thus, they attain the ability to help others by pointing to the light and dark traits within
humanity, so that society can realize its individual truths. These two very different
writers, Mikhail Bulgakov and Mikhail Shishkin, describe similar ideas on the
examination of historical patterns and the preservation of words, thereby demonstrating
the importance and timelessness of the enlightenment aspect of Russian literature through

manuscripts.
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Chapter One: Introduction

“It’s not because I’m afraid of being laughed at — that’s childish — but because I’'m
afraid that in slipping from the truth where one least ought to slip, I’ll not only fall
myself but also drag my friends down with me...I expect that it’s a lesser fault to
prove to be an unwilling murderer of someone than a deceiver about fine, good,
and just things in laws...” (Plato The Republic 451a).

This thesis will compare specific qualities and features of Mikhail Bulgakov’s
The Master and Margarita and Mikhail Shishkin’s Maidenhair. Although the former is
considered a fantastical work from the Stalinist era and the latter is a post-modern novel
written twenty years after the fall of the Soviet Union, both stories provide similar
messages about the importance of truth and the timelessness of love, which appear
greater than the injustices of the tangible realm. Along with a close reading and a
comparison of the two works, Platonic theory from The Republic will be applied in order
to understand concepts, such as love and truth within Maidenhair and The Master and
Margarita.

Searching for the Truth

In Allan Bloom’s translation of Plato’s The Republic, Socrates hints that
metaphysical crimes produce more detrimental consequences than those created by
physical evils, such as murder. In The Republic, Socrates states his worries about
“dragging” his friends down with him on a faulty path of lies. “I expect that it’s a lesser
fault to prove to be an unwilling murderer of someone than a deceiver about fine, good,
and just things in laws...” (Plato The Republic 451a). Thus, the embodiment of Platonic
philosophy in Socratic discourse from The Republic demonstrates that a person who

performs the role of truth seeker plays a crucial role in helping society find
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enlightenment. Therefore, any negative consequence resulting from a mistake will
produce a much graver effect than an accidental murder. While death ends material
existence, fraud causes the victim to lose his or her sense of character and life purpose.
The listener’s loss of understanding an individual truth and unique sense of virtue causes
the person to stray from a path of self-enlightenment. According to Socrates, it is worse
to claim knowledge of a higher truth and to lead someone astray, than to murder someone
unintentionally (Plato The Republic 451a). In the former scenario, a student becomes a
mindless vessel of false outsider beliefs, while in the latter, replication and brainwashing
have never occurred, thus preserving the quality of a virtuous life. Therefore, the
metaphysical consequences for a teacher-philosopher are greater those of a murderer.
Within Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita, the truth seekers present knowledge
to their readers, which they gain from the work of their different professions. Their
insights develop from personal experiences and unpredictable life circumstances, which
they retell in dreamy flashbacks and situations that occur either out of a vacuum or a
whimsical fairytale.

Additionally, this thesis will be exploring the ways in which truth seekers in
Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita discover intangible philosophies written
within their personal records and their expressed knowledge of themselves in relation to
their life circumstances. In The Master and Margarita, the truth seekers are disciples of
the truth bearer, who embodies virtue and guides others on the path to enlightenment, and
thereby resembles the Russian Eastern Orthodox holy fool. In support of the latter view,

Svitlana Kobets provides a description of the holy fool in Russian historical and literary



context. She states that, “lurodstvo (iurodstvo Khrista radi), or holy foolishness for
Christ’s sake,” is unique to Eastern Orthodox ,“‘whose practitioners, iurodivye Khrista
radi...feign madness in order to provide the public with spiritual guidance yet shun
praise for their saintliness and attract abuse in imitation of the suffering Christ” (Holy
Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 15).

In the article, “Lice in the Iron Cap: Holy Foolishness in Perspective,” Kobets
further explains that the physical manifestation of the holy fool originated in the early
Middle Eastern monastic communities, while the first written record of such figures
exists in the New Testament. Holy foolish behavior as the “hagiographical ideal” was
carried over from the Byzantine Empire to medieval Russia. “It was in medieval and
modern Russia that a holy fool’s cult and impact on culture reached unprecedented scope
and intensity” (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 15).

By influencing modern Russian culture, the phenomenon of the holy fool also
heavily influenced Russian literature. The figure of the Russian Orthodox holy fool is
characterized in religious hagiographical texts, such as the Life of Archpriest Avvakum,
(Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 16). As Russian literature became
secular, the holy fool found its way into contemporary literature. Kobets’ historical
depiction and literary definition of the holy fool illustrate how the theme of the holy fool
is embedded throughout Russian thought and literature. According to Kobets, the term
iurodivyi developed between the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries when holy fools
became “Russia’s most popular canonized saints” (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New

Perspectives s 16). The word was meant to describe the qualities of the secular behavior



that included “presumed hidden holiness, grotesque humiliation, [and] play-acting” (Holy

Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 16). A few contemporary authors who created

characters embodying this “subversive model” in their works include, Fedor Dostoevsky,

Vasilii Rozanov, Venedikt Erofeev (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 16).
The Holy Fool in The Master and Margarita and Maidenhair

In The Master and Margarita, Yeshua stands as the prominent example of a holy
fool due to his humility and peaceful, non-aggressive criticism of the Roman Empire by
means of his discussion with Pontius Pilate of his knowledge from a higher truth. In
contrast to Yeshua, the Master is a scholar and truth seeker, who sacrifices his worldly
life for one of solitude in order to write the truth about Yeshua’s crucifixion.
Furthermore, the Master in Bulgakov’s work serves as a monk, who searches for
edification and enlightenment by becoming a student of the original holy fool.

Today, Mikhail Shishkin’s post-modern work, Maidenhair marks the continuation
of time, as the interrogator’s questions and refugees’ answers imitate a ticking clock and
create a chronology for the interpreter’s records. Similar to Bulgakov’s main character
the Master, the interpreter finds answers from studying recorded past events. The holy
fool, an embodiment of love and truth, is reincarnated through the interpreter’s notes and
flashbacks of a particular masculine-looking school teacher. The female re-creation of the
holy fool in Shishkin’s work and its relation to Russian folklore and Platonic theory from
The Republic will be discussed in greater detail, as will be similarly discussed the holy

fool in Bulgakov’s work.



Carrying the Torch

In the spirit of earthiness of Russian folklore, Mikhail Shishkin used a tree as a
metaphor for the development of the various branches within the trunk of Russian
literature (Shishkin). He stated that although only time can test the quality of an author’s
work, his own influences branch from the literature of Nikolai Gogol’ and Vladimir
Nabokov (Shishkin). Western reviewers and book sellers have stated that Shishkin is the
next Gogol” or Dostoevsky (Shishkin). Others have drawn parallels between Maidenhair
and the works of Chekhov and Tosltoy (Taplin “Russia’s Best Kept Literary Secret”).
This thesis will not be seeking to prove or disprove the measure of Shishkin’s
contribution to Russian literature, but instead it will contribute to the commentary of
reviewers and literary critics by discussing the respect that Mikhail Shishkin and Mikhail
Bulgakov share for Nikolai Gogol’s efforts to write an edifying and inspirational message
for society through fictional literature (Shishkin).

Mikhail Shishkin further explained that “only in the West is literature
entertainment,” and that historically in Russia, literature has not always served this
purpose (Shishkin). After the collapse of the Soviet Union, capitalism allowed Russian
writers to sell their work, and ultimately their souls, for money. While writing cheap
quality writings to sell for income, novelists thought that they could construct a grand
masterpiece on the side, as well (Shishkin). According to Shishkin, a writer should avoid
this. In order to produce exemplary works, one must dedicate all focus on creating a
single masterpiece. Similar to the Russian writers who sold themselves for fame and

wealth to capitalist markets of vacillating public tastes, the Russian writers, journalists,



and historians of Bulgakov’s time sold their artistic ideas to the State and its ideology.
Because Bulgakov continued his political-satirical novel in poverty until death, he is
regarded to have upheld the importance and power of the written word with the
completion of his masterpiece, The Master and Margarita. Bulgakov hoped to earn a
living through writing, even though his written truth conflicted with State ideology.
Platonic theory in The Republic also upholds the importance of the truth, which is
symbolized in Socrates’ caution before publicly exploring an argument and attempting to
do so without contradictions (Plato The Republic 451a). Discourse from The Republic ties
together Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita with its support for a thorough and
honest discussion of the truth, which can be seen in these two works of Russian literature,
despite the different eras in which they were composed.

Unlike previous reviews which have compared Mikhail Shishkin to his
predecessors, this thesis will be focusing on the application of Platonic philosophy from
The Republic in order to elucidate Shishkin’s post-modern work, Maidenhair, and the
work’s place within Russian literature. Moreover, it is important to note that the Socratic
dialogues have been previously applied to The Master and Margarita. For example, Ritta
H. Pittman constructs parallels between Bulgakov’s philosophies and Socrates’
discussion in her book, The Writer’s Divided Self in Bulgakov’s The Master and
Margarita, which will be examined in this thesis (Pittman 41-42, 52-53). However, this
will be the first time that Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita will be compared

according to Platonic philosophy from The Republic.



Further reason for using The Republic in order to analyze Maidenhair and The
Master and Margarita is that Plato’s description of Socratic dialectic contribute to the a
canon of Western philosophical literature. Plato’s work serves the single uncomplicated
purpose of the truth seeker, who wishes to find truth from within oneself and not from a
contemporary ideology existing within and imposed by his or her external environment.
While truth is derived from within, the truth seeker finds the task easier if a guide points
the way to an individualized path, even if it is not the exact route of the truth bearer. This
relationship between student and teacher or leader and disciple is embodied in the holy
fool and his followers and in the dedication to the search for the truth in the novels. This
relationship is important because The Republic explains that one person’s journey toward
absolute goodness differs from another’s based upon their separate obligations to society.
Virtues of various professions are not universal because paths towards self-fulfillment are
not universal. However, the novels provide the same message that the universal goodness
of truth and love can be discovered along all paths and through exploring oneself, instead
of taking the detour through a political ideology. Within this context, the symbolism of
the characters’ roles and responsibilities to society will be discussed in later chapters.

Furthermore, it is also important to note that Platonic characters have appeared
within the course of Russian literature. For instance, Platon Karatayev of Tolstoy’s War
and Peace is called a “fool,” by Pierre Bezukhov due to his illiteracy and lack of a
proper, analytical education. However the wealthy Pierre still holds Platon in high
esteem and acknowledges that his peasant wisdom developed from experience is

invaluable. This peasant soldier-philosopher loves neither war nor peace. His position as



prisoner of war embodies his balanced state, in which war and peace do not exist. For his
humility and good nature in the face of life circumstances, Platon gains followers among
the other upset and confused captives, including Pierre. In return, Platon loves his fellow
inmates and enemy captors as brothers, thus embodying platonic love. In this way, Platon
also matches Svitlana Kobets’ definition of the “holy fool” in contemporary Russian
literature. Not only does the prisoner turn the other cheek, but he appreciates life and
believes in the innate goodness of others, even during wartime. Therefore, Platon in Lev
Tolstoy’s War and Peace resembles the holy fool and natural philosopher, proving that
Platonic philosophy serves as a legitimate tool for providing insight into Russian
literature.

Convenient for the purpose of this thesis, the reviewers have noted the similarities
between Shishkin and Tolstoy. Another strong tie also lies between Bulgakov and
Tolstoyan philosophy. Both authors suggest that the answer towards mastering oneself
lies in the acceptance of fate. However, Tolstoy also believes in the realization of one’s
own predestined path, while Bulgakov stresses finding the truth within one’s self in order
to improve one’s state of existence. Throughout Maidenhair and The Master and
Margarita, the characters in these works must adopt a similar philosophy to Tolstoy’s
message in War and Peace. One must accept their current stance in life or as the
interpreter interprets “a strand in the wool” (Shishkin 71-83). If one is arrogant enough to
believe that nothing else exists that is greater than material objects, one might experience
a supernatural prank, as did many of the Muscovites in The Master and Margarita.

Within these bodies of text, the concluding message seems to be that for a person to deny



his personal insights and present state of being is an act against nature and the existing
truth.
Using Plato’s The Republic
While Platonic philosophy in The Republic is useful in analyzing Russian
literature, it is also a good fit for exploring the theme of the holy fool within Maidenhair
and The Master and Margarita. The preservation of The Republic through translations
and present day lectures that discuss the creation and maintenance of a righteous republic,
demonstrate that citizens are still interested and concerned about creating and
maintaining an efficient, honest, and hardworking society. Just as a student needs a
teacher’s honesty or a writer needs an editor’s critique, a society needs a holy fool who
will offer insight to its rulers and people. According to Plato’s Socrates, truth is the
ultimate value to society. Although the holy fool cult developed well after the ancient
Greeks, the figure of Christ fulfilled a duty to society through his spiritual teachings and
social critiques of the Roman rulers. The works that will be examined in this thesis, and
Svitlana Kobets’ definition of the holy fool, show that not everyone can become a holy
fool because of worldly attachments. However, one can greatly improve his or her life
once he or she discovers his or her own path towards spiritual self-fulfillment, most likely
with assistance from a holy fool.
Conclusion
Examination of the authors will be limited to the works, The Master and
Margarita and Maidenhair, as opposed to each author’s entire bibliography. The Master

and Margarita stands as a culmination of Bulgakov’s earlier work as made evident in



Edythe Haber’s work Mikhail Bulgakov, The Early Years. Although Bulgakov’s work
came much earlier than Maidenhair, The Master and Margarita crosses genre boundaries
(Pittman 1), making it a universal text that can be extremely versatile when discussing it
in comparison to another work. The novel still stands on its own as it is a multifaceted
masterpiece of political satire, historical fiction, spiritual enlightenment, and modern
fairytale.

Similar to The Master and Margarita, the post-modern Maidenhair incorporates
historical and social commentary. The way in which the plot emerges out of a vacuum
gives the work a mystical mood that is comparable to the confusion that arises out of The
Master and Margarita. Shishkin’s dream-like sequences match Bulgakov’s chaotic
depiction of the creation of the early Soviet Union by an atheistic citizenry who have
been led astray from an enlightened path of realizing their own truths in favor of an
ideology. However the whimsical events experienced by both The Master and Shishkin’s
interpreter provide a similar understanding of an intangible truth that develops out of a
vacuum in which time is irrelevant.

With reference to Plato’s Republic, this thesis will add to the tree of Russian
literature by demonstrating that Maidenhair shares literary themes and philosophical
traits that exist within The Master and Margarita. Most importantly, this thesis will
utilize Platonic philosophy from The Republic in order to demonstrate how the themes of
love and truth in the works of Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita are conveyed

by the holy fool and his or her disciples in order to better society.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review

The purpose of this second chapter is to present and discuss the sources that are
most relevant to this thesis. This chapter will examine previous reviews and research on
Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita and Mikhail Shishkin’s Maidenhair. It
will provide supporting biographical information, demonstrating the embodiment of love
and truth within the holy fool as viewed through a Platonic lens from The Republic. It
will begin with a discussion of the historical and cultural contexts of the creation and
publication of The Master and Margarita and Maidenhair. This chapter will further
provide rationale for applying Platonic philosophy from The Republic, which was written
in a Greek pagan society, to the literary works of authors from a society that has
undergone dramatic shifts over the past century or more. It will demonstrate that Plato’s
Republic provides a unique lens for the examination of Russian works in spite of its rapid
transition from an Eastern Orthodox Empire to a socialist-atheist society before once
again becoming a society that accepts Christianity. Finally, this chapter will examine
resources that aid in understanding and defining the holy fool. Many secondary sources
on Bulgakov, Shishkin, the holy fool, and Russian history and culture are available in
both English and Russian. Where quotes from The Master and Margarita and Maidenhair
are relevant, they will be drawn directly from the original Russian language publication.
Any translations from these works will be my own. In addition, any translations of quotes
from secondary Russian sources used to analyze these texts will also be my own, unless it

was previously cited and translated by earlier scholars for the purpose of their argument.
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Existing translations of this nature will be reviewed for accuracy of translation prior to

use.

Part 1. A Tale of Two Writers:

Their Primary Texts and Publication Histories

Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita and Mikhail Shishkin’s
Maidenhair are the primary texts examined during the course of this thesis. According to
Edythe Haber’s Mikhail Bulgakov, The Early Years, Bulgakov frequently had the
opportunity to emigrate or remain in Russia. Although the reasons for travelling and
emigration differed at various points in the writer’s life and career, the underlying theme
of not abandoning familial and ethical responsibility are clearly evident and consistent in
the Bulgakov’s earlier and later works.

Much has been said about Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita by
Russian and Western academics and this thesis will use Russian and English scholarly
sources. The journey of composition and the road to publication for The Master and
Margarita had many twists and turns. Bulgakov reportedly began burning manuscripts of
his work as early as March 1930, along with some of his other works (Haber, 239).
Bulgakov continued to write the novel throughout the 1930s, and by May 1939 the

Epilogue of the novel was completed (Curtis 132).

“One regrettably unverifiable source in Moscow has reported that when Buglakov
began to read the novel to his friends with the Epilogue in 1939, he used to omit
the last paragraph of chapter 32 from the work, and that it was Yelena Sergeyevna
who preferred the earlier version and insisted that it should be put back for the
publication of the novel in the 1960s,” (Curtis 142).

12



The Master and Margarita was published in 1966-67, after his death in 1940 and
more than two decades of “obscurity” (Haber 2). However, the majority of research on
Bulgakov’s life and works was not written until the 1980s. Stephen Lovell’s article
“Bulgakov as Soviet Culture,” published in The Slavonic and East European Review in
1998 describes the underground culture surrounding The Master and Margarita in the
latter period of the Soviet Union. “To begin with, Bulgakov’s novel was an event largely
restricted to the literary establishment and the intelligentsia; then, in the early 1980s, it
was taken up by the popular imagination” (Lovell 48).

In the 1970s, “the Soviet reader” considered Bulgakov’s works as belonging to a
“cultural Other” that found itself grouped with Western literary works. These “Other”
texts were of interest to the Soviet reader, but still presented an internal conflict with
Soviet political ideology for him (Lovell 43). According to Lovell, the main theatrical
adaption of The Master and Margarita occurred in the 1970s at the Taganka theater,
when only 40,000 copies of the novel had been published in the Soviet Union” (Lovell
35). The very first application of the production of The Master and Margarita by the
director Liubimov was rejected in 1972, but was later approved in 1975. However, a
refusal of funding caused an aesthetic problem for the play, since Liubimov was forced to
recycle props and stage pieces from previous plays to continue the production (Lovell
36). The period of glasnost’ finally allowed the Bulgakov cult to come out into the open
after having been “hidden or ignored” (Lovell 45-48). Liubimov’s play “was revived in
the 1980s under a different director, A. Vilkin,” (Lovell 37). Beginning in 1983, members

of the Bulgakov cult started to graffiti the stairwell of Bulgakov’s old apartment on
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Sadovoe kol ’tso with characters from The Master and Margarita. By 1986, this graffiti
became “regarded as an institution” and “a cultural landmark representing legitimate
opinion,” honoring the writer and his work (Lovell 45). Overcoming obstacles and being
conveyed through various mediums, the timeless words of The Master and Margarita
continue to survive after the Soviet period.

Research from Stephen Lovell’s “Bulgakov as Soviet Culture” is cited in Maria

299

Kisel’s article “Feuilletons Don’t Burn: Bulgakov’s ‘The Master and Margarita’ during
her discussion of Soviet readership during the early Soviet period. Kisel explores
Bulgakov’s relationship with Soviet readers and writers throughout his literary career.
However, her article also provides character analysis of the fictional writers and
journalists in The Master and Margarita and their own fictional Soviet readership. In
addition, Kisel’s article explains Bulgakov’s disdain for his early career as a Soviet
journalist, as well as the reasons for burning manuscripts of the novel during its creation
in the 1930s. These articles shed a colorful light on the creation and publication history of
Bulgakov’s text. They also dive into the intellectual aspects of the writer and his
characters, and their roles in society. For the purpose of this thesis, publication history
provides background for the writer and his work. It demonstrates how the novel persisted
and was preserved by academics and Bulgakovites. Furthermore, it conveys the struggles

that the author endured in order to have his voice heard by society and it describes the

audience who paid attention.
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Biographies on Bulgakov

Biographical and historical works that will be used in this thesis that pertain to the
author’s life during the writing of The Master and Margarita include Edythe Haber’s
Mikhail Bulgakov: The Early Years, J.A.E Curtis’ Bulgakov’s Last Decade: The Writer
as Hero, Manuscripts Don’t Burn: Mikhail Bulgakov A Life in Letters and Diaries
translated by J.A.E. Curtis, and Lesley Milne’s Mikhail Bulgakov: A Critical Biography.
Although each of the four works contribute greatly to the composition of this thesis by
providing information on Bulgakov’s life during the early Soviet and Stalinist period,
these four works are listed in order of most relevance for this thesis.

Edythe Haber’s Mikhail Bulgakov: The Early Years also provides a wealth of
information on Bulgakov’s life. This thesis will explore Haber’s analysis on the personal
and ethical dilemmas that Bulgakov faced as a Soviet writer and citizen, such as the
plight of the individual intellectual who needs to speak out for the benefit of society and
the continuous theme of abandoning one’s duty and resisting the change of the times.
Many of these moral lessons confronted by Bulgakov during pre- and post-
Revolutionary Ukraine and Russia are mirrored in many of his works, such as The White
Guard, A Country Doctor s Notebook, and The Master and Margarita, which Haber
explains more fully in detail. Edythe Haber thoroughly analyzes Bulgakov’s earlier works
Bulgakov’s Early Years in order to demonstrate the influence his earlier compositions had
on The Master and Margarita. Her work will provide a platform from which to discuss
the intellectual monk and his relationship to the original holy fool. J.A.E. Curtis also

explores the characteristics of the intellectual writer in Bulgakov’s fictions and historical
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plays in Bulgakov’s Last Decade: The Writer as Hero. Curtis examines the influences
that Moliere, Gogol’, and Pushkin had on Bulgakov’s work and philosophy and how his
reenactments and historical fictions mirrored his ethics as a writer. Curtis discusses the
pagan elements of The Master and Margarita that are used in conjunction with Christian
religious symbols and allusions, which provides a strong and intriguing foundation for
the holy fool manifestation, which will be explored in this thesis. Mikhail Bulgakov’s
letters and diaries, from Manuscripts Don’t Burn: Mikhail Bulgakov A Life in Letters and
Diaries published and translated by J.A.E Curtis will be used to provide insight into the
creation of The Master and Margarita, as well as into the mind and personal sentiments
of the novel’s individualistic, intellectual creator. Lesley Milne’s Critical Biography will
provide biographical information and supporting analyses for all of Bulgakov’s works
during the early Soviet and Stalinist period, including The Master and Margarita.

Sketches of Shishkin

Similar to Bulgakov, Shishkin currently spends some of the year residing in
Moscow, but spends another portion of his time in Switzerland (Shishkin). Mikhail
Shishkin’s most recent work Maidenhair blends together history, literature, and politics
in order to describe an ethereal universe that is vacant of historical timelines and political
borders. In Maidenhair, the only concepts that continue to survive within the immaterial
vacuum are love and truth, which bond people together during times of calamity and
stability. More has been said about Mikhail Shishkin in the course of Russian interviews
about his earlier works. Although his work Benepun sonoc was published in Russia in

2005, the recent English translation of his work, Maidenhair by Open Letter Books on
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October 23, 2012, and Shishkin came to debut the book in the United States in April,
2013. At a book release sponsored by Book People in Austin, Texas and during a lecture
at the University of Texas at Austin, Shishkin made a distinction between Benepun sonoc
and its translation, Maidenhair, by stating, “if you like this book, then you like Marian
Schwartz’s book,” in order to mark the difference between original text and translation
(Shishkin). His comment held the translator’s craft in high esteem for struggling to
translate the work in her own language. According to Shishkin, he has to “wrestle” with
his own language in order to express his thoughts with clarity, and then Schwartz is left
to “wrestle” with her language in delivering the right context, meaning, and message,
being true to the word (Shishkin).

Most importantly, Shishkin came to the United States prior to declining his
participation as a member in the Read Russia delegation to BookExpo America in New
York, which he openly declined on February 27, 2013 out of political opposition to the
Federal Agency for the Press and Mass Communications and the International Office of
the Boris Yeltsin Presidential Center.

“...I am simultaneously taking on the obligations of being a representative of a

state whose policy | consider ruinous for the country and of an official system I

reject. A country where power has been seized by a corrupt, criminal regime,

where the state is a pyramid of thieves, where elections have become farce, where
courts serve the authorities, not the law, where there are political prisoners, where
the state television has become a prostitute, where packs of imposters pass insane
laws that are returning everyone to the Middle Ages — such a country cannot be

my Russia. | cannot and do not want to participate in an official Russian
delegation representing that Russia” (The American Reader).

Although Shishkin understands that it is difficult to get into the English-language

book market, he refuses to represent a government that suppresses and oppresses the
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voices of its citizens (Roo 31). Recent interviews with Shishkin on his work provide
information and insight into the author’s political biases, reasons for writing, his sense of
ethics, and the creation of his own work. In addition, book reviews from Russia and the
United States will provide details about the general interpretation of his work as it reflects
contemporary Russian culture. Very little has been written academically on any of
Mikhail Shishkin’s works in English or academically on Maidenhair in Russian and
English, so book reviews and interviews with the author in both English and Russian will
serve as primary research sources.

Since Shishkin is a contemporary writer whose work is currently being translated
into English, many English sources that provide interviews and reviews on his work from
the years 2010-2014 will come from internet sources with varying degrees of depth and
quality, while less academic research has been written about the author and his texts. The
American Reader, a monthly literary journal, published Shishkin’s open letter and
conducted an interview with the Maidenhair author on the topics of translation and the
Read Russia delegation. Their interviews and articles on Mikhail Shishkin will be used in
this thesis, as will the open letter which was given to them for publication. Other sources
include interviews with Publisher’s Weekly and from university newspapers, since
Shishkin frequently travels to Western universities to present and give lectures. Some of
the news sources that will be used may have a political bias and may base questions
asked of the author upon their biases. However, because they interviewed Shishkin, they
remain valuable sources of information. These interviews will only serve as assistance to

the analysis of the text, with every effort made to limit the influence of the political
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agenda of the publishers. In order to be true to Shishkin’s text, this thesis will draw
heavily from the original Russian text of Maidenhair and from his lectures at Book
People in Austin and at the University of Texas at Austin, which the author of this thesis
attended personally.

Part 2. Demons and Holy Fools,
Why use Platonic Philosophy from The Republic?
Riitta H. Pittman’s publication The Writer’s Divided Self in Bulgakov’s The

Master and Margarita provides biographical information on Mikhail Bulgakov, which
will be used in addition to the research conducted by Bulgakov specialists Edythe Haber,
Leslie Milne, and J.A.E Curtis. As stated earlier in the introduction, Pittman discusses
parallels between characters in Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita with the
philosophies and experiences of Socrates, as recorded by Plato, Xenophon, and Plutarch.
Socrates’ isolated interactions with demons and Bulgakov’s “[arrival] at presenting the
devil as a ‘dream’,” provide a transcendental quality in the attainment of the truth in The
Master and Margarita (Pittman 52). Examples from Pittman mirror the moment that
Christ consciously decides to enter the wilderness alone to fast and connect spiritually.
On the fortieth day, Jesus interacts with Satan and is presented with temptations, all of
which he succeeds in denying (The New Oxford Annotated Bible, Matthew 4:1-11).
Unlike the Biblical Satan however, Pittman states that “the demon appeared to Socrates
as a tangible being, who delivered expedient messages and had a purpose of beneficial
inspiration” (Pittman 52). Socrates’ demonic interaction therefore is much more like

Bulgakov’s Woland, who also delivers messages to truth bearers. Woland’s activities

19



inevitably unmask the hypocrisy of influential Soviet leaders and figures because their
actions are on equal footing with darkness, while going against the truth, which rules
Yeshua’s Kingdom in The Master and Margarita.

J.A.E Curtis provides an excellent insight into the reason why Woland’s
communication might be beneficial for Bulgakov’s characters living in Soviet society.
Just as Socrates viewed demonic communication in a sacred, beneficial light, Curtis
quotes M.A. Orlov’s work Istoriya snosheniy cheloveka d’yavolom from 1904, which
further explains the pagan perspective of demons and the relationships between people
and demonic spirits. Many of these interactions that Orlov records from folklore, parallel
the communication that takes place between Woland and the atheist Muscovites.

“The pagan not only believed in the existence of the malevolent spirit, but also

served him. The evil deity was just as much a deity for him as the good spirit.

What’s more, there was no need for him to concern himself and make such

special efforts with the good deity. Evil gods were another matter. They have to

be persuaded to be well disposed towards you, otherwise all you can expect from
them is malice and harm” (Curtis, 171-172).

In 1987, the year in which Bulgakov’s Last Decade Was published, few scholars
had examined Woland in a beneficial light. In fact, Curtis states that the notion of
Woland having a positive impact on the narration of the story had been “widely
disregarded” (Curtis, 172). By 2003, Peter Georges Larson completed his doctoral
dissertation titled “Functions of Woland in Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and
Margarita.” His study expands upon the role of Woland in the story and his association
with Yeshua, a figure of light and Kingdom of Truth and will be used in the course of this
thesis. Today, Russian literary academics consider Woland to be in service to the truth

and to the light, however very little information exists on considering Woland as an evil
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pagan god. If one views Woland as a kind of demon who might appear in tangible form
before Socrates, one makes this character into an entity worthwhile of standing alone
with a sense of self and purpose, rather than a malicious being who simply exists to
mislead the living from the light. In The Master and Margarita both light and darkness
stand on equal footing. Therefore, the pagan origins of truth revealing within The Master
and Margarita should be explored. This thesis will do so through a Socratic lens from
Plato’s work in The Republic.
Truth Seekers in Russian Orthodoxy and Greek Paganism

According to Bulgakov’s Last Decade, views expressed in “certain émigré
publications,” such as Novy zhurnal and Vestnik russkogo khristianskogo dvizheniya, find
that “Woland should be interpreted strictly in the Christian tradition as the source of all
evil; it has even been maintained that Woland should be held responsible for all the
Master’s trials and troubles” (Curtis, 172). This thesis will consider these publications,
which might stand as conservatively Russian Orthodox in origin. This thesis will use
Curtis’ insight of Orlov’s original Russian text to provide insight on the role of
Bulgakov’s Woland in Soviet society. In doing so, this thesis will discuss the pagan and
Christian influences within Bulgakov’s work as they relate to the Platonic notion of truth
that is described in The Republic.

Russian Orthodox hagiographies, such as the Life of Feodosij and Isaakii of the
Kiev Caves Monastery further demonstrate that the interaction between truth seekers and
demonic beings as evil. It seems that the interactions that the Orthodox monks have with

demonic presences as represented in the hagiographies are of an essence evil. While the
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hagiographies demonstrate infernal communication resulting in malevolent mischief or
demonic possession, Socrates’ interactions with demons are shown to have produced
benevolent results. This might be the result of a Greek pagan cultural and religious
influence. Despite the difference in tradition, both Socrates and early Russian saints
primarily represent truth seekers, even if the truth seeker must be unmasked in
preparation for discovering the truth. Kobets and other scholars discuss the kenosis
quality of the holy fool, in the book Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives.
According to this process, the holy fool empties his body to become a vehicle for Christ
to speak. Hagiographies in both contemporary Russian and in English translation will be
used for this thesis in order to understand the path that one needs to live in order to follow
the path of light, according to Russian Orthodoxy. Scholarship on the holy fool will
provide additional insight into the lives of saints and holy fools from the Russian
Orthodox tradition. Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives, edited by Priscilla
Hunt and Svitlana Kobets, will provide a solid foundation of information for interpreting
the holy foolish qualities of the canonical saints in The Primary Chronicles.

Since Soviet citizens in Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita are not Yeshua
himself, they cannot be the original holy fool. However, followers of truth may live a life
similar to the one of Yeshua, and thus be able to have access to the other world. In The
Master and Margarita, those whom Woland favors will receive insight into the celestial
realm of truth. Those who veil the truth, however, will in turn be unveiled. Therefore, an
earthly Muscovite citizen will receive reciprocate information of equal honesty,

depending upon his or her relationship with and favor from the other beings from any
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realm within Yeshua’s Kingdom of Truth. Furthermore, the application of Socratic
dialogue, as expressed in Plato’s The Republic in the quest for truth is in alignment with
Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita. The development of Soviet society relies on the
truth of a person, just as Socrates requires his dinner guests to express their concerns
honestly in The Republic, as they construct a new hypothetical society from scratch.

So the question remains, why use Socratic dialogue from The Republic if
Christianity did not exist in Ancient Greece? Issues particularly related to truth and the
relationship between teacher and disciple play a prevalent role in The Master and
Margarita as well as in Plato’s Republic. In each of the texts, the relationship and words
between teacher and student stand on an equal level of importance as one discovers his or
her own path towards internal truth. Still, companions of Socrates transcribe his words,
just as the disciple Matthew recorded Christ’s parables in the New Testament. Bulgakov
depicts this in The Master and Margarita when Matvei records his own account of
Yeshua’s journey to Yershalaim.

The Gospel Matthew will be used in this thesis in order to understand the
construction of The Master and Margarita and is meant to support the use of Socratic
dialogue in The Republic as a literary theory for this thesis, since the relationship between
teacher and disciple is a theme in both Plato’s The Republic and in The Master and
Margarita. In the end, whether one speaks to angels or demons in the Russian Orthodox
hagiographies or in the philosophies from Ancient Greece, or whether one aligns oneself
with light or darkness in The Master and Margarita, figures must communicate with

beings from Yeshua’s Kingdom in order to catch a glimpse of the truth. Pittman’s work,
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the Gospel of Matthew, and the Russian Orthodox hagiographies will serve as a large
component in analyzing the role of the holy fool in The Master and Margarita.
Socrates Can’t Live in the Soviet Union
Another question, why use an idealistic philosophy to examine a literary work if it
was created in an atheist and materialistic society? Truth is needed to construct a strong
foundation for a new society, so that the desire to make the ideal a reality can
materialistically occur. According to Eugene Kaminska, in the article “Philosophy in the

Soviet Union™:

“The striking thing about the Russian philosophical thinkers preceding the
Bolshevik revolution and the literary figures related to them is their
preoccupation with uniting the ‘real’ and the ‘ideal’, a strong Platonic
strain which made Russian intellectuals especially prone to various forms
of Hegelianism and to Marxism” (Kaminska 12).

This article will be used to add further detail about Soviet state philosophy.
Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization by Stephen Kotkin pairs nicely with
Kaminska’s study, by providing insight into an understanding of the zeal from the
philosophical political elite in creating a utopia on Earth, which “spoke the language of
science” (Kotkin 13, 225). Kotkin depicts the development of Bolshevik life, culture,
and speech at Magnitogorsk. He explains the hardships people endured and the Bolshevik
language they developed to gain privileges and reinforce their beliefs. He translates the
language and explains the ideology they attempted to adopt.

Magnetic Mountain examines “the dream socialist city” Magnitogorsk as “a
microcosm of the Soviet Union during the building of socialism” (Kotkin 122, 144), in

which migrants moved to barracks in order to learn how to work, how to interpret state
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ideological philosophy, and how to speak Bolshevik (Kotkin 198). The loyalty to
philosophy and respect for rulers almost mirrors the hierarchal position of the
hypothetical philosopher kings in The Republic. The issue of wearing masks and
speaking “Bolshevik” is relevant to The Master and Margarita as this novel introduces
writers and pagan-Christian figures who tear the masks off atheist, indoctrinated Soviet
citizens, in an effort to wake them up to a real, eternal truth within themselves. In The
Republic, a sense of political indoctrination is never so prevalent since Socrates and his
dinner guests always remain in contact with their own truths and question each other as
they imagine the new society. However, disagreement with the political elite could never
occur in the Soviet Union, as demonstrated by Kotkin’s study. Other historical sources
which will be used to discuss the oppression and denunciations of the accused citizens of
the Soviet Union include The Road to Terror: Stalin and the Self Destruction of the
Bolsheviks, 1930-1939 by J. Arch Getty and Oleg V. Naumov, Sheila Fitzpatrick’s
Russian Revolution and Everyday Stalinism, Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times:
Soviet Russia in the 1930s, Vladisalv Zubok’s Zhivago’s Children, and Stalin, The First
In-Depth Biography Based on Explosive New Documents from Russia’s Secret Archives
by Edvard Radzinsky. Radzinsky’s book in particular describes the relationship between
Stalin and Bulgakov through archival research and interviews between with Yelena
Sergeyvna Bulgakova conducted by the author himself, which will mainly be used in the
course of this thesis.

The Road to Terror: Stalin and the Self Destruction of the Bolsheviks, 1930-1939

by J. Arch Getty and Oleg V. Naumov expand on the political culture surrounding Stalin
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by arguing that the elite purged members of their own class who voiced opposition in
order to preserve the legitimacy of their status and privilege of rank, thereby creating an
unpaved “Road to Terror.” The Road to Terror provides a political historical context for
the Muscovite environment in which The Master and Margarita was written. Most
importantly, this novel explains the lives of the politicians, the philosophy in which they
believed and the masks and lies that they wore in order to preserve a “Republic” which
they created. Although Stalin’s conflicting nature perpetuated the Kremlin’s silently
chaotic atmosphere, the authors created and carried a cohesive argument that targeted the
elite’s self-interests as producing the Great Purges and explain why Stalin was not solely
responsible for the Great Terror. Through trial manuscripts and personal documents, the
authors prove the elite’s willingness to preserve their rank and privileges by any means
necessary. Although Stalin’s conflicting nature created a dark atmosphere that hovered
over Moscow, the authors clearly point to the self-interested behavior of the elites, which
created the Great Purges and are mirrored in Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita.

While Getty and Naumov discuss elitist culture in Stalnist Russia, Fitzpatrick
depicts the life of ordinary people in her book Everyday Stalinism, Ordinary Life in
Extraordinary Times: Soviet Russia in the 1930s. She examines how people hid behind
masks and formed connections for survival, demonstrating duality existed in the Soviet
Union. Fitzpatrick gives an account of the extreme conditions that ordinary people had to
endure and adapt to under the Stalinist Regime. Throughout each chapter, Fitzpatrick
points out the hypocrisy and duality that people unquestioningly endured in their daily

lives. By using personal letters and anecdotes, newspapers, and statistics, Fitzpatrick puts
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forth a compelling study of the, “Homo Sovieticus,” or the Soviet citizen, who found
ways to survive under the repressive regime.

As explained by the historian in her book Everyday Stalinism: Ordinary Life in
Extraordinary Times: Soviet Russia in the 1930s, the Soviet government urged writers
and artists, “to cultivate a sense of ‘socialist realism’ — seeing life as it was becoming
rather than life as it was — rather than a literal or ‘naturalistic’ realism’” (Fitzpatrick 9).
According to Fitzpatrick, socialist realism became “a Stalinist mentalité, not just an
artistic style,” in which “ordinary citizens also developed the ability to see things as they
were becoming and ought to be, rather than as they were” (Fitzpatrick 9). If a writer and
scholar, such as the Master is to express his honest interpretation of the truth,
Fitzpatrick’s study of citizens living under socialist realism demonstrates the Master’s
dilemma and explains why an indoctrination will not allow one to live their own truth. It
is under this mentality and within this cultural climate that Bulgakov wrote his requiem,
The Master and Margarita.

From the research that will be further examined later in this thesis, it can be
concluded that Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita proved a grave danger to
the state that required a citizen’s utmost allegiance. The novel’s inclusion of a holy fool
and a devil, its allusions to Western artistic and literary tradition, and its satirical criticism
of societal behavior and conditions, and its examination of proper leadership offered
perspectives that differed from the Soviet communist party line. Just as contemporary

Russian art and culture relates to the Russian social and political climate of the day,
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Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita, a fantastical, multifaceted fiction sheds
light on the reality of the plight of the Soviet people.

Gender Roles in the New Republic

In addition, The Master and Margarita comments on the issues arising in the
blooming Soviet society, albeit in a fictional and satirical light. This thesis intends to
examine the survival of the real themes of truth and love in the embodiment of the holy
fool and his disciples as the novel’s characters exist in an oppressive republic. This thesis
will also consult historical sources relating to the roles of women in the early Soviet
period. This thesis will apply Plato’s definition of the roles of men and women according
to their respectable positions in society in order to create a just utopia on earth. This
thesis will view gender roles in The Master and Margarita with Platonic philosophy from
The Republic in order to interpret Bulgakov’s message on the honest role of women in
society as it pertains to earthly and celestial realms.

In addition to looking at these works through a Platonic lens, this thesis will
compare Maidenhair to The Master and Margarita, while considering the current social,
political, and cultural influence that Socialist Realism had on Bulgakov’s work as a
backdrop for understanding the text. Most importantly, for the discussion of this thesis is
the role of women in the new Soviet society during the New Economic Period of the
1920s, in which small, private businesses functioned. According to Fitzpatrick, “The
interval of the NEP allowed the working class to re-form, and other social structures also
started to solidify” (Fitzpatrick 11). During the late 1930s, when Bulgakov was writing

The Master and Margarita a woman’s movement known as the Obshchestvennitsa,
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which was meant to encourage women to work. However, even within this movement to
make the ideal a reality, “There was a gulf between the elite women...and the ordinary
working women, or even the wives of ordinary workers, and it was not only social but
also ideological. For elite wives, duty to husband and family and the task of homemaking
were seen as paramount, particularly in the early stage of the movement” (Fitzpatrick
162).

As stated by Edythe Haber, Bulgakov considered himself a family man ‘with
principles’ and with more “traditional aesthetic tastes” (Haber 143). Thus, both Bulgakov
and his character, Margarita, seemed more aligned with the elite wives and pre-
revolutionary ideas of how to live. Margarita is a character who “takes upon herself the
traditional female role connected with caring and domesticity” (Pittman, 133). By
noticing gender roles in The Master and Margarita and their relationship to the holy fool
in society, this thesis will explore how love and truth is purveyed in Bulgakov’s novel

and how these characters may play a beneficial role for the new socialist republic.

Part 3. The New Republic’s Holy Fool

Mikhail Shishkin’s Maidenhair, on the other hand, has been viewed and discussed
by many academics and book reviewers through a postmodern lens. Many of the
interviews and book reviews listed previously in Part 1 of the Literature Review can
attest to this notion. This thesis will not disprove these perspectives, but will simply
compare Maidenhair to The Master and Margarita. In addition, this thesis differs from
the general, popular consensus since it will be using Platonic philosophy from The

Republic in order to view and connect Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita, and it
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will not attempt to emphasize any genre classification for either literary work. As stated
in the introduction, Pittman wrote that The Master and Margarita cannot fit neatly into
any fictional genre, which can allow Bulgakov’s text to interest a wide-range of
readership today. Since Maidenhair is being compared to a multi-genre text, Maidenhair
will also be discussed in terms of crossing multiple genres. The various links to multiple
Russian writers of different literary periods and genres today indicates the novel’s
universal and timeless qualities. Perhaps a factor that makes these novels stand as classic
works of Russian literature is their traditional discussion of psychology, history, and
spirituality.

Maidenhair, The Master and Margarita, and the Holy Fool

During Shishkin’s discussion of Maidenhair at Book People, Shishkin mentioned
Nikolai Gogol’s troika from Dead Souls. He stated that Russia was being pulled by a
troika then, but “now Russia is on a train... At one point there is a dictatorship and at the
other there is revolution and chaos.” The train that Shishkin described continues to travel
back and forth. According to him, Putin is already a prisoner in the Kremlin. If he steps
down he will go to prison and then that will be it. If Putin had given the presidential seat
to the Oppositionists, he would have had a way out of the Kremlin, but he refused
(Shishkin).

According to J.A.E. Curtis’ work Bulgakov’s Last Decade, Bulgakov also
respected Nikolai Gogol and considered Gogol to be his ‘great teacher’ (Curtis 111).
When he was nine years old, Bulgakov “first read Dead Souls by his favorite writer,

Nikolai Gogol.” He considered it, “an adventure novel” (Haber 12). “Later [Bulgakov]
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combined an interest in the Russian satirist, Saltykov-Shchedrin, with one of the
American writer of adventure tales, James Fenimore Cooper” (Haber 12). These early
readings taught Bulgakov a mix of satirical and adventure genres at an early age, which
affected his writings and behavior, even then (Haber 12-13).

Therefore, both writers carry the literary tradition of Gogol through social
commentary and description of the natural environment as it pertains to the characters’
transformations. Robin Aizelwood’s analysis of contemporary literature and folkloric
metaphors in “Leskov’s ‘Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezdf’: Composition and Symbolic
Framework™ is important in understanding the meaning of gender roles and the changing
of seasons and water in Shishkin’s Maidenhair. Like water, these characters are shape
shifters as they transition through time. Although Aizelwood, wrote her piece on
Leskov’s Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezdf or Lady Macbeth of the Mtsenskii District, her
article provides excellent definitions and analysis of Russian folkloric literary motifs
which relate to themes in Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita, even though these
stories were created long after the literary genres of the nineteenth century.

The Current World

In Maidenhair, definitive roles for men and women do not exist in the asylum, as
is demonstrated by the routine procedure that Peter uses to address each GS petitioner
when they request asylum in Switzerland. In addition, the importance of gender is
diminished by the appearances of the mannish-female school teacher, who visits the
interpreter as a dream or vision in order to deliver philosophical messages during various

transition points in the interpreter’s life. A political background of Russia will not serve

31



as a research focus for Shishkin’s work on Maidenhair, but as a backdrop for discussing
Shishkin’s work as it correlates to Russia’s contemporary social climate. The focus of
this thesis will center on the themes of love and truth within his work as they are
embodied by the holy fool, and relate Shishkin’s holy fool to the Russian literary
tradition and to reflections from the novel The Master and Margarita. This thesis also
argues that Shishkin’s multi-genre work comments on society and human nature alone
and will bring support to this point novel’s message on humanity through a Platonic lens.

The Holy Fool

The purpose of this thesis is to discuss the quest for love and truth within human
nature, as it is expressed by male and female citizens and is embodied by the holy fool,
who serves as a critic of society. It is certain that both truth revealing and truth finding go
hand in hand. This thesis will focus on the transcendental purposes of the revealing the
truth and the holy fool or benefactor who unmasks lies. It will also examine the
relationship between the truth revealer and society and society’s leader. This thesis will
explore these questions through a Platonic lens as they exist within Maidenhair and The
Master and Margarita and relate to the themes of truth and love expressed by the holy
fool and his or her disciples.

Works that pertain to the holy fool and Russian pagan and Christian spirituality
are primarily written by Svitlana Kobets. Kobets provides a wealth of information with
her website slavdom.com and allows readers to browse through academic articles on the
holy fool in Russian literary and cultural context. Svitlana Kobets website on holy

foolishness have contributed to this thesis by providing detailed reviews over literary,
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historical, cultural studies from previous scholars, both in the West and in the Eastern
hemisphere. By piecing together different scholarly texts, Kobets paints a specific picture
of the Russian Holy Fool is different from pious and figures further West and East of
Russia. Another work edited by Priscilla Hunt and Svitlana Kobets Holy Foolishness in
Russia: New Perspectives, is a compilation of scholarship on the holy fool as it pertains
to Russian history, literature, and culture. Many articles from Kobets website are
included in this book as are other texts.

Second, holy fool hagiographies will also be used as background knowledge,
since these hagiographies teaches readers how the holy fool finds his place in society.
Many of these hagiographies, such as “The Life of Feodosij” by Nestor from the Primary
Chronicles and translated by Paul Hollingsworth in his book, The Hagiography of Kievan
Rus’ served as a reference point for understanding the spiritual journeys of recognized
holy fool, who went through the various stages of development from an ordinary human
being to an enlightened monk. Since this thesis considers both the Master and the
interpreter as metaphorical monks, who aspire toward a higher, immaterial ideal, these
hagiographies serve as a measure of comparison.

For the purpose of analyzing the holy fool in The Master and Margarita pagan
interaction of truth seekers with demonic characters is crucial. In addition, the interpreter
who experiences visions and confusion must also interact with uncomfortable memories
from the past and present in order to better understand the future. Indeed, life is a shape
shifter that can change from light to dark. Therefore, it only makes sense that the person

who connects to the intangible realm of truth must also embody light and dark. As
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demonstrated by Socrates and in the hagiographies, one must confront their demons

before one can attain a realm of universal truth.
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Chapter Three: Shishkin’s Style
“I’ll never forget the first time I wanted to profess my love to a certain girl, I
opened my mouth, and | understood that the world did not have these words that
could express what | felt. Everything real, everything important that happens with

us is beyond words that could express what | felt. Words are traitors. Not a single
one is to be trusted.” — Mikhail Shishkin (Gorski 40).

The writer’s message and the readers’ interpretation are crucial for Shishkin
because words are easily misread, misinterpreted, and misunderstood. According to
Shishkin, words are already dead, and it is the writer’s job to revive them (Gorski 40). At
a discussion in the bookstore, Book People, Shishkin said that his translator, Marian
Schwartz, has to fight with her own language in order to express the ideas that she
gathered from his work, Berepun sonoc (Maidenhair) into English, almost producing a
new work. In jest, Shishkin stated that if readers like Maidenhair, then they enjoy Marian
Schwartz’s novel, but if readers like Benepun sonoc, then they enjoy his book (Shishkin).
Still, Shishkin’s joke demonstrates a unique respect for the literary translator, who works
to preserve the original idea in her target language, while narrating the story through
specific, creative word choice. For the Russian novel, Shishkin acts as the first voice for
the multiple narrators with diverse experiences in Berepun sonoc. While his “words pave
the way” (Shishkin) for readers to empathize with the characters, Shishkin is the first
person who comprehends the ideas and experiences during the narration.

It is nearly impossible to have an intelligible overlapping of words without having
a conversation sound as if everyone is interrupting each other. Shishkin’s multiple
narrators converse with and over each other across time and space through the

recollection of memories, artifacts, letters, and diaries. At the University of Texas at
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Austin, Shishkin jokingly confessed his envy of musicians for being able to affect people
without distancing themselves from them with words, which can alienate people from
one another as they struggle to express intangible emotions (Shishkin). A series of
instruments can discuss a topic by producing a multitude of images and emotions
simultaneously and harmoniously in order to create one universal picture. In contrast,
Shishkin’s characters play in harmony and dissonance through interviews and
interrogations in which their ideas merge or battle each other in dialogue.

In the case of both intricate music and elaboration of imagery, the listeners or
readers can be taken to a different time and place within the artist’s or one’s own version
of subconscious reality. However, a writer must intellectualize emotions into intelligible
words, while the musician can use notes to create an audible picture that moves listeners
and helps them to travel to revisit destinations and reunite with past relations.
Unfortunately, in order to avoid ambiguity, a writer must abide by proper sentence
structure in order to convey his message about human nature throughout time. Although
bound by linguistics, particular word choice is the writer’s way of choosing musical notes
for his story. Shishkin composes his piece with dream sequences of fantastical images
that allow readers to find individual meanings, memories, and perspectives in relation to
the images. As a communicator, Shishkin simply describes symbols and patterns, rather
than forcing the receiver to interpret anything in a specific way. In Maidenhair or
Benepun sonoc, the interpreter serves as a holy fool, who serves as a guide or instrument
for the explanation of an eternal truth. This chapter will examine how these truths are

reflected in nature in Maidenhair through water and seasonal motifs. However, like lvan
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Bezdomny and Margarita, the princess frog develops her own epiphanies through
connections to people and to nature, and becomes a natural holy fool. Although
Maidenhair is not political satire, Shishkin similarly links the ancient with the present
and the surreal with the mundane. His words allow readers to travel between the past and
the present and the internal and external realms of the characters’ psyche, which conveys
various messages about society and human nature.
The Flow of Words

According to Shishkin, words alienate people from one another. Once an emotion
is verbalized, a piece of its force and meaning is lost (Shishkin). Even if an audience can
relate to a person or situation because of past experiences, the listeners will process the
ideas through individual knowledge, which creates a barrier to understanding the
narrator’s personal experience. While interpreters remain true to the original ideas, they
have no control over how the audience will internalize a message. An example of this can
be seen in Shishkin’s interpreter who restates the refugee applicants’ stories and requests
for asylum. The interpreter struggles with the petitioner’s confusion and seeks clarity in

their pleading or trauma.

“l agonize, trying to sort out what he’s gushing about, while Peter [the
interrogator], still at his desk, is laying out pencils and toothpicks in a row, as if
on parade, as if he were the desk marshal reviewing a parade. We’re on the clock.
No one is in any hurry. Peter likes order. And this GS is muttering something
about open sesame and shouting for someone to get the door. He’s babbling about
white circles on gates, then red ones. He starts assuring us that he was sitting by
himself in the wineskin, not touching anyone, not bothering anyone, but he got the
boiling oil treatment” (Shishkin 15).

“SI Myuanocs, IbITatOCh pazodpaTbcs, YTO OH TaM KBOXYET, a [leTp Bce Ha cBoeM

CTOJIE BbIpaBHMBAeT, YTOObl KaK Ha mapaje, BpojAe KaK OH HayaJIbHUK CTOJNA —

NPUHUMAET Mapaj Kapasjaamei u 3ybouucTok. Bpems-to xazenHoe. Hukro He
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toponutces. Iletp mopsimok mo6uT. A 3T10T GS 60pMOYET PO KAKOW-TO CUM-CHM,
KPHYHT, 4YTOOBI OTKpBUIM JBeph Jlemeder mpo kakue-TO Oenble KPYKKH Ha
BOPOTax, MOTOM KpacHble. HaumHaeT yBepsiTh, 4TO cuaen cedbe B Oyplioke H
HUKOTO HE TpOrajl, HIKOMY He Memal, a kumsiuuM maciom” (Shishkin 393-394).

The interpreter cannot ethically add or analyze information before delivering the
message in order to make it comprehensible. Meanwhile, the interrogator Peter Fischer
lines up toothpicks up in a row, as though they were on “parade,” but also as though they
were contributing to a bullet point list of his mental process regarding the applicant’s
claims. In the midst of the petitioner’s incoherency, the interpreter desperately searches
for an already spoken meaning that he can ethically communicate without evaluation or

judgment.

“...All that’s necessary to refuse the rogue is to find discrepancies in his
statements. Peter gets a little book off his caseload shelf and things start moving”
(Shishkin 15).

“A 4ToOBI OTKa3aTh pa300HWHUKY JOCTATOYHO HAWTH HECOOTBETCTBUS B
nokaszanusx — [lerp qocraer ¢ MoK 3alIeuHbIX JIe KHUXKUILY, U MOIILIA MUCATh
ryoepuaus” (Shishkin 394).

Although the interrogator trusts no one, he does trust the interpreter enough to
listen for the details that will give him a basis for his work, which is usually to refuse
asylum based upon inconsistency and conflicting information. Peter internalizes people’s
stories through an understanding of metaphors and cyclical patterns throughout his career
and experiences with other applicants. The petitioners, who are labeled as GS
(Gesuchsteller) or “a person who has filed for asylum (Ger.),” or “JIuro, moaasiice
3asBJIeHUE O MpeAocTaBieHun yoexwuma (Hem.),” (Shishkin 5; Shishkin 385) are not

interviewees or suspects. They are nameless, homeless people, who survive in a limbo

38



under the general category, GS. With such a lack of identity, it is easier for Peter to

equalize one GS’s experience with many others.

“Question: And then, all the stories have already been told a hundred times. But
you — this is your story.

Answer: What kind of story?

Question: Oh, any kind. Some simple, banally sentimental story always goes well,
you know there was a princess and she became Cinderella.

Answer: | became Cinderella?
Question: That’s just a manner of speaking. A metaphor!

Answer: Then you should have said so right away, otherwise I’m some kind of
Cinderella” (Shishkin 50).

“Bonpoc: V1 noTOM: BCe HCTOPHUH YKE CTO pa3 pacckazaHbl. A Bbl — 3TO Balla
UCTOPUSL.

Omeem: A Kakasi y MEHSI UCTOpHUSI?

Bonpoc: J1a mo6asi. Beerma xopo1o unet kakas-HuOyIb TPOCTeHbKas, OaHAIBHO-
CCHTUMEHTAJIbHAsI UCTOPHS, BPOJC Kak ObLIa IpUHIIECcCca, a cTajia 30JTyIIKOM.

Omeem: S cran 30mymKon?
Bonpoc: Ho 310 e o6pas. Meradopa!
Omeem: Tak OblI cpa3y U cKa3aii, a To 3osyiika kakas-to” (Shishkin 424).

Once a GS decides not to test Peter’s unvoiced intention of not letting anyone past
the gates into Switzerland, communication becomes more fluid between the interrogator
and the GS. Awareness and acceptance of the present moment and being with oneself
completely makes finding solace within the confines of the white room easier, and
alleviates the tension created by a slow ticking clock that counts down the minutes to

deportation.

“Question: You didn’t need your freedom?
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Answer: No.
Question: That’s why they released you?

Answer: Yes. I wrote an appeal: ‘Strand of wool. Counting rhyme acknowledged.
Flying to sea. Kissing.” And that’s it.

Question: What happened then?

Answer: It all went according to the rhyme. The little Indian became a strand of
wool in the hide. He started making good money and got married” (Shishkin 83).

“Bonpoc: Bam He HyXHa Obl1a cB0O01a?
Omeem: Her.
Bonpoc: TToaToMy Bac 0CBOJIOIHAITN?

Omeem: [a. 51 nHammcanm nomumnoBky: ‘lllepcrunka. Ilpu3Haro cuuTanouky.
Beieraro k mopro. Llenyro.” U Bce.

Bonpoc: U uto 6pu10 otoM?

Omeem:. Bce no cumtanke. HerpureHok ycTpowiics mepcTUHKON B miKype. Crain
MPUINYHO 3apabaTeiBaTh, sxeHmics’ (Shishkin 450).

Through the interpreted word, the GS points out that one can emerge as a victim

or a sage from past experiences through the roles that he chooses to embrace. In addition,

he also shares a common foundation with Peter that expresses surrender to the ticking

clock of life. In many interviews, Peter verbalizes his imaginings about what the

petitioners’ have left unsaid regarding their identities and experiences, which he bases

upon the “banal” and “sentimental” stories that he has heard repeatedly.

The interpreter, on the other hand, does not assume any kind of sense from the

GS’ stories. This action demonstrates that the interpreter can only be used as an

instrument, which sounds more sharply when working with a calm and confident speaker.

If the petitioner is unsure of which words to formulate, then the interpreter cannot

possibly function without dissonance. Still, the most exact understanding happens when
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the speaker and audience are able to understand each other nonverbally. Although music
is a more transparent medium to share and express emotions, metaphors and allusions can
allow the conversation to flow much more like chords in harmony with its multiple
meanings and voices, during the recollection of past emotions and experiences. Examples
of this are shown in the previous quotations when the GS recites his poetic and
fragmented appeal for freedom. However, a peaceful silence in the presence of the
“counting rhyme” would signify a moment when both people share a mutual ease and
understanding. In this case, there would be no words necessary for description and
expression because the pair is at peace with themselves in that present moment.

The Presence of the Holy Fool

In the case of Maidenhair or Berepun sonoc, it is the claim of this chapter that the
interpreter is like a musical instrument, who sounds back as clearly as the musician wants
to expresses his feelings. As stated above, the interpreter avoids any tendency to add or
correct any information before transforming the words into a new language. No matter
how much babble a GS produces or how many notes a toddler pounds on a piano, the
instrument will sound back what it has received - nonsense. Almost a holy fool, the
interpreter will “agonize” over finding meaning in what was unintelligible. However, his
willingness to stress over each detail and to make sense of a message without lying by
addition or omission demonstrates his integrity and proves his loyalty to the truth. As an
anonymous monk, the interpreter chronicled the life of actress, singer, and World War |
survivor, Bella Dmitrievna. Her letters and diaries reveal her struggles with finding love

and happiness despite life’s challenges and hardships. This chapter argues that Bella
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Dmitrievna is a holy fool. According to Svitlana Kobets’ chapter “Lice in the Iron Cap:
Holy Foolishness in Perspective™:
“lurodstvo (iurodstvo Khrista radi), or holy foolishness for Christ’s sake, is a
peculiar form of Eastern Orthodox asceticism whose practitioners, iurodivye
Khrista radi...feign madness in order to provide the public with spiritual

guidance yet shun praise for their saintliness and attract abuse in imitation of the
suffering Christ” (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 15).

Although Bella does not feign madness, she can be seen as a fool in love, which

consumes her as the core of her inner truth and her reason for being.

“All of a sudden I thought, “What do I in fact do on stage? I love. I love those
who have come and try to win their love. | have a love affair with the entire hall,
hundreds of men and women. | know how to make them happy for one evening.
Then | come home alone and lie in this icy bed’” (Shishkin 352).

“Bopyr momymala: 4To sl Ha caMOM jJele nenato Ha cuene? S mo6mro. Jlro6mio
TeX, KTO TpHIIEN, T0OMBAIOCh U3 JIIOOBU. Y MEHS JIFOOOBBH C IIEJBIM 3aJIOM, C
COTHSIMH MYXXYHMH W XCHIIHMH. Sl yMeIo c/ieaTh U3 CYaCTIMBBIMHU HA OJIMH Beuep.

A TOTOM BO3BpAaIllalOCh JOMOM OJHA M JOXKYChb B 3Ty JIEASHYIO MOCTEIh~
(Shishkin 678).

Just as a holy fool speaks in riddles rather than give an answer directly, Bella’s
music does not provide listeners with definite answers to their problems. This would be
the audience’s own struggle to overcome as they attain their own sense of truth and self-
worth after hardship. Instead, her performances provide a comforting escape for an
audience who needs her service. Just as society needs a holy fool to point out its flaws,
society also needs artists and singers to help them temporarily escape from their daily
life.

Not simply a temporary high, Bella’s music allows her to maintain an unspoken

emotional connection with others that helps her to alleviate their suffering. Bella even
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admits to her flaws, which mirrors Socrates notion of admitting that he knows nothing.
She admits in a letter to her lover that she is “of course, the most ordinary of women,”
and “[needs] everything an earthly woman needs...boats, a coat, a couple of winter
dresses, a hat, perfume, my own apartment. But all this is foolishness. The real earthly me
needs you! [KoneuHo, st camasi 0OBIKHOBEHHASI IS, U MHE BCE HY)KHO, YTO HY)KHO 36MHOM
)KGHHII/IHBI...6OTI)I, NnaJbToO, IMMapa SUMHHX IUIAThC, IJIAIIa, 1yXU, OTACIbHAA KBapTHUPA. Ho
Bce 3T0 raynoctu. Hacrosieit 3emHoi Mue HyxeH Toi!]” (Shishkin 354; Shishkin 679-
680). Therefore, her ability to love and survive heartbreak allows Bella to become
something of a guide for others who are lost in the haze of personal misfortune.

Her life in memoirs helps the interpreter reach his own inner truth by showing
him that he is not alone. Therefore, the hagiographer looks to the life of his teacher in
order to learn a way to live a joyful life. In the same respect, the interpreter challenges
himself with the task of piecing together the life of Bella Dmitrievna, who had who
started to write her own memoir, but “had not been able to get past her childhood, and
then...abandoned it altogether” (Shishkin 101). He continues this pursuit, even after the
publishing company can no longer pay him. In a sense, the scholarship of the young
biographer resembles a spiritual pursuit towards a universal understanding of human
nature. At first, the future biographer’s editor gave him the agenda of writing a book with
the main theme of “rising up from the grave [CyTh KHHTH — 3TO Kak Obl BOCCTAaHHE U3
rpo6a],” (Shishkin 101; Shishkin 465) even though she had already died and many had
forgotten her.

“The future biographer looked through the packet of photocopies of her diaries
and memoirs that same night. The old woman had indeed written in great detail
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about all kinds of superfluous people only she cared about, endlessly recalling
various unimportant details, and for the book he’d been asked to write, it was all
useless” (Shishkin 101).

“Tlauky KcepokomHii €€ JHCBHUKOB M BOCIIOMUHAHUN aBTOp Oymyieit onorpadum
MIPOCMOTpEN B Ty ke Houb. CTapyxa JeMCTBUTENBHO MKCala OYEHb MOJIPOOHO O
KAaKMX-TO HEHYXHBIX, HHTEPECHBIX TOJIbKO €Hl JIo/AX, BCIIOMUHANa 0e3 KOHIA
KAaKHe-TO HEBAXHBIEC JETalM, U JUI1 TOW KHUTH, KOTOPYIO €MY 3aKa3ajld, BCE 3TO
obu10 Oecriosie3no” (Shishkin 465).

It seems that the young biographer’s first reaction was to find valid information
that would support his editor’s main intention for the novel that he had been asked to
write. They even paid him hundred-dollar bills which he had “carelessly” thrust in his
pockets, because he “had never held” that much money “in his hands before.”
“[OH]...HeOpeKHO 3aCOBBIBAs CTOAOJIAPOBBIE KYITIOPHI, KOTOPBIX HUKOTA JI0 3TOTO U B
pykax He aepskai, B kapman™ (Shishkin 101; Shishkin 465). After the death of Bella
Dmitrievna and the incident of “a certain major bank” going “bust, and his editor’s
"publishing house vanish[ing] with it.” “3aTem gomHyI 0auH 00JIBIION OaHK, U BMECTE C
HUM Hcye3no u u3gareapctBo” (Shishkin 102; Shishkin 466). The future biographer is
left with the “useless” photocopies [HeHy)HBIX Kcepokomnuii] Of diaries and memoirs and
no future paycheck. Without editors to give expectations to the future holy fool on what
to write as a resurrection story, the interpreter could decide for himself if and how the
words truly spoke to him without any materialism or external pressure to influence the
project.

Unlike the interpreter in his historical pursuit, Peter listens for conflicting details
and repeated stories with a trained ear. Peter’s patterned behavior allows him to perform

his job as expected — guarding the gates to Switzerland. Socrates in The Republic likes to
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break down established formulas in search for the truth, which Peter’s job does not allow
him. Through the power of the dialectic, Socrates lets go of his biased projections in
order to accept truth as it presents itself to him without judgment and evaluation from
external reality. The Socratic method of understanding something outside of one’s
preconceived notions is a gateway to empathy and holy foolery by becoming one with the
word.

Paul B. Anderson describes the holy foolish process of kenosis in his Foreign
Affairs Journal article “The Orthodox Church in Soviet Russia.” This process reflects the
actions of the interpreter during his work with Peter and the discussions between Socrates
and his students. Anderson’s definition also mirrors Bella’s letters and diaries, which
show that she becomes one with her audience in creating an atmosphere of empathy and
symbiotic joy the moment she begins to perform, thus giving into kenosis.

“The essence of Russian Orthodoxy is glorifying God, with services of worship

which elevate the spirit while impressing the mind. Humility, hospitality to

strangers, help to the needy, but above all kenosis, the emptying of one’s self in
service to God — these are Orthodox virtues” (Anderson 302).

As stated in the literature review, Ritta Pittman states that “the demon appeared to
Socrates as a tangible being, who delivered expedient messages and had a purpose of

beneficial inspiration,” (Pittman 52). As Plato writes in Book VI of The Republic:

“And Glaucon, quite ridiculously, said, ‘Apollo, what a demonic excess.’

“You,” I [Socrates] said, ‘are responsible for compelling me to tell my opinions
about it [about what is good].’

‘And don’t under any conditions stop,” he said, ‘at least until you have gone
through the likeness with the sun, if you are leaving anything out.’

‘But, of course,’ I said, ‘I am leaving out a throng of things.’
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‘Well,” he said, ‘don’t leave even the slightest thing aside”” (Plato The Republic

509c).

Similar to Socrates, Peter asks people questions and behaves cordially, however
he never believes their answers or listens to all of the details (Shishkin 14; Shishkin 393).
In addition, Peter tries to find which answers he can evaluate as valid or invalid, while
Socrates listens to his students for guidance and new perspectives on the truth. Peter’s
philosophy on keeping with the counting rhyme is demonstrated in his words with
another GS. Rather than believe in the impossibility of knowing everything, Peter
controls his perception of life by collecting in his mind as many types of stories as
possible and quickly labeling petitioners with identities that will predict their inner
stories, personalities, and patterns.

“Answer: What mitt?

Question: The story is the hand, and you’re the mitt. Stories change you, like

mitts. You have to understand that stories are living beings.

Answer: What about me?
Question: There is no you yet. Look: blank sheets of paper” (Shishkin, 120).

“Omeem: Kakas Bapexka?

Bonpoc: Vctopust — pyka, Bbl — Bapekka. MIcTOpUM MEHSIOT Bac, Kak BapeKKH.
[ToiiMuTE, ICTOPUH — ITO JKUBBIC CYILIECTBA.

Omeem: A 5?

Bonpoc: Bac emié Het. Buaure — mycteie nuctsl Oymaru” (Shishkin 482).

In this selection, the role between interrogator and petitioner has reversed. Peter is
now giving answers to the speaker about his human nature. He tells the person in the
dialogues what his truth is, rather than allowing their inner truth to speak for themselves.

Peter turns people into dead words by capturing them within the confines of blank pages.
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In effect, he tells the nameless GS that the story is the living being, not himself. If a GS is
nameless and homeless, without a story to choose him, it means that the GS is alone and
unloved. According to Peter’s philosophy, Bella’s records show all of the hands that
changed her like a mitt: the outbreak of World War I, her success as a singer, the
dissolution of her family, her husband’s affair, and her misfortune of being forgotten.
Unlike Socrates, Peter is not interested in guiding people towards their inner truth or life
purpose because that is not his job.

While Peter rejects answers and Socrates questions his knowledge, Bella simply
accepts whatever events and explanations come to her. Bella Dmitrievna’s records
demonstrate that she would see herself as just a “strand in the wool [mepcturka]” who
would like to become a bigger strand that ties other strands together to help them feel
happy in their fateful placement. Although a young Bella hopes for fame and fortune, she
understands life as a powerful and invisible force that chooses benefactors at will. She
realizes this while listening and recording to former actress Nina Nikolaevna’s stories
about her friends and rivals.

“I listened and thought, Could this really be just the envy of an old failure? One

gets everything — world fame and success — and the other drags out her old age in

Rostov. But she may have had as much talent as the famous Sarah Bernhardt. So
what does this mean? Why does fate take pity on some and punish others?

My fate! Be kind to me! Please! Is that too much to ask? Give me everything!”
(Shishkin 237).

“Cnymana u aymania: HeyXelld 3TO IPOCTO 3aBUCTh CTapol HeylauHULbl? OqHON
BCE — MUpOBasl cilaBa, ycIeX, a Apyras npo3s10aeT HHa CTApOCTH JIET B KAKOM-TO
PoctoBe. A TanaHTa y Hee, MOKET, HE MEHbIIIe ObLI0, UeM y 3HaMeHUTON Capsl
bepnap. Tak B uem xe aeno? [louemy cynp0a 0HUX KaJlyeT, a JPYyrux
HaKa3bIBaeT?
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Cynbs6a mos! Byas ko muae nackoBa! [Toxxamyiicta! Hy uro Tebe crout? [lait mue
Bece!” (Shishkin 581).

Similar to Nina Nikolaevna, Bella Dmitrievna grows old and becomes lost and
forgotten, even by those closest to her, such as her husband. While her writings seem to
agree with Peter’s metaphor, the difference lies in her ability to understand herself in
relation to her service to humanity, rather than a self-projection of her own truths,
regardless of anyone else’s interests or expectations. She lived her story without letting
anyone deter her from realizing her potential by embodying her inner truth. Her writings
demonstrate that because love was her truth, Bella was able to maintain her hopefulness
in love and happiness, even in times of war, poverty, and misfortune. Peter’s view,
though, provides an explanation of chaos, which Bella’s records show is more trying.
While Peter questions and records answers about others’ experiences, Bella has actually
lived through war. Yet, she continued to love, and therefore has a greater sense of self
and authority in guiding others by helping them to find themselves through the mystery
of life. Rather than alienate people with metaphors, Bella sings songs that commiserate
with her audience. She is their beacon of light or the “fire burning far above and behind”
the cave dwellers of Plato’s cave allegory, who sit with “their legs and necks in
bonds...seeing only in front of them, unable because of the bond to turn their heads all
the way around” (Plato The Republic 514a-b).

Just as an interpreter struggles to find meaning in the stories of the GS and listens
to the messages within Bella’s memoirs, Plato’s records demonstrate the importance of

words as they describe a truth about an idea or concept. Book VII of The Republic
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describes the importance of the dialectic as a gateway to understanding the truth.
Socrates’ student, Glaucon, says to his questioner:

“...So tell what the character of the power of the dialectic is, and then, into

exactly what forms it is divided; and finally what are its ways. For these, as it

seems, would lead at last toward that place which is for the one who reaches it a

haven from the road, as it were, and an end of his journey” (Plato The Republic

532d-e).

Glaucon’s request confirms the purpose of the dialectic as a crucial part of the
path toward finding truth and knowledge. As Peter the interrogator, or “Herr Fischer.
Master of fates [Bepmutens cyne6]” (Shishkin 7; Shishkin 387) conducts his work with a
biased perspective, his guidance in helping individuals understand their own inner truth is
affected. Socrates, on the other hand, fears dragging along with him his disciples on the
slippery slope of discovering a truth, since a spiritual death is more detrimental than a
physical ending (Plato The Republic 451a). It seems that the master of fates is not
concerned about anyone’s salvation from a fate of pain and misfortune. Socrates,
however, deeply concerns himself with finding the truth and cautiously leads others

toward the light at the cave opening through his dialectic. In Book VI, Socrates responds

to Glaucon:

““You will no longer be able to follow, my dear Glaucon,’ I said, ‘although there
wouldn’t be any lack of eagerness on my part. But you would no long be seeing
an image of what we are saying, but rather the truth itself, at least as it looks to
me. Whether it is really so or not can no longer be properly insisted on. But that
there is some such thing to be insisted on. Isn’t it s0?’

‘Of course’ (Plato The Republic 533a).

Both Socrates and Glaucon agree that once one thinks that he or she has seen the

truth according to an individual perspective, the inquirer should never continue to
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guarantee that he or she knows anything as the sole truth. Even with the help of a guide,
one can only know his or her own perspective of a universal truth based upon individual
experiences, which Peter either does not have or express.

The guard to Switzerland, however, is expected to be unconcerned with others’
salvation, so that he may confirm the legitimacy of their claims for refugee status. Peter
may be seen as soulless “cold clay [xomoanas riauna)” (Shishkin 14; Shishkin 393) or a
devil’s accomplice because his profession does not allow him to save or communicate
with others about their life philosophies. Since Herr Fischer is expected to guard the gates
and not perform a soul-searching dialectic, he cannot play the most important role in
society, the holy fool. His strict obedience to earthly law is seen as beneficial for
guarding the interests of Switzerland. However, as a guardian for Plato’s Republic, Peter
would ethically be liable for society’s greatest good philosophically. The philosopher-
king must be a lover of learning and his nature “philosophic, spirited, swift, and strong”
(Plato The Republic 376c). Those in the ranks of philosopher rulers cannot be of
“cowardly and illiberal nature[s]” or else they cannot participate in “true philosophy”
(Plato The Republic 486b) since true philosophy asks one to question oneself completely.
Furthermore, a philosopher-ruler is not a “lover of money,” a “boaster,” a “hard-
bargainer,” or “unjust,” simply because none of these traits or inclinations will be in his
nature (Plato The Republic 486b).

There is never any evidence of Peter’s boasting, concern with wealth, or hard-
bargaining with a GS for something in exchange for asylum in Switzerland. As an earthly

guardian, Peter does as he is expected by his government. However, his speaking in
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themes and metaphors demonstrates his ability to see something beyond the physical,
such as historical patterns that existed before his time or the invisible force of the hand
that will change him, like a mitt. Peter is not a false guardian, but more like an obedient
child, who speaks in fairy tales in order to arrive at an intangible, universal truth.

According to The Republic, fairytales serve a purpose:

“Don’t you understand that first we tell tales to children? And surely they are, as a
whole, false, though there are true things in them too. We make use of tales with
children before exercises” (Plato The Republic 377a).

Since children are incredibly “plastic” and at a stage when “each thing assimilates
itself to the model whose stamp anyone wishes to give it,” (Plato The Republic 376b) it is
imperative that the right teachers direct future thinkers and leaders, such as Peter.
Otherwise, if a nameless and homeless GS does not know his inner truth as it relates to
the whole of humanity, he sits at the mercy of an older child, who is still discovering his
own truth through fairytales. Therefore, it is important not just to have anyone guiding
people to find themselves. “Question: So what should | do? Come up with another word?
New symbols for the letters? [Bonpoc: U uro nenats? [pumgymats apyroe cioBo? HoBbie
3Haku a7 6ykB?]” Peter asks his lover, the princess frog, during a conversation about

love and fate. She responds:

“Answer: You’re teasing me again! This isn’t about the word. Use any word —
traveler, pollen, God, or even that same centipede. In one dimension it hid under a
brick between the swollen, rain-laden phlox, but in the other, it’s everywhere.
Love is a special, God-size centipede, as weary as the shelter-seeking traveler, as
omnipresent as pollen. It puts each of us on like a stocking. We’re sewn to its foot
and we take on its shape. It walks us. So here, in this centipede, we are all one. It
doesn’t have a hundred feet. It has as many as humanity...

Question: You have icy feet.
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Answer: As usual, you weren’t listening to me...” (Shishkin 398).

Omeem: Twl onare MeHs apasHuuib! Jleno xe He B cnose. Ha3oBu 310 1100bIM
JPYTUM CJIOBOM — T€M K€ IMyTHUKOM, WJIM TBUIBLION, WM BoroM, 1t BOT XOTs OBl
TOM K€ COPOKOHOXKOH. B OIIHOM HM3MEpeHMHM OHa CHpATAIACh IOJ KUPIUYOM
MEX]ly HaOYXIIMMH, TSOKEIBIMUA OT OIS (IIOKCaMH, a B JPYrOM — OHa Be3[e.
JIro00Be — 3TO Takas ocobasi COPOKOHOXKa pasmMepoM ¢ bora, ycramas, kak
MyTHUK, UIIYLIIUH OPUIOTA, U Be3Jecyllas, Kak nbuiblia. OHA Ha/leBaeT KaXKIoro
U3 Hac, KaK 4yJl0K. MBI CHIUTHI 110 €M HOry U npuHuMaeM e€ ¢popmy. OHa XoauT
Hamu. M BOT B 3TOM COPOKOHOKKE MbI BCE €IWHBI. Y HEE HE COPOK HOT, a
CTOJIBKO, CKOJIbKO, Y UEJIOBEUECTBA...

Bonpoc: 'Y Tebs nensHpie HOTH.
Omeem: Twl, Kak Bceraa, MeHs He caymai...” (Shishkin 716).

While Peter is an earthly Pilate, master of fates, his princess frog is his holy fool,
who speaks in parables and stories, so that Peter will understand her. Love is her
immaterial, hidden wisdom, just as it is Bella’s, if the holy fool is “an expression of
‘hidden wisdom’ [sokrovennaia mudrost’]” (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New
Perspectives 44). The princess frog begins her interview with a lesson for the

interrogator.

“Question: Who’s there?

Answer: There’s this parable...” (Shishkin 381).

Bonpoc: Ktro Tam?

Omeem: Ectb Takas nput4a...” (Shishkin 701).

The book of Matthew contains many parables. After listening to so many of
Christ’s stories, his disciples ask him, “Why do you speak to [the people] in parables?”
(The New Oxford Annotated Bible, Matthew13:10). Christ explains that his disciples

have had the opportunity to know the “secrets of the kingdom of heaven, but to [the

people] it has not been given” (The New Oxford Annotated Bible, Matthew 13:11). Just as
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Socrates agrees that children must first learn fairy tales in order to understand a truth,
Christ explains in this gospel that the parable is a spiritual vernacular of the people, and
therefore the best method in guiding others toward their image of a truth. “This is why I
speak to them in parables, because seeing they do not see, and hearing they do not hear,
nor do they understand,” (The New Oxford Annotated Bible, Matthew 13:13). Therefore,
if someone has not had an experience to drag him out of a cave or strike him on his way
to Damascus, it is impossible to understand the harmony of a spiritual truth according to
the logic of a ticking metronome or the cyclical rhythm of nature. Therefore, the princess
frog is a Christ-like figure for the Pilate-Peter. Peter’s metaphors and name-giving
resembles Pilate’s conversation with Christ in the Book of Matthew. “‘Are you the King
of the Jews?’” To which Christ answers, ““You have said so.” But when he was accused
by the chief priests and elders, he made no answer” (The New Oxford Annotated Bible,
Matthew 27:11-12). Thus, the book of Matthew demonstrates that if one cannot see or
hear a spiritual truth without first confining it to earthly terminology, then there is a
complete lack of vernacular or medium to connect one to his or her hidden wisdom.
Therefore, a blunt explanation or definition cannot explain what is invisible and
immaterial, and so silence is given in response.

Once Peter is called to give and receive a literal message, it is almost as if he tries
to avoid it, as though he does not want to see or hear the universal truth, even if it is
begging to be seen, heard, or said.

“One person loves, suspecting nothing, and the other suffocates from that love.

Suddenly I was dying with longing for you and I called, and you said, ‘I can’t talk
to you right now!” and you hung up. I called back. You hung up again. I called
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again — and on and on. You didn’t understand that I just needed to hear ‘I love
you.” That was it. | wouldn’t have called anymore” (Shishkin 406).

“...0JMH YeJIOBEK JIIOOUT HU O YEM HE I10/103peBasi, a IPYroi UCIBITHIBAET OT ITOU
100BU yaylibe. YMHUpaK BAPYr OT TOCKHM K TeOe U 3BOHIO, a Thl: «I ceiiuac He
MOry ¢ TOOOW TOBOPHTB!» - M Bemaemsb TPyOKy. 51 cHoBa 3BOHIO. THI OISATH
Bellaellb TpyoKy. S cHoBa 3BOHIO — 0e3 kKoHLa. Thl HE MHUMAJI, YTO MHE BCET0-TO

ObUIO HY)XHO yciablmaTh: «5 1ebs moOmto». U Bce, s Obl O0JbIIEe HE 3BOHMIA”
(Shishkin 723).

Although Peter does not answer her calls or fully listen to her stories about her
inner wisdom, he acknowledges his natural rhythm with the ticking clock. Time’s natural
beat that is present within him demonstrates his innate orderly and “musical” nature.
Additionally, this clock is the center of his life’s experiences in the white office with the
interpreter. This musical sense of beat ties Peter to a universal, spiritual truth and his life
philosophy. However, this is the extent of his spiritual awareness, since attempting to
understand anything beyond the ticking clock would lead him astray from his work as a
guard and turn him more into a philosopher-king, who might challenge the earthly laws
already in place.

According to Socrates, people who are philosopher-kings do not possess “an
unmusical and graceless nature.” Instead, they are naturally “drawn to a want [to]
measure” (Plato The Republic 486d). With “measure and charm,” the philosopher can
“[grow] by itself in such a way as to make it easily led to the idea of each thing that is”
(Plato The Republic 486d-e). Peter already has the inner truth of a ticking metronome to
help him discover other images of his hidden truth, but he lacks the experience of hearing

the voice of rhythm in order to create a more complete song. This melody would in effect
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drag him outside of the comfort of his white office to experience a light that would show
him his unique perception of “each thing that is.”

Although Socrates follows the dialectic and the holy fool feigns madness, both
surrender to an inspiration that they believe is received from a source outside of them.
Both Socrates’ possession and the holy fool’s madness expose the hypocrisy in society or
in an individual, so that the hypocrite will see the darker aspects that need to be
questioned and confronted. While Socrates asks questions and the holy fool speaks in
riddles, both alert listeners with messages that may be met with either resistance or
acceptance, as the audience is awakened to see themselves and to understand their truths.
It is in the argument of this chapter that both the dialectic and riddles are in service to
help others find a path towards a personal enlightenment that is like a foot attached to the
centipede of an eternal truth. Although Socrates claims that the dialectic is the best
method for discovering a truth, he also admits that a child needs fairytales prior to
receiving exercises, so that they can even see the truth to begin with. Once one sees the
“idea” of what is, then he can start questioning himself and others. Both the holy fool’s
messages and the Socratic dialectic allow others to see people and the world as
everything truly exists. Peter, however, labels the GS petitioners with metaphors and
allusions as though the refugee seekers are a malleable piece of plastic that can be
impressed upon by explanations and expectations.

Facing the Music

The interpreter and the GS feel uncomfortable when truths are being blocked by

an absence or incomprehension of words. However, once the GS no longer struggles to
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understand himself and the interpreter is no longer agonizing over the meaning, Peter can
accept the applicant’s story more fully. Thus, with the interpreter’s assistance, Peter is
able to learn new labels, recollections, and aspects of a hidden wisdom from the GS’
experiences. In a sense, the interrogator experiences a puppet show put on by “puppet-
handlers” (Plato The Republic 514b). Some of these people carry different versions of
similar experiences, some “wrought from stone, wood, and every kind of material; as is
to be expected, some of the carriers utter sounds while others are silent,” (Plato The
Republic 514c¢-515a).

Meanwhile the interpreter, who acts as a monk and hagiographer, speaks the GS’
truth through vernacular for the GS, and provides an external light to guide the way
towards truth. The interpreter bridges the gap between people and cultures with words,
thus bringing concepts to life by reviving dead words. If a GS is unlike Bella, however,
and expects an identity and a place in the world from Peter, the GS will be lost to identify
his own light.

During another interrogation, Peter looks out a window and a GS nervously picks

at his nails. The interpreter confesses:

“I draw crosses and squares on a pad, divide them into triangles with diagonal
lines, and fill them in to create relief” (Shishkin 11).

“Pucyto B GIOKHOTE KPECTHUKH, KBAJPATHKH, JEIIO UX IUArOHAJIbHBIMU JTUHUSIMHU
Ha TPELITOJIbHUKY, 3aKPaIIMBa0 TaK, YTOObI MOJyYHIICS pesibe(HbIH OpHAMEHT.”
(Shishkin 390).

Peter is unaware of the tense, silent environment, accented by the slow ticking

clock. The interpreter struggles with the silence. It seems as though interpreting
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information makes his presence necessary. Almost as a kind of kenosis, the interpreter
works to serve. “And no one understands anyone. And so I serve. An interpreter in the
chancellery for refugees in the defense ministry of paradise [A HuKTO HUKOTO HE
nonumaet. U Bot 4 ciyxy. MuHucrepcTBa 000pOoHbI pasi 0€:KEHCKON KaHUEIIpUT
tonmad],” (Shishkin 14; Shishkin 392). Just as the holy fool works as a medium between
the spiritual realm and the physical world, the interpreter literally becomes a bridge
between two opposing ideas through his service of verbalizing the petitioners’ narrations
in a new language. Without words to convey, the interpreter has no reason to be in the
room. Without these words, the interpreter draws crosses on a notepad to the tune of the
“counting rhyme.” The interpreter is an embodiment of words, which guide the way
toward his inner truth and service to others. However, these words will either come from
an external source or not at all. If the interpreter and the GS cannot work together as
musician and instrument, then both remain silent and anonymous.

While Peter and the GS, who accepted his fate as a strand in the wool, share a
non-verbalized understanding, the lack of communication between the interpreter and his
wife causes estrangement. The absence of words is a symbol of the interpreter’s physical
and spiritual misplacement. He calls her his Isolde, but he was not her Tristan. In a letter
from the interpreter to his and Isolde’s son, her first lover, Tristan, had been killed in a
car accident a few years before she and the interpreter married. Isolde kept a diary on

their shared laptop that expressed her frustrations with the interpreter.

“When everything was good with them, she didn’t write anything, as if those days
never happened. But when she couldn’t stand it any longer, when she felt as if she
were suffocating from the life she shared with the interpreter, she sat down at the
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computer, opened that file, and vented. Their arguments, which the interpreter had
long since forgotten, lived on, recorded in hot, still aching, unforgiven pursuit.

It was also odd that she was writing this diary to Tristan” (Shishkin 187).

“Korma y HMX Bce OBLIO XOpOIIO, OHA HUYEr0 HE 3aluChIBaja, 3TUX JHEW Kak
Oyaro u He Obulo. A KOrja CTaHOBMJIOCH HEBMOTOTY, KOTJa HCHBIThIBaJa
MPUCTYIBI YAYIIbS OT ACTUMON C TOJIMA4YOM JKU3HH — CaJAMUIIach K KOMIBIOTEPY,
OTKpBIBaJa TOT (aiii ¥ BeITOBapuBaiack. MIX cCOpbl, 0 KOTOPBIX TOJIMAY JTaBHBIM -
JAaBHO 3a0bli, NpOJaJKad JKUTh, 3allMCaHHbIE MO CBEXHUM Clle[jaM, €lle He
0TOOJIEBIITNE, HE TPOIIICHHBIE.

U emie ObUTO CTPaHHO, YTO ATOT AHEBHHK OHa nucana Tpuctany” (Shishkin 538).

An absence of joyful expression on her part caused her to remember only the
disagreeable parts of their relationship, and so the words recorded were unfavorably
biased against her husband. The interpreter, on the other hand, serves as a guide to his
son as he writes his experiences in third person. The third person structure separates the
interpreter from the experience, so that the events are recorded in an unbiased manner for
readers to process according to his own interpretation. By calling his former partner
“Isolde”, the interpreter shows some agreement in Peter’s logic: common characteristics
exist between people and metaphors. This time, Isolde the mitt tried to fit a new hand, but
the truth was she could never find another one — another inner truth. Just as Bella’s
documents show that love cannot be controlled or contained. It is either expressed
because it exists, or it was never there initially, as can be seen in the princess frog’s

words to Peter.

“T was so afraid of losing you, and I kept thinking about the others you would
have afterward. Who were they? Could they really love you more than | could? |
was beside myself with jealousy and envy...Then a simple thought occurred: but
they would just be copying me. Your love for me would be their template. Each
time you would be loving me. When | realized this, | even stopped being jealous
of them, and they became practically family” (Shishkin 407-408).
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“Sl yxxacHO Oosach TeOst OTEPSTh — U BCE BpeMs Jymalia O JPYruX, KOTOphIE
OynyT y Te0st motoM. KTo oHM Takme? Heyxenmn MOXHO OOJIbIIE JTFOOUTH, YeM 517
Hcxonuiia peBHOCTBIO M 3aBHUCTHIO...a MTOTOM IPHIILJIA [IPOCTasi MbICIA: HO BElb
OHH OyIYT TOJILKO MOBTOPATH MEHA. TBOs JI0OOOBH KO MHE OynIeT Ul HHUX Kak
BbIKpoiiKa. Thl KaxJplil pa3 Oyzaewms mo0uTh MeHs. W korga 3To moHsuia, Jaxe
nepecrayia iX peBHOBaTh, OHHM CTaJIH 4yTh Jid He poanbiMu” (Shishkin 724).

Whether or not the interrogator and the princess frog are together they will
continue to love because it is the hidden wisdom that ties them to the universal family. In
this case, Isolde does not need to be with Tristan, nor the princess frog with the
interrogator. What matters is that the feet of the centipede remember the whole of the
body to which they belong and take part in walking. Peter, though, has not allowed
himself to be engulfed in the rhythm of waves that the princess frog experienced in her
youth. “...I decided that if a fourth wave licked my toes, | would have love —a
tremendous, real love to last a lifetime [ s 3aragana, 4ro eciau yeTBepTast BOJIHA JIM3HET

2"

MHE TaJIbIbl Ha HOTE, TO Y MEHSI Oy/eT JTF000Bb — OrpOMHast, HACTOSINAs, Ha BCIO JKU3HB |
(Shishkin 392; Shishkin 711).

As the first, second, and third small, powerless waves stop farther and farther
away from her feet, she begins to lose hope. Suddenly, “the fourth collected itself,
buckled, and reached me. It took all my toes in its mouth and tickled my heel with sand!
[A 4eTBCpTaa co6paﬂa(:b, BBIT'HYJIACh, U JOTAHYJIACH. Bce MaJIbLBI B pOT B3sJ1a U IIATKY
neckom nomekoTana!]” (Shishkin 392; Shishkin 711). As the princess frog sits and
listens to the waves, she experiences the animals, people, and nature as they exist in the

present moment.
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“...But this wasn’t vision, or hearing, or touch, or smell. It was love, and I had
nothing else of my own — no eyes, hands, or feet. It was all love’s...where could |
put so much love? What should I do with it?”” (Shishkin 392-393).

“...HO 3TO yXe€ HE 3pEHHE, HE CIIyX, HE OCs3aHue, HE OOOHSHUE — a JIF0OOBb, Y
MeHS HeT OOJIbIlleé HUYEro CBOETO — HU TJjia3, HA PyK, HU HOT, Bce -e€e...Hy Kyna
MHE CTOJIBKO JIF00BU? YUto MHe ¢ Heto aenath?” (Shishkin 711).

The princess frog’s epiphany demonstrates love’s devotion and generosity,
instead of a fear of letting go and experiencing the unknown. Once the princess frog
realizes the whole of humanity through love, she does not need to be with just one person
in order to express her inner truth. This is different from her mother, who had
relationships with various men as she searched for a true love. According to the princess
frog, her mother, “used love to save herself each time from that icy cold. After all, it’s
impossible — being left alone with that universal loneliness, with yourself [oT gero ona
KaXJIbIH pa3 cracangach JJIOOOBBIO: OT 3TOTO JICACHSIIETO X0J01a. Benb 5T0 HEBO3MOXKHO
— OCTaBaThCs HAECIUHE C 3TUM BCEJICHCKMM OJMHOYECTBOM, C caMoit co6oii],” (Shishkin
407; Shishkin 724). Her mother hoped for a more “normal” life for her daughter, “...a
family, and a child from a husband I loved and who loved me, and all of it genuine
[BLIﬁﬂy 3aMyX, BCe Yy MEHsI Oy/IeT MO-JI0ACKH, CEMbs U PeOEHOK OT JTI0OUMOTO U
nrobsIero Myxka, u Bce no-uacrosiemy]” (Shishkin 405; Shishkin 722). However, fate
did not treat the princess frog that simply and she found the interrogator.

Like Bella, the princess frog sees herself as sharing her compassion and inner
wisdom with others, not just with one lover. The princess frog truly loves Peter and
understands “...that this love was my first and last, it has never been before and never

would be again. Never before us were there, and never after us would there be... [... 91O
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3Ta M000BH — MEepBasi M MOCIEAHIS, €€ HUKOT1a Oosbiine He OyneT. Jlo Hac He ObUTO U
nocie He oynert...]” (Shishkin 403; Shishkin 721). Still, she understands that feet wear
new stockings, not because they do not remember their favorite, but because love is about
sharing and experiencing, rather than clinging and withholding. This suggests that in
order for Peter to leave the cave of comfort he will need to answer the phone and
interpret parables, or he will need an experience like the interpreter’s misfortune with
Isolde in order to begin his search for the universal truth.

“Question: You’ll return to me?
Answer: No.

Question: What do you mean no? You already have. I’'m holding you, breathing
in the smell of your head. Here you are breathing, snuffling, dozing under my
arm. Here | am feeling with my fingertips the smooth membranes of the frog skin
on your chest...Here I am twirling your hair on my finger so you don’t run away
in your sleep.

Answer: No.
Question: But why?

Answer: Because right now I’m somewhere else completely. The beach — flat,
Baltic, and half-empty. I’m sitting on the sand by a selvage of sea which is cold
and barely alive...I know that there are just about to be three weak, puny waves.
And then mine, the fourth, the promised one will gather up, flex, and reach my
foot, take my toes in its mouth, and tickle my heel with sand” (Shishkin 413-414).

“Bonpoc: Tbl BepHEIIbCS KO MHE?
Omeem: Her.

Bonpoc: Kak xe Her, Beib Thl YK€ BEepHYJIach KO MHe. S ke oOHMMaro TeOs,
BJIBIXAI0 3aIax TBOEH royioBbl. BOT k€ ThI BIIIUILE, UyTh TOCAIBIBACIIb, 3acChINast
y MEHS MO/J] MBIIIKOM. BOT 4yBCTBYIO MoAylIeukaMy NaJIbLEB IJ1aJKUE MEPETIOHKU
TBOEW JArylIaubed KOXXKMIBI Ha rpyau...BoT s HamaTbiBaro TBOM BOJIOCHI Ha
naJsier], 4ToObl Thl HUKY/1a BO CHE He Oexaa.

Omeem: Her.

Bonpoc: Ho nouemy?
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Omeem: IlotoMy 4TO s ceiuac coBceM B JpyroM Mecte. [lmspk, miaockwuid,
OanTtuiickuii, nomynycroi. CuKy Ha INecKe y KPOMKH MOps, XOJIOJHOIO, €Jie
KUBOTO...5 3HAI0, YTO ceiyac OyIayT TpU OCCCHIIBHBIX JOXJIBIX BOJHBI. A MOTOM
MOsi, YeTBepTas, 3aBeTHasi — coOepeTcs, BBITHETCS, OTSHETCCSl JO MOEW Horw,
BO3BMET MaJIbIIBI B POT M MOLIEKOYET meckoM msatky” (Shishkin 729).

Already, the princess frog is mentally returning to the water, the original source of
her understanding of love. Peter fears letting her go, because to do this he would have to
acknowledge the reasons why she would change him, or why he would change her.
Rather than accept the rhythm of waves, he twirls his finger around the hair of his lover,
to keep her from leaving. He remembers that he had given her the name “princess frog”
after seeing her legs that looked short and crooked under the green water of the bathtub
(Shishkin 399). The water birthed the princess frog into a new reality. Although she was
still the same person physically, she had transfigured into a creature that could exist
between two worlds: water and land, love and earth. Although Peter does not listen to her
words, he recognizes that her feet “are icy,” just as a frog is a coldblooded animal. Peter
acknowledges consequences of truth, but still speaks in observations and metaphors in
order to express his internalization.

The lovers’ conversation points to the various forms of love through its metaphors
of water. Just as water vapor can form a raincloud, which will then produce a liquid, the
princess frog is in the present moment temporarily, until the next wave strikes. The
princess frog’s stories show that by facing the waves, one will be able to embrace life and
its transitions and cycles.

Although the two hydrogen molecules and one oxygen molecule creates the

water, H>O can transform from a solid, into a liquid, and into a vapor. Just as the princess
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frog became transfigured through her interaction with water, but still remained inside her
physical being, the solid, liquid, and vapor forms of water still remains as H20. In the
same sense, a hidden wisdom is there because it always has been, but was simply waiting
to surface. Like water, which can transform into different phases, love can come in
multiple variations, such as parent and child or husband and wife. Regardless, true love is
love, just as water is still H.O. Although the princess frog will not always be at the
interrogator’s side, she is as consistent as H2O, which always changes forms, but
continues to exist at the core. Any partners that have come before or will come after
resemble the puny waves of the past and the future, but the present moment of the inner
truth in in the fourth wave, which strikes one unexpectedly. The princess frog knows the
fourth wave will repeat itself, just as Isolde found Tristan.

Water and time stand consistently as important themes throughout Mikhail
Shishkin’s Maidenhair. The first few nights in Rome consist of rain and shower water for
Isolde and the interpreter. “When Isolde climbed into the tub and turned on the shower,
she seemed to be dressing in water [A xoraa M3oba 3ane3i1a B BAaHHY M BKJIFOYTIIA AYIII,
0Ka3aJI0Ch, YTO OHA ojenachk B Boay],” (Shishkin 185; Shishkin 536) almost like the
princess frog, who was washed in the fourth wave.

Water was romantic, until the night that the “mosquitoes were biting him [ero
3akycanu komapsl]” and the interpreter remembered Isolde’s diary to Tristan on their
laptop (Shishkin 186; Shishkin 537). The rainwater had given birth to a nuisance that
gnawed at the interpreter, rather than wash over him and Isolde as the princess frog’s

fourth wave. “He couldn’t sleep because of their buzzing and kept scratching the bites.
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He turned on the light and started smashing them on the walls with the guidebook,
leaving bloody stains on the wallpaper. After that he could not fall asleep [He mor criath
OT MX 3YZCHHS U BCE pacyechlBall yKyChl. BKIIIOUMII CBET, cTall OBITH [0 CTEHAM
MyTEBOJIMTEIIEM, OCTABIISSl HA 0005X KpOoBaBble MATHA. [l0TOM HUKaK HE MOT 3aCHYTh].”
(Shishkin 186; Shishkin 537). Just as blood stains remain on the wall, so remains the
persistent knowing of the diary and the vacations that Isolde and Tristan had spent in
Rome before him. Just as the buzzing mosquitoes awoke him to attention, so too the
thought that perhaps everything that he and Isolde had done so far was simply a repeated
pattern of what she had once done with Tristan. The interpreter refused to accept the
possibility that Isolde was trying to label him as someone who he was not.

The interpreter’s unhappiness in his personal relationship affects the perception of
his surroundings. Although the tour guide claims that everything in the Italian museums
is “genuine [Bce Hactosee]” and that “these sculptures [are] exact copies [a atu
CKYJIBITYPhI — TOYHBIC KonuH|,” the interpreter realizes his present state of his personal
life in Rome.

“...Everything turned out to be a copy — the sculptures in the Vatican museums,
the Bernini angel statues on the Ponte San Angelo, Marcus Aurelius on the

Capitoline Hill, the Egyptian obelisk in front of Santa Trinita dei Monti — and you
had to go somewhere and search again for what was genuine” (Shishkin 192).

“...a BCE OMATh OKa3bIBAJIOCH KOMHEH — U CKYJBINTYPHl B BATHKACKUX MY3€sX, W
cratyu aHrkioB bepumen na Ponte San Angelo, u Mapk Aspenuii Ha
Kanuronuiickom xoiiMe, U erunerckenii ooenuck mepea Santa Trinita dei Monti,
a HACTOsIIee CHOBA HYXXHO OBIJIO Te-To XoauTh 1 uckath” (Shishkin 542).

True or false, the notion that he is just another copy of Tristan or a template of

Tristan completely consumes him and his inner truth comes tumbling out. “When they
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had moved away from the stand Isolde blurted out, ‘You’re rude [Ts1 — rpyOsiii].’
Suddenly he exploded. ‘Not like Tristan [He To uro Tpuctan]’” (Shishkin199-200;
Shishkin 549). Thus, the interpreter stands up for his sense of self over the mitt that
Isolde tried to give him. When the interpreter refuses to play the part of Tristan in her
fairytale, Isolde walks away from him without looking back.

Just like Shishkin’s dead words, dead myths and characters are revived and
repeated in the present, either by nature or manipulation. A little bit of everything and a
little bit of all partners from the past, present, and future return until they awaken to the
call to find out what properties of life are consistent and genuine, like the ticking
metronome and the expressive harmony. While The Republic points to Socrates, the
interviewer, as a guide, Maidenhair reverses the roles and shows the answerer as a
spiritual source for Peter, who lives vicariously through others. In the case of
interrogations, the interpreter works to make the GS’ messages comprehensible for the
receiver. Bella, though, serves as the interpreter’s guide through the storm of finding his
way back to the path again, love and acceptance for all that is.

Song of the Holy Fool

Just as Isolde writes diary letters for Tristan to read, the memoirs of Bella
Dmitrievna fall under the interpreter’s responsibility. A young Bella records her visit at
Nina Nikolaevna’s house, after her instructor was “dissatisfied” with Bella for feeling

upset that her boyfriend, Alyosha, was enlisting to fight in the war.

“‘Every actress wants to play a genuine woman, in love and unhappy. I don’t
understand. That’s not true. It shouldn’t be like that. Why must a genuine woman
be in love and unhappy rather than not in love and happy?” (Shishkin 239).
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“«Kaxmasi akTpuca XOYeT ChITpaTh HACTOSMIIYIO KCHINHWHY, BIIOOJICHHYO U
HecuacTHyo». He monmmaro. D10 HempaBna. Tak He MOKHO ObiTh. [louemy

HACTOSIIAs KEHINMHA 0JDKHA ObITh BIIIOOJIEHA M HecYacTHa, a He BIIIOOJeHA U
cuactimBa?”’ (Shishkin 583).

The interpreter searches Rome for what is “genuine [nacrosimiee]” while Bella
wonders about the qualities of a “genuine [HacTosimas]” woman. Similarly, Nina
Nikolaevna attempts to groom Bella into a younger version of herself, just as Isolde
wanted the interpreter to play Tristan. However, both Bella and the interpreter realize that
what is “genuine” is not necessarily what is being told and impressed upon them. Perhaps
the reason why a “genuine” person must be unhappy in love is because its dissatisfaction
and unhappiness serves as a wake-up call for those who are need of growth into a new
state of being. Someone who is genuine may be unhappy because s/he has left the
comfort of the cave in order to discover something that is more real than what s/he has
ever experienced. The actress hopes to play the role of a genuine woman because through
acting she can understand aspects of a universal truth without living it, much in the same
way one might read another’s writings in order to understand pain and suffering without
feeling it.

People act, study, read, or write what they do not know in order to grasp a better
understanding of something beyond their present moment of existence. As a young
biographer, the future interpreter begins studying the life of a woman he does not know
and the love that he has yet to experience. Years later, the interpreter finally verbalizes
his thoughts on Bella’s writings as he internalized them to a young Frau P., a student just

out of law school.
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Usually the lawyers had no enthusiasm for their cases, but Frau P.’s youth and
freshness make her different. Frau P. follows the book and common formalities by asking
the Belarussian refugee to “confess” his “sins” to the judge for staying in Switzerland
after being refused citizenship, but her emotions get the better of her during the case.
Unlike Peter, she feels truly guilty and offended when a Belarussian refugee swears and
curses at her for living a happy life. Afterwards, the interpreter comforts her:

“If you and your mama are doing well, then you have to rejoice in that. And if
there’s a war somewhere, you need to live and rejoice even more that you aren’t
there. And if someone is loved, there will always be someone whom no one loves.
And if the world is unfair, you still have to live and rejoice that you’re not sitting
in a stinking cell but are going to a wedding. Rejoice! Enjoy yourself! (Wenn es
Ihnen und Ihrer Mutter gut geht, dann freuen Sie sich doch! Wenn irgendwo
Krieg ist, dann solte man umso mehr leben und sich freuen, dass man selbst nicht
dort ist. Und wenn jemand geliebt wird, dann wird es auch immer einen anderen
geben, den niemand liebt. Und wenn die Welt ungerecht ist, so soll man trotzdem
leben und sich freuen, dass man nicht in einer stinkigen Zelle sitzt, sondern auf
eine Hochzeit geht. Sich freuen GenieRRen!),” (Shishkin 380).

“W ecnu BaM W Balleld MaMe XOpOIO, TO M HaJ0 3ToMy paaoBatbes. M ecnu rae-
TO BOIHA, TO TeM 00Jiee HY)KHO KHUTh U PaJ0BaThCs, UTO Thl HE TaM. M eciu Koro-
TO J00AT, TO Bcerga OyaeT TOT, KOro HHKTO He moout. W ecim mup
HECIIpaBeUIMB, TO BCE PAaBHO HYKHO JKUTh WU PaJOBAThCs, YTO HE CHIAWIIL B
BOHIOUEH Kamepe, a uiaellb Ha cBaap0y. PamoBartees! Hacaxkgarecsa!” (Shishkin
701).

The interpreter cannot restrain from passing down this information to her as
though she was his student, just as Bella’s writings told him “Since everyone can’t be
happy anyway, whoever can be happy right now, should. You have to be happy today,
right now, no matter what [Pa3 Bcem ObITh CYUACTIIMBBIMH BCE PABHO HEBO3MOKHO —
3HAYUT, CYACIIUB JIOJKEH OBITh TOT, KTO ceiuac MoxeT. Hajmo ObITh CHaCTIMBBIM
cerojiHs, ceiiuac, Hecmotps He Ha uto]” (Shishkin 474; Shishkin 780). After all, he had

kept his experiences and inner wisdom contained silently and within the pages that he
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wrote to his son. After the outburst, Frau P. looks at the interpreter strangely. “She
probably couldn’t believe it. [HaBepro, e nosepmiial,” (Shishkin 380; Shishkin 701).
Having just realized his new found truth, he did not have time to come up with a parable
to interpret his thoughts.

However, the interpreter does not realize his complete truth until seeing a vision
of his teacher, Galina Petrovna in Rome. She appears to him almost as an image of the
Virgin Mary that would visit a holy fool in a hagiography. He first recalls her in the
beginning of the novel when he awakens from a dream in the middle of the night
drenched in sweat. He remembers the schoolroom, her lessons, and the name that the
boys gave her “out of sheer meanness” — Galpetra.

“...I remember the field trip mainly because someone whispered to me that our

Galpetra was pregnant. This seemed so impossible to me at the time, so

unimaginable, that our ageless, mustachioed teacher could get pregnant. After all,

for that to happen, what happened between a man and woman — a woman, not our
Galpertra! — would have to happen...” (Shishkin 27).

“..Ho rmaBHBIM 00pa3oM Ta SKCKypCHS 3allOMHHJIACh TEM, KaK KTO-TO MHE
HIepHyJ, 4yTo Hama [ajprnerpa — OepeMeHHa. DTO HACTOJBKO MOKA3aJloCh MHE
TOrJa HE BO3MOXKHBIM, HE TPEICTaBMMBIM, YTOOBI Hallla HE MMEIOIIas Bo3pacTa
ycarasi KilacCHasi MOTJjia 3a0epeMeHeTh, BEb Ul 9TOTO HYXXHO, YTOOBI IPOHM30JI0
TO, YTO HPOUCXOJAUTH MEKITY MYKUYMHOM U JKEHIIMHON — YKEHIIUHOM, a He HaIlei
Ianenerpoii!” (Shishkin 404).

The child’s incomprehension of the idea of Galpetra being pregnant hints at the
idea of immaculate conception. When Galina Petrovna visits her student at the end of the
novel in the center of Rome, the interpreter says to her, “...I wanted to ask you this: Why
did you love us while we hated you? [5I xoten Bac cipocTh BOT YTO: MOYEMY MBI Bac
HeHaBuUJenu, a Bel Hac mobunu?]” His teacher responds, “You loved me, too, you just

didn’t know [BsI MeHs TOe JTFOOMITH, TOJIBKO HE 3HaIU 00 3ToM]” (Shishkin 485;
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Shishkin 790). Whether or not this vision was meant to be seen as a divine image, the
story of his memories and dream-like interactions with her still compose a story of
finding one’s way back towards the path of salvation by one’s own inner truth.

As Bella writes in a diary entry about a lover she met in Crimea, “In the morning
he wakes me by nibbling on my earlobe and whispers words of love — I don’t care
whether it’s the truth or a lie. Because there cannot be a lie in love, only in words. [A
YTPOM OH OYJUT MEHS, MOKYChIBasi TyOaMH MOUKY yXa, IIIEMYeT CJI0Ba JIO0BU, U MHE
0e3pa3auvyHO — MpaBja 3TO WIH JIOXKb. [loToMy 4TO B JTFOOBH JDKU OBITH HE MOXKET —
ToJsibKo B cioBax.]” (Shishkin 476, Shishkin 782). The words of her students only
reflected the resistance they felt towards learning the lessons and teachings from the
blackboard that caused the interpreter to wake up drenched in sweat (Shishkin 27).
Although cruel, their words in no way truthfully depicted how they honestly felt towards
her. While the third person sentence structure in letters to his son demonstrates a sense of
neutrality towards his past relationship with Isolde, the amends made with his
schoolteacher in the vision signifies the interpreter’s rebirth into seeing all that is, in the
present moment. At first, interpreter serves as a musical instrument for Peter, the
guardian. By the end of the novel, the interpreter has transformed from a musical
instrument to a musician or from a monk to a holy fool. Finally, he reaches his unique
inner truth, so that he can interpret his story for future listeners.

Speaking the Truth
“Question: Everything will be fine.
Answer: It will?

Question: Believe me, it will all turn out.
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Answer: You think so?
Question: | know so.
Answer: How do you know?

Question: Everything always ends well. It happens every time, you know. First
the sufferings, fears, worries, tears, and losses, but ultimately it’s all in the past.
You can’t even believe it ever was. Like a bad dream. It’s over - and gone”
(Shishkin 93-94).

“Bonpoc: Bce 6yner xopotiio.
Omeem: J1a?

Bonpoc: TloBepwTe, Bce oboiaeTcs.
Omeem: Bol nymaere?

Bonpoc: 4 3nat0.

Omeem. OTKyna Bbl 3HaeTe?

Bonpoc: Bce Bcerna 3akaHuuBaeTcs Xoporno. Tak Beap KaxIwplid pa3 ObIBacT:
CHYAJIa TIEPSKUBAHUA, CTPAXH, BOJHEHHS, CJIE3bl, IOTEPH, a B KOHIIE KOHIIOB BCE
OKa3bIBaeTCs yke mosamu. M yxe He BepuTcs Aaxke, 4To Bce 3TO ObLIo. Kak
nypuoii con. Ipomwio — u Her” (Shishkin 459).

Although it is a common belief that time heals pain, Peter does the opposite of

what Socrates would do by claiming that he knows what will happen in the future.

Although his words compose a false knowledge, a hint of truth exists. To be a master of

words is an ethical responsibility to society. Living according to one’s unique philosophy

is another. By avoiding the inclination to judge and evaluate according to earthly logic,

the interpreter, teacher, or holy fool humbles himself and honors the speaker or listener

by not self-projecting. Removing oneself from the past and remaining aware in the

present moment allows the interpreter to assist others by working as an instrument. After

discovering his or her own truth, however, the holy fool is able to stop reciting others and

to start speaking from within.
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Chapter Four: The World of Bulgakov

A variety of voices speak in The Master and Margarita, much like the singers and
orchestra in an opera or musical. However, only a few talented soloists stand on stage to
deliver a message. Lies from tone deaf singers and off-key instruments create cacophony,
as they project over the soloist. The performers’ reluctance to change tempo and play a
new melody forces the soloist off stage. However, Bulgakov demonstrates through
caricatures of false Soviet authorities that society is already out of tune with themselves
and their surroundings. Although the audience would like to hear a new harmony, the
performers' fears change as they rediscover the beat within themselves, instead of within
an ideology as directed by the conductor. Thus, confusion arises in the novel from
multiple speakers who blare over each other masking the original melody of some, and
making others lose their sense of the beat as well.

Since one soloist surrenders himself to an asylum and another is thrown off beat
by his editor, the only musician keeping in sync with the tune is Margarita. Although she
never creates any manuscripts, she preserves the Master’s words out of unconditional
love — her unique composition. Although the title of the novel names only two characters,
The Master and Margarita, Bulgakov discusses a variety of roles as they participate in
the song of dissonance, while regaining their beat. Just as Shishkin’s Peter describes the
various historical identities and plotlines, the Master’s novel discusses themes and
patterns that occur in Ancient Jerusalem and repeat in Soviet Moscow. The holy fool’s
words and truth, however, revive society to help it break free from cycles of delusion and

confusion. Through manuscripts, one can reach a sense of personal enlightenment by
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interpreting and experiencing the writer’s words on the existence of unconditional love
and the act of being true to oneself. Therefore, core traits of a holy fool in both The
Master and Margarita and Maidenhair are the act of awakening the reader through words
and preserving the message with unconditional love.

Part 1. Meeting Demons

Confusion and dissonance occurs synchronously with each rude awakening in The
Master and Margarita. As an aid to the light, Woland turns the audience’s world upside
down by destroying the rhythm and perception of a truth that is conducted and
manipulated by “the puppets-handlers.” In The Republic’s Allegory of the Cave, the cave
dwellers sit in chains facing the cave’s walls. The people’s only source of light that
appears to them comes from a campfire far behind and beyond the cave’s opening.
“Between the fire and the prisoners there is a road above, along which see a wall, built
like the partitions puppet-handlers set in front of the human beings and over which they
show the puppets” (Plato The Republic 514a-b).

In The Master and Margarita, the Soviet officials and leaders mirror the puppet-
handlers, who walk along the road with propagandist images, as though they are putting
on a puppet show for the public. Georges Bengalsky, master of ceremonies, interrupts
Woland’s black magic performance with his misinterpretation of each act. He makes the
incorrect assumption that he can regain control of the cave dwellers and influence
Woland’s debut by disrupting the audience’s suspension of disbelief through his

reinforcement of state teachings on the Soviet cave-like perception of reality.
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““The foreign artiste is expressing his admiration for Moscow and its
technological development, as well as for the Muscovites” Here Bengalsky smiled
twice, first to the stalls, then to the gallery” (Bulgakov 122-123).

“ - lHOCTpaHHBIN apTHUCT BBIPAXAeT CBOE BOCXHUILEHHE MOCKBOM, BBIpOCIIEH B
TEXHUYECKOM OTHOILEHUH, a TaK)KE U MOCKBUYAMH, - TyT BeHraabCkuil qBak/ibl
yABIOHYJICS, CTIepBa mapTepy, a motom ranepee” (Bulgakov 126).

By misinterpreting the show, Bengalsky attempts to explain what he does not
know, thereby throwing off the audience’s unique perception. Bengalsky’s job requires
him to guard the cave opening from contradictory information so that the dwellers’ can
continue to exist within the Soviet version of truth. Woland then asks his own interpreter,
Fagott-Koroviev for clarification. “Did I express admiration?” The interpreter replies:
“By no means, Messire, you never expressed any admiration...he quite simply lied!
[Pa3Be s BeIpasmi BocxuiieHue?...HuKak HeT, MECCHp, BBl HUKAKOTO BOCXHIICHHE HE
BhIpaxkaiu...A oH nompocty cospan!]” (Bulgakov 122-123; Bulgakov 126). Like
Bengalsky, the interpreter Koroviev also spoke false words and is now an experienced

candidate for deciphering lies.

““This knight once made an unfortunate joke,” replied Woland...The pun
he thought up, in a discussion about light and darkness, was not altogether
good. And after that the knight had to go on joking a bit more and longer
than he supposed...” (Bulgakov 380).

“PpIIapb 3TOT KOTJa-TO HEYIAYHO TONIYTHII, - OTBETHI Boa...- ero
KaraMOyp, KOTOPBIA OH COUMHWII, pa3rOBapMBasi O CBETE M ThME, ObLI HE
coBceM xopotil. Y peiiapio MPHUIILIOCH MTOCIE 3TOTO MPOITYTHTh HEMHOTO
OoutbIiie U nosbline, oH mpeamnoarair...” (Bulgakov 395).

Because of his error, Koroviev serves time as a false interpreter, speaking in
riddles causing misunderstanding. A holy fool cannot be found in the Variety Theater to

interpret for Woland, because society’s composers have been miswriting notes and its
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conductors have waving the baton aimlessly. Therefore, Koroviev is the only soul with
enough knowledge and experience to decipher words and deliver messages between the
audience and those on stage, especially Bengalsky, who tells lies as a profession.

Since Koroviev never learned how to climb Socrates’ slippery slope of truth, he
serves as a false guide. While the cacophony he creates has an underlying logic, his
words tell a truth in an unmusical jumble that makes it difficult to understand his
message. Unlike Peter who keeps count with the metronome, but lacks the experience to
understand rhythm, Koroviev dances with the darkness, but learns how to keep count
with the devil in order to regain his sense of order. As was stated in Chapter 3, Peter as a
student philosopher-ruler is “drawn to a want of measure,” (Plato The Republic 486d).
Koroviev, on the other hand, is spending time in the after-life to find that measure.

While part of Koroviev’s role in Woland’s performance is to clarify Bengalsky’s
mistakes and conduct magic tricks to society, the other half of the interpreter’s part is to
stand by Woland’s side and offer support. He does this without providing any absolutes
about concepts he does not understand, and therefore avoid telling another lie or a bad
joke. Koroviev only states an absolute after the mad professor has already spoken the

truth in the form of a question.

“‘Tell me, my gentle Fagott,” Woland inquired of the checkered clown, who
evidently had another appellation than Koroviev, ‘what do you think, the Moscow
populace has changed significantly hasn’t it?’

The magician looked out at the hushed audience, struck by the appearance of the
armchair out of nowhere.

‘That it has, Messire,” Fagott-Koroviev replied in a low voice,” (Bulgakov 122).
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“- Ckaxu MHe, moOe3nbiii darot, - ocBenommiics Bonann y kieTdaToro raepa,
HOCHUBLICTO, IMO-BUANMOMY, U APYro€ HAMMCHOBAHHEC, KPOMC «KOpOBI)CB», - KakK
II0-TBOEMY, BEJIb MOCKOBCKO€ HAapOJOHACEIEHNE 3HAYUTEIbHO U3MEHUIIOCH?

Mar noryisanen Ha 3aTHXIIYIO, NOPaKEHHYIO IOSABICHHEM Kpecia M3 BO3JyXa
yOIuKy.

- Touno Tak, Meccup, - Herpomko otBeTi @aroT-Koposbes,” (Bulgakov 125).

Woland never protests against Bengalsky’s statements, but asks his entourage for
a second opinion on the validity of his statement within a question, just as Socrates does
throughout The Republic. Similar to Socrates’ disciples, Woland’s followers rarely
challenge his inquiries. In addition, just as Socrates’ students assist their teacher by
asking questions to arrive at conclusions about what makes a society just, Woland’s
entourage help the maestro expose the soul of the new republic’s Homo-Sovieticus
(Fitzpatrick 1) in order to show the cave dwellers how little they truly know about
themselves, let alone philosophical teachings.

Woland conducts his disorienting social experiments with the controlled variable
of his entourage’s stunts and the independent variable of his black magic in order to
manipulate the dependent variable of humanity. While on stage, Woland scans the state-
indoctrinated audience with the sole purpose of trying to discover if the atheist Homo
Sovieticus is truly a transfigured human being in a just republic. He presents the
scientifically evolved citizenry with temptations: clothes, money, and magic. After the
audience suspends its disbelief in order to snatch the raining money, Woland makes the
following conclusion based upon the previous data:

“...they’re people like any other people...They love money, but that has always

been so...Mankind loves money, whatever it’s made of — leather, paper, bronze,
gold. Well, they’re light-minded...well, what of it...mercy =~ sometimes knocks
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at their hearts...ordinary people...In general, reminiscent of the former
ones...only the housing problem has corrupted them...” (Bulgakov 126).

13

...- OHM — JIIOAM Kak Jroau. JIFoOST JEeHbru, HO BeIb 3TO Bcerga ObBLIO...
UenmoBevecTBO JIFOOUT JIGHBIH, U3 Yero Obl T HHU OBLIN CHEIaHbl, U3 OyMaru J,
3 OpoH3bl WM 30J0Ta. Hy, JErKOMBICICHHBL.. HY, YTO X... ¥ MHJIOCEPIHC
WHOT/Ia CTYYUTCSl B U3 CEP/LA... OOBIKHOBEHHBIE JIIOIH... B 0011eM, HanmoMuHaoT
MPEXKHUX... KBAPTUPHBIN BOTIPOC TOJIBKO UcopTul ux... (Bulgakov 130).

Loyal to his knowledge, Woland speaks according to observation, rather than to a
blind dogma. In Socratic fashion, Woland also questions people, but does this in order to
receive new data to test their soul’s level of enlightenment or righteousness. According to
Ritta Pittman, both Plato and Xenophon “testify” that “the demon spoke to Socrates
through the language of sounds and signs” (Pittman 52-53). Although Socrates’ students
present him with challenging inquiries, Socrates always wins the argument and
everyone’s agreement at the end of each discussion due to his strong sense of inner
wisdom or as Plato and Xenophon considered it, possessive inspiration. Therefore,
Woland is a guide for the philosopher or the seeker who dares to undergo a
transformation by venturing into the darkness of uncertainty in order to learn an unknown
truth. While Woland causes confusion by leading those into the darkness, he also breaks
the chains of the holy fool, who later returns to the cave in order to illuminate the truth to
the rest of society.

Just as Peter in Maidenhair asks questions and searches for inconsistencies,
Woland looks for dishonesty and hypocrisy. The difference between Socrates and
Woland lies in the motivation for questioning. Socrates cautiously guides others to find
the truth from within, so that he does not make an error in misguiding them from their

own knowledge and experience. His caution is demonstrated in his listening to the
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students’ truths and admitting that the only certain thing he knows is that he knows
nothing. Woland, on the other hand, is not concerned with other’s salvation. Instead, he
introduces problems to people, but allows the citizens to choose freely how to react to
unfamiliar circumstances and new information about the state of their souls. According to
Woland’s observations of the Muscovites behavior at the Variety Theater and his
narration of the public’s response at Christ’s Inquisition, humanity as a whole is still not
ready to leave the comforts of their current lifestyles to break free from their chains of
confinement. While the Muscovites greedily snatch at clothes and money, the High Priest
Kaifa and his peers fear a loss of power caused by Yeshua’s disobedience and good
works. For the majority of humanity then, free will is used to gain more earthly comforts
rather than to discover one’s own truth. Although Woland realizes that thousands of years
have passed between Yeshua’s execution and the creation of Soviet Moscow, humanity
remains the same, due to its decision to dedicate free will towards finding ways to
alleviate discomfort, instead of confronting and speaking each person’s hidden wisdom.
While the audience at the Variety Theater scrambles one after the other by
snatching money and clothes, Matvei decides to give up money and leaves his position as
a tax collector in order to join Yeshua. However, similar to the Woland’s participants,
Matvei follows the example of another, thereby ignoring his inner truth. Matvei’s refusal
to engage in conversation with Woland stems from his rejection of money and acceptance
of light. Woland, however, reminds Matvei of his roots by addressing him as a former tax
collector and then engages him in a conversation. “Kindly consider the question,”

Woland asks the uninvited messenger, Matvei.
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“...what would your good do if evil did not exist, and what would the earth look
like if shadows disappeared from it? Shadows are cast by objects and people...Do
you want to skin the whole earth, tearing all the trees and living things off it,
because of your fantasy of enjoying bare light? You’re a fool” (Bulakov 360).

“...He Oymems nu ThI Tak JOOp MOAyMaTh HaJ BOMPOCOM: YTO OBl J€Najo TBOE
n00po, ecinu Obl HE CYIECTBOBAJIO 3J1a, M KaK Obl BBITJISAJEIA 3€MJIs, €Clid ObI ¢
Hee Mcue3 TeHn? Belb TeH! MoTydaroTcs OT NMpeIMeToB | Jitojeid...He xouems
JH ThI 000paTh BECh 36MHOH map, CHECS ¢ HETO MPOYb BCE JEPEBHS M BCE KUBOE
13-3a TBOCH (paHTa3MM HacIaxaaTbes roiibiM ceetoM? Toi royn” (Bulgakov 375).

Not a philosopher or a holy fool, Matvei refuses to argue with the “old sophist
[cTapsrit coduct],” who is represented by Thrasymachus, in Book 1 of Plato’s The
Republic. Thrasymachus angrily accuses Socrates for simply asking questions instead of

answering them.

“[Thrasymachus] listened, burst out laughing very scornfully, and said, ‘Hercules!
Here is that habitual irony of Socrates. | knew it, and | predicted to these fellows
that you wouldn’t be willing to answer if someone asked you something’” (Plato
The Republic 337a).

Thrasymachus has not yet admitted that not only does he know nothing, but that it
is impossible for humanity to know everything. Just like Yeshua in The Master and
Margarita, who calls every man a “good man [no06psriit uenoBek],” Socrates responds
calmly by calling Thrasymachus “wise” and the “best of men,” thus pointing out the
sophist’s flaws with compliments instead of insults (Plato The Republic 337a-e). Similar
to Thrasymachus who accuses Socrates and his disciples as “fools making way for one
another” and not relying on their own answers for insight (Plato The Republic 336c).

Freely choosing not to associate with Woland in a conversation that sheds doubt
upon the clarity of light is Matvei’s decision. Although his refusal protects Yeshua’s

disciple from darkness, it does not allow him to realize his own inner truth. Woland the
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sophist, then points out Matvei’s inability to think for himself. “You also cannot argue
with me, for the reason I've already mentioned: you’re a fool [Tsl 1 He MOXkeIIb cO MHOH
CIIOPUTH IO TOM MPHYKMHE, O KOTOPOii 5 yxke ynomsiHyi: Tel rinym]” (Bulgakov 360;
Bulgakov 375). According to Woland’s perception, Matvei is a “former tax collector
[Ob1BIIHIA cOOpiTHK ToaaTeii]”, who transformed into a “slave [pa6]” for the master,
Yeshua, who is the only one in the relationship to realize his unique truth.

After Matvei’s retort that he is not a slave, but a disciple, Woland responds, “You
and | speak different languages, as usual [MbI1 roBoprM ¢ TOOO# Ha pa3sHBIX A3bIKaX, KakK
Bceraa)” (Bulgakov 360; Bulgakov 375). According to Socratic dialect and Woland’s
language, this chapter argues that the person who cannot walk his own path and follows
another’s journey to absorb someone else’s inner truth behaves like a slave who
expresses someone else’s hidden wisdom. By provoking Matvei with insults, Woland is
not acting as Socrates, but is aiding Socratic dialectic by showing Matvei that he is not
confronting his unique truth. Therefore, Woland is either attempting to lure the slave into
the darkness or wanting to guide the disciple into the light, depending upon the reader’s
interpretation. On the other hand, Matvei fights fire with fire by insulting the devil, rather
than walk the footsteps of his master by cooling down the situation with kindness. This
hints at the former tax collector’s own weakness, as Yeshua recalls Matvei treating
himself similarly upon their first acquaintance on the road to Bethphage. While Matvei
exercises his free will by following Yeshua into the light and refusing materialism and

questions of doubt from Woland, he still does not live up to his fullest potential by
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confronting darkness in order to discover his own truth. Instead, Matvei chooses to

remain a faithful companion to his master.

Despite Matvei’s fierce loyalty to Yeshua’s words and actions, the disciple

misunderstands Yeshua’s message and records his teacher’s life and truths incorrectly

through embellishments, just as Bengalsky lies on stage by creating meaning in Woland’s

words.

“These good people...” Yeshua says to Pilate, “...haven’t any learning and have
confused everything I told them. Generally, I’'m beginning to be afraid that this
confusion may go on for a very long time. And all because he writes down the
things | say incorrectly...once | peeked into this parchment and was horrified. |
said decidedly nothing of what’s written there. I implored him: ‘Burn your
parchment, I beg you!” But he tore it out of my hands and ran away” (Bulgakov
22-23).

“Ortn 1oOphIe JIOAM...HUYeMY HE YYMIJIMCh M BCE TIEpPEemyTaau, YTO s TOBOPIIL S
BOOOIIIE HAYMHAIO OMAacaThCs, YTO MyTaHUIA 3Ta OYIeT MPOJOJDKATHCS OYEHb
nonroe BpeMs. M Bce m3-3a TOro, 4T0 OH HEBEPHO 3alUChIBAeT 3a MHOMU...Ho s
OJIHQXJbI 3arjsiHyl B 3TOT MEpPraMeHT U yxKacHyjcs. PemmurensHO HUYEro u3
TOr0, YTO TaM 3aIlMCaHoO, s He roBopui. Sl ero ymoussin: coxru Tbl, bora panmy,
cBoii meprament! Ho oH BeIpBai ero y meHst u3 pyk u yoexan” (Bulgakov 22).

According to J.A. E. Curtis, Matvei has multiple opportunities to record Yeshua’s

story accurately since “...he follows Iyeshua around before his arrest, witnesses his

death, and also knows the true story of the death of Judas, since Pilate makes quite

explicit to him his responsibility for the murder...,” (Curtis 148). Similar to Peter, the

former tax collector has poor listening skills and does not pay attention to the truth even

though it tells him directly to burn the parchment. It is easier for Matvei to choose to stay

under the comfortable guidance of his master, instead of attaining a level of equality with

Yeshua by realizing his own potential. Deciding to engage in a discussion with doubt,

however, would require the disciple to leave the familiarity of the cave in order to venture
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into the unknown. Therefore, just as a child with a blanket, the disciple runs away from
Yeshua with his writings in order to protect his fairytales, which he quotes as literal truths
instead of as spiritual vernacular for a specific audience.

As Socrates states in The Republic, “We make use of tales with children before
exercises” (Plato The Republic 377a). According to Socrates’ dialectic in Book II, if
anyone is to teach lessons or to create exercises, it should be those who properly
understand the material and can explain the meaning of a message. In addition, the lesson
must be created under supervisors of the truth, and then the exercises must receive
approval through censorship. Socrates and his disciples state that they do not want
““...the children near just any tales fashioned by just anyone and take into their souls
opinions for the most part opposite to those we’ll suppose they must have when they are
grown up...” (Plato The Republic 377a-c).

While Woland embodies the sophist in Socratic dialectic, Ivan is an example of a
student with a dogmatic and uncritical education. Although the Soviet government
heavily supervised and censored the written word in order to create state-enlightened
propaganda, Ivan Bezdomny, a revolutionary poet, learns manmade, Socialist Realist
fairytales that confuse his inner truth. Woland serves as the catalyst for change by
exposing his inner core after meeting lvan at Patriarch’s Ponds.

The old sophist uses his magical insight to manipulate Ivan’s pride and vanity in
his newly found artistic popularity by addressing him with his first and patronymic name.
“Gracious, Ivan Nikolayevich, who doesn’t know you? [[Tomunyiite, IBan HukonaeBuy,

KTO JKe Bac He 3HaeT?]” he says, as he takes out a copy of the Literary Gazette displaying
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Bezdomny’s picture on the front page (Bulgakov 16; Bulgakov 16). During their meeting,
Ivan hiccups loudly and painfully, as though something in his throat is keeping him from
speaking. In conjunction with Ivan’s physical discomfort, Woland makes “a repellent
impression on the poet” (Bulgakov 11). Ivan’s feelings of repulsion towards the foreigner
mirror Matvei’s foolish behavior of denying what produces an uncomfortable effect on
him. Therefore, Ivan simply insults Woland and refuses to take part in the conversation,
just as Matvei avoids an argument with the old sophist. Meanwhile, Berlioz finds the
stranger interesting and Woland is delighted to have new participants in his dialectic.

““You are — atheists?!”

‘Yes, we’re atheists,” Berlioz smilingly replied, and Homeless [Bezdomny]

thought, getting angry: ‘Latched on to us, the foreign goose!’

‘Oh, how lovely!” the astonishing foreigner cried out and began swiveling his

head, looking from one writer to the other” (Bulgakov 12).

“Bbl — atenctsi?!

Jla, MBI — aTeucThl, - ynblOasich, oTBeTHS bepnmo3, a be3momHubIl momyman,

paccepauBIIKCh: «BOT mpuiienuics, 3arpaHuyHbIN T'yCh!»

-Ox, Kakas TpejecTb! — BCKpHYAl YAMBHUTECIBHBIM HHOCTPAHEN] M 3aBEpTEl
rOJI0BO, TJIsi/I TO Ha OJHOTO, TO Ha apyroro auteparopa’ (Bulgakov 11).

Ivan thinks otherwise, and conveys his disgust by speaking to Woland
dismissively and insultingly to get the “foreign goose” off of his back. In addition, he
speaks lies about his disbelief in Christ’s existence, even after he has just submitted a
poem to his editor, Berlioz, illustrating Yeshua’s evil life. As a misguided guardian of the
Soviet state, Berlioz tries to convince Bezdomny away from his original perception of the
truth by telling the poet that his topic should not be whether Jesus was good or evil, but
simply that Jesus did not exist (Bulgakov 9). Therefore, Berlioz is not only misguiding

Bezdomny from his inner truth, but asking Bezdomny to use his artistic talents to
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misguide others from their ideas in order to reteach false education, thereby continuing
the puppet show for cave dwellers. Although lvan listens to Berlioz’s insight on political
and moral correctness, he is still confused about the non-existence of Christ. His obedient
willingness to absorb information demonstrates his desperation to learn and to have an
authentic place in society as a messenger of a truth. However, Ivan’s confusion also
points to his innate philosophical characteristics that questions truth.

Ivan’s poetry is the equivalent of Matvei’s parables — metaphorical and
ideological. Just as Matvei follows Yeshua after being irritated with him, Bezdomny

pursues the Woland after his Berlioz’s decapitation.

“Matthew Levi...used to be a tax collector, and I first met him on the road to
Bethphage, where a fig grove juts out an angle, and | got to talking with him. He
treated me hostilely at first and even insulted me — that is, thought he insulted me
— by calling me a dog...I personally see nothing bad about this animal, that I
should be offended...However after listening to me, he began to soften...finally
threw money down in the road and said he would go journeying with me...”
(Bulgakov 23).

“Jlepuit MaTBel...oH ObUT COOPIIMKOM IOJATEH, U 1 ¢ HUM BCTPETHUIICS BIICPBBIC
Ha nopore B Buddaruu, tam, riae yriioMm BeIXOJAUT (PUTOBBIA Cabl, U PA3rOBOPUIICS
¢ HuM. IlepBoHAYaIBLHO OH OTHECCS KO MHE HEMPHUS3HEHHO M JaXKe OCKOPOJISI
MEH$, TO €CTh JAyMall, YTO OCKOPOJISET, Ha3bIBasg MEHS COOAKOI...q1 TMUYHO HE BUXKY

HHUYEro IypHOTO B 3TOM 3Bepe, 4TOObI 00MKaThCs Ha 3TO ciioBo...” (Bulgakov 22-
23).

The difference between the illumination of Matvei and Ivan is that Matvei met
Yeshua and Ivan met Woland. When Yeshua speaks to others, he convinces listeners to
give away their money in pursuit of a higher attainment. According to the spokesperson
for the kingdom of truth, all people are good people (Bulgakov 31). His statements can
cause confusion and discomfort, as in the case with Matvei. However, they awaken

people to change and to emerge from the cave of darkness in order to greet the light.
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Since Yeshua is a fluent speaker of truth, he serves as an honest guide and patient teacher
for those who meet him along the road and join him as loyal companions.

Woland, on the other hand, tempts guinea pigs to take money so that he can
observe their reactions. In doing so, he reveals the shadows in their souls, which people
have no choice then but to shun or confront. By conversing with Ivan’s vanity at
Patriarch’s Ponds, Woland treats the poet no differently than the audience at the Variety
Theater. The mad professor tears down Ivan’s shields of pride, vanity, and desperation
for approval. Without these traits to protect his role in society, Bezdomny finds himself in
an asylum. In order to maintain his position in the ideological proletarian writer’s
community, Ivan needs the secure chains of pride, vanity, and social acceptance, as well
as a guide, who is well-versed in the language of mediocre art and manmade truths.
Berlioz serves as Ivan’s false interpreter and as a spokesman for Soviet ideology. Writing
politically dogmatic poetry does not come naturally to Ivan because of his inherent ability
to see, even with a blurry perception. Therefore, the Soviet lens that Berlioz gives to lvan
distorts the poet’s vision of Christ and misguides Ivan in his exploration for self-
knowledge and self-expression.

Working for Berlioz any longer would eventually cause Ivan to lose his inner beat
and sell his soul to a lie, just like Bengalsky and Koroviev. Working for Woland never

allows the jokester Koroviev the opportunity to speak fairly and honestly for others.

13

...‘I've had them up to here, these foreign tourists!” Koroviev complained
confidentially, jabbing his finger at his sinewy neck. ‘Believe me, they wring the
soul right out of you! They come and either spy on you like the lowest son of a
bitch, or else torment you with their caprices — this isn’t right and that isn’t
right!...” (Bulgakov 98).

84



“..BoT OHM THE Yy MEHS CUIAT, 3TM MHTYPUCThI! — MHTUMHO IHOXaJIOBAJICS
KopoBbeB, Thlua manpleM B CBOKO KWIMCTYIO II€r0. — Bepure sm, BCO aymy
BoiMoTanu! Ilpuesner...u WM HAIINMOHUT, KaK MOCIEAHUM CYKHH CbIH, WM K€
Kanpu3aMH 3aMy4vaeT: U TO eMy He Tak, u 31o He Tak!...” (Bulgakov 100-101).

Although Koroviev’s underlying truth is expressed within the half-explanation of
his soul’s state of exhaustion, he uses words that can have double interpretations for
listeners of various experiences, thus alienating the chairman of the tenants’ association
Nikanor Ivanovich Bosoy from his honest meaning. Bosoy assumes that the interpreter is
actually discussing foreign tourists, who spy and take advantage of services and
hospitality. At the mercy of Woland, Koroviev works as a wand for the mad professor’s
black magic. Therefore, Koroviev is not an empty vessel for truth, like the holy fool, but
is instead a tool used for taking apart broken instruments and leaving behind the mess.
Through the voices of Fagott-Koroviev, Ivan Bezdomny, and Matvei Levi, Bulgakov
shows the fate of those who lie, those misguided, and those illuminated through someone
else’s truth.

Breaking the Chains

In addition to serving as the only interpreter not in an asylum, Koroviev works as
a choir-master who amplifies society’s voice by making it sound in harmony amidst its
discordant lies. Koroviev emphasizes tone and brings measure to a lost rhythm by

returning the people back to their roots with the Russian folksong “Glorious Sea.”

“The checkered specialist-choirmaster bawled out: ‘Do, mi, sol, do!” —dragged the
most bashful from behind the bookcases, where they had tried to save themselves
from singing, told Kosarchuk he had perfect pitch, began whining, squealing,
begging them to be kind to an old singing-master, tapped the tuning fork on his
knuckle, beseeched them to strike up ‘Glorious Sea’.
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Strike up they did. And gloriously. The checkered one really knew his business”
(Bulgakov 192-193).

“KneruaTslii cnenuanucT-xopMmencrep mnpoopai: - Jlo-Mu-coisb-n0! — BbITaIan
HanboJiee 3aCTCHUYMBBIX H3-3a IMIKA(OB, I/I€ OHU HBITAINUCH CIICTUCH OT ICHHS,
Kopcapuyky cka3an, 4ro y TOro aOOJIIOTHBIM CIIyX, 3aHbLI, 3aCKYJWI, IIPOCUI
YBaXXUTh CTAapOro pPEreHTa-IeByHa, CTYKAJl KaMEPTOHOM II0 IIOJIBLIAM, YMOJISS
rpsiHyTh «Cl1aBHOE MOpE».

I'psinymu. Ucnaeu rpsaynn” (Bulgakov 199-200).

Although the “bashful” staff members for the affiliate of the Commission on
Spectacles and Entertainment of the Lighter Type show a reluctance to participate in
Koroviev’s stunt, they also cannot find their own song. Therefore, Koroviev demonstrates
that if one cannot find his sense of an inner truth, another composer’s melody will fill
their souls and another conductor will direct how and when they will sing. Following
Woland’s footsteps of introducing a challenge and then vanishing, “the director excused
himself, said: ‘Back in a minute...’, and disappeared...[TyT pereHT H3BHHHIICS, CKa3aJ:
«$1 na munyTKY!» - 1 ncues]” (Bulgakov 193; Bulgakov 200).

The staff remains in the building, waiting obediently for the choir-master to
return. In the ten minutes of Koroviev’s absence, anyone could have left, but the
government officials remain waiting for orders. “The staff was overjoyed — he had run
away! Then suddenly, somehow of themselves, they began the second verse. They were
all led by Kosarchuk...[Pamocts oxBatuia puiHanbies — coexain. M BAPYT Kak-To caMu
co0oit 3amenu Bropoii KyruieT. Beex mosen 3a co6oro Kocapuyk...]” (Bulgakov 193;
Bulgakov 200). If Koroviev is not there to conduct and the authorities are lost without a
director, then a new leader will just pick up the tune, even if the novice does not have a

“perfect pitch [He ObL10 abcomoTHOTO cityxa]” but simply “a rather pleasant high tenor
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[moBonbHO mpusiTHEIA Beicokmii TeHOP]” (Bulgakov 193; Bulgakov 200). Therefore,
Koroviev’s practical joke shows that the best leader is not an amateur singer, but one’s
own musical self. Once Koroviev starts the group singing a national folk song, his
presence is not needed in the room because they are already in touch with a personal
aspect of their collective origin. The vocalists can more easily figure their way out of the
cave’s tunnel once they can confront their role in the collective, if they even have a role
or if some are soloists instead. As Socrates states, for a truth seeker to be in a healthy
state of soundness,

“[One] must look at the natures of the souls that imitate the philosophic nature

and set themselves up in its practice, and see what sort they are who approach a

practice that is of no value for them and beyond them, and even those who strike

false notes, thereby attaching to philosophy everywhere...” (Plato The Republic
491a).

While Soviet officials, such as Bengalsky and Berlioz, attach ideology to various
art mediums for didactic purposes, Koroviev’s riddles and performances demonstrate that
he is on the verge of relearning his song through his ability to decipher lies from the bad
philosophical joke that he once told. However, he can only complete his melody after
being rescued by a holy fool. Koroviev assists Margarita, or Queen Margot, at Satan’s
Ball by guiding her words and movements. Queen Margot bears the burden for the lost
souls by wearing a “heavy, oval framed picture of a black poodle by a heavy chain
[TspKenoe B OBaNbHO pamMe U300pakeHHe YepHOTo Myels Ha Tshkesoi nemnu]” that

Koroviev dons on her.

“...This adornment was extremely burdensome to the queen. The chain at once
began to chafe her neck, the picture pulled her down. But something compensated
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Margarita for the inconveniences that the chain with the black poodle caused her,
and this was the deference with which Koroveiv and Behemoth began to treat her.

Never mind, never mind, never mind!” muttered Koroviev... ‘No help for it, you
must, must, must...” (Bulgakov 261).

“...0T0 yKpalleHeune 4pe3BblUaiiHO oOpemeHmso koposeBy. Llemb ceifuac xe
CTaja HaTUpaTh 1€, H300paXKeHHe TAHYJIO €€ CcorHyrbes. Ho koe-uto
BO3Harpaamwio Mapraputy 3a Te HeynoOcTBa, KOTOpble €d NMPUYMHSIIA LIENb C
YEpHBIM IyjAeJaeM. DTO — Ta MOYTHTEIBbHOCTh, C KOTOPOI CTaJId OTHOCHUTHCS K
Hel KopoBbeB u beremoHT.

- Huuero, auvero, nuuero! — 6opmortan Koposbes...- Hudero He mojenaernip,
HaJ0, HaJo, Hajto...” (Bulgakov 270).

It is almost as if Koroviev understands the weight of the chains that the holy fool
carries. Margarita, great-great-great granddaughter of a sixteenth century French queen,
is the perfect soul to help absolve the knight Koroviev of his crime. According to A.M.
Panchenko, “to become a holy fool, a European had to settle in Russia first. Indeed, many
of Russia’s holy fools were of foreign origin.” (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New
Perspectives 42-43). Although Margarita is Russian, she has inherited French blood and
the royal characteristics of her ancestor. A queen and a wanderer through unfamiliar dark
territory, Queen Margot possesses the traits of a truth seeking philosopher. She does not
dabble in philosophical matters that she does not understand, but instead reads the words
of the Master and embraces the truth that she does know, unconditional love. In addition,
Margarita’s rejection of money and status agrees with Socrates descriptions of these

humble philosopher-leaders of the new republic.

“...the good aren’t willing to rule for the sake of money or honor. For they don’t
wish openly to exact wages for ruling and get called hirelings, nor on their own
secretly to take a profit from their ruling and get called thieves. Nor, again, will
they rule for the sake of honor. For they are not lovers of honor” (Plato The
Republic 347b).
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Her virtues are demonstrated by her acceptance of an immaterial, hidden wisdom,
even as it contradicts the illusion of her wealthy surroundings. Upon leaving for Satan’s

Ball, Margarita tells her maid Natasha to take her material possessions.

“‘Take all these rags, take the perfume, drag it to your trunk, hide it,” cried
Margarita, ‘but don’t take any wvaluables, they’ll accuse you of stealing’”
(Bulgakov 232).

“-bepute Bce Tpsanku, OepuTe AyXH U BOJIOKUTE K ceO€ B CYHAYK, MpAYbTE, -
Kpudana Maprapura, - HO JparoleHHOCTEeH He Oepure, a TO Bac B Kpaxe
o6sunst!” (Bulgakov 239).

Not only do her words point to her disgust of materialism as it is unrelated to her
truth, but they show Margarita’s compassion for the well-being of others. She not only
gives Natasha permission to take her clothes, but she advises her on which items to take
and how to hide them so that no one will arrest the maid. Just like one of Socrates’
philosopher rulers, she leaves for Satan’s Ball so that she can complete her dark journey
and realize her full potential of finding her truth, or the Master. Just as Socrates states that
“a cowardly and illiberal nature would not, as it seems participate in true philosophy”
(Plato The Republic 486b), Margarita accepts her fate fearlessly when she leaves the
routine of her grim apartment, further establishing herself as a courageous guide and
ruler. Rather than remain chained to her isolation, she decides to break free from her own
bonds to meet darkness itself. Because she has experience leaving the prison, she can
now assist others, who also want to break free.

Margarita’s venture finally gives Koroviev a chance to serve an honorable soul,

who is not condemned like himself. He assists the queen by guiding her “through the
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ballrooms of Moscow [B Mockae 1o 6osibHbIM 3amaM]” (Bulgakov 252; Bulgakov 261)
and explaining his knowledge of after-life etiquette and cultural nuances at Satan’s Ball.

“No, not enough, not enough,” whispered Koroviev, ‘he won’t sleep all night.
Call out to him: ‘Greetings to you waltz king!” Margarita cried it out...

‘Not enough, not enough,” whispered Koroviev, ‘look to the left, to the first
violins, and nod so that each one thinks you’ve recognized him individually...””
(Bulgakov 262-263).

- Her, mano, mano — 3amentan KopoBbeB, - OH He OyaeT crarb BCIO HOYb.
Kpuxnute emy: «[IpuBeTcTByI0 Bac, KOpoJib BabCcoB!» Maprapura KpukHya...

- Masno, mano, - mentan KopoBbeB, - IisIuTe HAJIEBO, HA MEPBbIE CKPUIKH, U
KHUBHUTE TaK, YTOOBI KaXKIBIM JgyMal, YTO BBl €r0 Yy3HAIM B OTACIHHOCTH...

(Bulgakov 272).

Koroviev demonstrates an understanding of the other souls’ possible feelings and
future reactions, as he already knows their fate if they have insufficient interaction with
the queen. His experience with darkness makes him a qualified interpreter to explain the
details of their souls’ stories and to instruct Margarita’s behavior as hostess at Satan’s

Ball and as a member of Woland’s court.

“Allow me, Queen, to give you a last piece of advice. Among the guests there will
be different sorts, oh, very different, but no one, Queen Margot, should be shown
any preference!...He’ll notice it, he’ll notice it instantly! You must love him, love
him, Queen! The mistress of the ball will be rewarded a hundredfold for that...”
(Bulgakov 261).

“Pagpemiure, KOpoJjieBa, BaM JaTh nocieanuid coBeT. Cpemu rocreit Oyayt
pa3iuyHbIe, OX, OYEHb pA3JIMYHbIE, HO HUKOMY, KOpojeBa Mapro HHKakKoro
npeumylinecTsal...3aMeTUT, 3aMETUT B TO ke MrHoBeHue! HyxHO monoOuTh ero,
nooouTs, Koposesa! Cropuileil OyneT BO3HarpaxjaeHa 3a 3TO XO3siika Oama”
(Bulgakov 271).

However, Margarita does not perfectly obey Koroviev. Upon meeting Frieda, she
tells her to drink champagne and to forget about her problems. ““What are you doing

Queen?!” Koroviev cried desperately but soundlessly in Margarita’s ear. “There’ll be a
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traffic jam! [-Uro BB n3BONIMTE JIENaTh, KOposieBa?! — OTYassHHO, HO O€33BYYHO BCKpHYAI
Ha yxo Maprapute KopoBbes. — [Tonyuntcst 3atop!]’” (Bulgakov 268; Bulgakov 277).
However, in going against Koroviev’s judgment, Margarita provides hope and relief for a
lost soul and establishes herself as a ruler of her own course. Her power becomes further
solidified when Woland tells Margarita that he cannot free Frieda from her eternal fate
because each department is in charge of its own affairs. Therefore, as a leader of her own
path, Margarita has the power to follow through with the decisions she has made as a
benevolent queen.

Although Margarita suffers throughout the night from physical pain and
exhaustion from receiving thousands of souls, she never complains. Koroviev helps her
by giving her elbow an armrest and her foot a pillow. According to A.M. Panchenko,
“The holy fool never attempts to escape from ‘beating and bullying.” At least this is what
hagiographers affirm. To the contrary, he silently and even gratefully endures the crowd’s
blows” (Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives 62). When Woland asks
Margarita if she wishes to say anything upon her departure after the Ball, she responds:

“No, nothing, Messire...except that if you still need me, I’'m willing and ready to

do anything you wish. I’'m not tired in the least, and I had a very good time at the

ball. So that if it were still going on, | would again offer my knee for thousands of
gallowsbirds and murderers to kiss” (Bulgakov 281).

“Het, HHYero Meccup...KpoMe TOTO, YTO €CIAH 5 elle Hy)KHa BaM, TO s TOTOBa
OXOTHO HCIIOJIHUTH BCE, YTO BaM OyaeT yroaHo. Sl HUYYyTh HE ycTajia ¥ OYCHb
Becenmiack Ha Oamy. Tak uTo, eciii Obl OH W MPOJOJDKANICS €IIe, S OXOTHO ObI
MpEeI0CTaBMIIa MOE KOJIEHO JJISi TOTO YTOOBI K HEMY MPHKIAJBIBATIHCH THICSUH
BUCeTbHUKOB 1 youidir” (Bulgakov 292).

Not only does Queen Margot have the experience and knowledge to save and

guide others out of darkness, but she learns how to communicate with Woland.
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Therefore, the holy fool can finally resound independently without an interpreter.
Although she is finally able to move freely within the darkness, her knight does not
abandon her. When offered a second chance to ask for a wish, Koroviev whispers to her a
warning, “Diamond donna, this time I advise you to be more reasonable! Or else fortune
may slip away! [AnmMa3zHasi TOHHa, Ha Ceil pa3 COBETYIO BaM ObITh ToOIaropasymuee! A
TO Beb (hOpTyHA MOXKET M ycKob3HYTh.]” (Bulgakov 284; Bulgakov 295). After Satan’s

Ball, Koroviev hints that he has returned some debts for past sins.

“‘Precious Queen,” squeaked Koroviev, ‘I wouldn’t advise anyone to meet
[Azazello], even if he’s not carrying a gun! I give you my word of honour as an
ex-choirmaster and precentor that no one would congratulate the one doing the
meeting”” (Bulgakov 280).

“-JlparoueHHas kopoJieBa, - numail KopoBbeB, - 1 HUKOMY HE PEKOMEHIYIO
BCTPETUTHCS C HUM, JIaXKe€ €CIIM y HEro U He Oy/eT HUKAaKoro peBoJibBepa B pyKax!
Jlato cioBO yecTu OBIBLIETO pPEereHTa W 3aleBajibl, YTO HUKTO HE MO3ApaBuil Obl
storo BerpetuBmierocs” (Bulgakov 290).

Still speaking gibberish, the false interpreter indirectly tells Margarita about his
retirement from a former after-life profession. At Satan’s Ball, he does not serve as the
conductor of the symphony, but as a purposeful interpreter, who explains each soul’s
background. Although on earth Koroviev performs stunts and aids the holy fool, the

moonlight shows his original image.

“In place of him who had left Sparrow Hills in a ragged circus costume under the
name of Koroviev-Fagott, there now rode, softly clinking the golden chains of the
bridle, a dark-violet knight with a most gloomy and never-smiling face. He rested
his chin on his chest, he did not look at the moon, he was not interested in the
earth, he was thinking something of his own, flying beside Woland” (Bulgakov
379-380).

“Ha mecTte TOTO, KTO B IpaHO# IIUPKOBOM OJIek /1€ TOKUHYI BOopoObeBBI TOPHI 101
nmeneMm KoposbeBa-@arora, Teneps ckazai, TUXO 3BEHs 30JI0TOO LIETIbI0 TOBOA,

92



TEMHO-(HOJIETOBBIN PHIIAPE0 C MpauyHEHIIUM W HHUKOT/IA HE YIBIOAIOIIMMCS
munoM. OH ymepcs moAOOPOJKOM B TpyAb, OH HE IJISACA Ha JIYHY, OH HE
MHTEPECOBAJICS 3€MJICI0, OH TyMall O YeM-TO CBOEM, JIeTS psaoM ¢ Bomanmom™
(Bulgakov 395).

Woland explains to Margarita that, “this is one of the nights when accounts are
settled. The knight has paid up and closed his account [...Takast HOYb, KOT1a CBOIATCS
cueThl. Pritiapbb cBOM cuet orutatui u 3akpbut!],” (Bulgakov 380; Bulgakov 395).
Assisting Queen Margot allows the jokester to be of service to an individual, who already
knows her inner truth. As a holy fool, Margarita surrenders to kenosis by speaking
Koroviev’s words, or the demonic source of inspiration. Thus, an exchange takes place
between Koroviev and Margarita, in which both souls help each other. The queen
bestows the knight with a grave responsibility, while the knight guides the queen through
darkness. For his service, he becomes fully exonerated for acting truthfully and paying
back his debt. Thus, the holy fool’s purpose in The Master and Margarita is not only to
assist society in breaking free from the chains, but to help others find their way out of the
dark by being a loyal companion on their way to salvation.

On Love and Kept Promises

Marriage to a husband with a high position in society and who adores her is the
facade that Margarita lives behind and that other women covet. However, once she
decides to meet her destiny on Tverskaya Street, she surrenders herself to a higher truth
as described in the pages of the Master’s novel. “Really, there were times when I’d begin
to be jealous of it on account of her...[[IpaBo, BpeMeHamMu s HAYMHAT PKBHOBATH €€ K
Hemy|” the Master tells Ivan (Bulgakov 143; Bulgakov 147). After the Master’s

disappearance, Margarita serves as the preserver of manuscripts and rediscovered voices.
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According to Curtis, Margarita’s rereading of the novel serves as the bridge between the

two cities of the novel, Yershalaim and Moscow.

“Margarita reads to herself from the Master’s manuscript after it has been
resurrected from the flames. These in turn correspond to — and carry on neatly
from — Ivan’s dream. Margarita’s reading therefore confirms the internal unity of
the four Yershalaim chapters, and at the same time identifies their version of the
events with what appears to be the whole of the Master’s novel” (Curtis 136).

Scholars have remarked on the profundity and eternal nature of Woland’s words,
“Manuscripts don’t burn,” as it pertains to “the idea that art is indestructible and eternal,”
(Maria Kisel, “Feuilletons Don’t Burn,” 582), especially during Socialist Realism under
Stalin. Curtis supports Kisel by stating that the line “manuscripts don’t burn” was “a
statement mildly mocking the Master’s incredulity, but which carries within it the full
force of Bulgakov’s deeply held belief in the ultimate integrity — and durability — of art.”
(Curtis 186). However, the Master’s description of Margarita’s dedication to the novel

seems to have been forgotten.

“She waited impatiently for the already promised last words about the fifth
procurator of Judea, repeated aloud in a sing-song voice certain phrases she liked,
and said that her life was in this novel,” (Bulgakov 143).

“OHa HETEepIEIMBO IOXKHIaJach OOCHIAHHBIX YX€ IMOCICIHUX CJIOB O MATOM
npokyparope Uynen, HapacreB U IPOMKO TIOBTOPsUIa OTAEIbHBIE (Ppasbl, KOTOPbIE
¢ii HpaBUIIUCh, U TOBOPHIIA, YTO B 3TOM poMaHe — ee »ku3Hp” (Bulgakov 147).

It was these pages that she read and reread after the Master’s disappearance. Just
as Bella’s entries give the interpreter insight on rejoicing in life despite its hardship, it is
the Master’s writings that sustain Margarita during his absence. After all, she had given
her life to this work, not sold her soul to the devil. As demonstrated previously, Woland

and his entourage free Margarita from the monk-cell of her apartment and help her
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reorder her soul, so that she can realize her hidden wisdom - love. When she first refuses
Woland’s aid to break the bonds of the familiar cave and save her from the lie of her

marriage, the dark power Azazello quotes from the Master’s novel as a warning:

“Yershalaim — the great city — vanished as if it had never existed in the world...So
you, too can just vanish away along with your burnt notebook and dried-up rose!
Sit here on the bench alone and entreat him to set you free, to let you breathe the
air, to go from your memory!” (Bulgakov 226).

“IIponan Epmianaum, BeluKuil ropos, Kak OyATO HE CyHIECTBOBAN Ha CBETE... Tak
MPOTAIUTE K€ BBI MPOTIAJIOM C Ballleid 0OTOPEBIEH TETPAIKON U CYIIEHON Po30ii!
Cunure 37€Ch Ha CKaMeKe OJHA U yMOJIIUTE Kro, 9YTOObI OH OTIYCTHJI Bac Ha
cBOOO/IY, JaJ JBIIIATh BO3AYyX0OM, yien Obl u3 mamstu!” (Bulgakov 233).

Here the manuscript’s truth is embodied in Margarita as she expresses its
existence through her own experiences and inner knowledge. Her unconditional love,
support, and preservation of the Master’s truth brings his words and the voices of the past
to life, while her agreement to do a devil’s bargain resurrects the manuscripts from the
ashes and brings them into the moonlit night of Moscow. In return for the aid of
Woland’s court, Margarita saves a few souls, one of them Koroviev. Indeed, manuscripts
don’t burn, but unconditional love perseveres and never forgets. In the words of

Bulgakov:

“Follow me reader! Who told you that there is no true, faithful, eternal love in this
world! May the liar’s vile tongue be cut out!

Follow me, my reader, and me alone, and I will show you such a love!”(Bulgakov
217).

“3a mHOM, yntarenn! KTo ckazanm Tebe, 4To HET HA CBETE HACTOSIEH, BEPHOM,
BEYHOH J1t00BU? Jla OTPEXYT JITYHY €ro THYCHBIH S3bIK!

"9

3a MHOH, MOIi YuTaTeNnb, U TOJHKO 32 MHOW, U s MOKaXy TeOe Takyro JT000Bb
(Bulgakov 23).
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Part 2. The Lost Disciples: Illumination through Illness and Insanity

Yeshua undoubtedly serves as a model holy foolish philosopher, who realizes his
truth and preaches that one day this kingdom of truth will come. Like Margarita, this
philosopher-king matches Socrates’ description of the ideal ruler who avoids money or
laurels and accolades, but loves truth and is loyal to what is just. According to Yeshua,
“all authority is violence over people, and...a time will come when there will be no
authority of the Caesars, nor any other authority. Man will pass into the kingdom of truth
and justice, where generally there will be no need for any authority [Bcsikas BiacTb
ABJIACTCA HACUJIMEM HAJl JIOABMH U YTO HACTAHET BPEM:, KOT'JIa HE 6y}1€T BJIACTU HU
Kecapei, Hi Kakoi-1rb0 MHOM BiacT. YenoBek mepereT B IapCTBO UCTHUHBI U
CIpaBeIIMBOCTH, TJie BOOOIIE He OyaeT HagoOHa Hukakas BiaacTh]” (Bulgakov 30;
Bulgakov 30). The philosopher-king speaks generally about the carth’s leaders by
labeling them “the Caesars [kecapeii],” thus acknowledging the type of leader that exists
in many regimes.

Pilate and his default reaction of anger and violence solidify his identity as
another one of Yeshua’s “Caesars.” His threatening nature is exposed when he orders his
centurion to explain to “the criminal” who “calls [him] ‘good man’ [1o6psrii yenoBek]”
how to address the procurator, by properly beating him (Bulgakov 20). Just as Woland
forces one to confront darker aspects of oneself, Yeshua’s presence asks one to see the

good from within. The procurator’s attitude towards the vagrant philosopher changes
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when the holy fool shows that he is a polyglot and keenly observes that the Caesar has a
terrible headache.

“‘Admit,” Pilate asked softly in Greek, ‘that you are a great physician?’

‘No, Procurator, I am not a physician.” The prisoner replied delightedly rubbing a
crimped and swollen purple wrist.

Scowling deeply, Pilate bored the prisoner with his eyes, and these eyes were no
longer dull, but flashed with sparks familiar to all.

‘I didn’t ask you,’ Pilate said, ‘maybe you also know Latin?’

‘Yes, I do,’ the prisoner replied.

Colour came to Pilate’s yellowish cheeks...” (Bulgakov 26).

“- CosHaiicsl, - THXO TO-Tpeduecku cripocui [Tunar, - ThiBenuKuil Bpau?

- Her, mpokypatop, s1 He Bpady, - OTBETHJI apeCTaHT, C HACIAXKICHUEM ITOTHpas
M3MSTYIO M OTIYXIITYIO 0arpoByO KUCTh PYKH.

Kpyro ucnoano6ss [Munar OypaBui riiazaMu apecTanTa, M B 3THX Ija3ax yxe He
ObLIIO MYTH, B HUX MOSIBUJIMCH BCEM 3HAKOMbIE UCKPBHI.

- Sl me cnpocwit Teb6s, - ckazan I[lunat, - Thl, MOXKET OBITh, 3HACIIh U JATUHCKHUM
SI3BIK?

- Ta, 3Ha10, - OTBETHII aPECTAHT.
Kpacka BeIcTynmIa Ha )enToBaThix miekax ITumara...” (Bulgakov 25-26).

The flashing sparks within Pilate’s eyes are a characteristic of his Caesar-like
nature that rules with a fiery temper. However, Yeshua’s acute perception and linguistic
knowledge establishes a familiarity with the Caesar, so that he can understand the holy
fool and participate in a dialogue with him. The procurator’s discussion with Yeshua
breaks the bonds that tie him to his position as an earthly ruler. Pilate reprimands himself
when he realizes that he is not acting according to the old disciplinarian way of a trial

procession because he does not possess the vocabulary or knowledge to explain the
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figurative death that he experiences and is manifesting in his headache as it occurs from

within.

““And why did you stir up the people in the bazaar, you vagrant, talking about
truth, of which you have no notion? What is truth?’

And here the procurator thought: ‘Oh, my gods! I’'m asking him about something
unnecessary at a trial...my reason no longer serves me...” And again he pictured a
cup of dark liquid. ‘Poison, bring me poison...”” (Bulgakov 24).

“- 3aueM ke Tbl, Opojsra, Ha 6azape cMyIan HapoJi, pacCKa3bIBasi MPO UCTUHY, O
KOTOPOH THI HE UMEEeNIh MpecTaBIeHus ? UTo Takoe HCTHHA?

N tyr mpokyparop moayman: «OO6oru mou! S chnpammBaio ero o 4em-TO
HEHY)KHOM Ha cyze...Mo# yM He CIIy)KUT MHe Oostblire...» Y onsaTh momeperuiach
€My Yallia ¢ TEMHO#H KHIKOCThIO. «Smy MHue, siy...»” (Bulgakov 24).

According to Socrates, a potential philosopher-king will not think that human life

is “anything great” nor “believe that death” is anything “terrible” (Plato The Republic

486a-b). For Pilate, death would be an end to the punishment sent to him by the gods and

intensified by the hot sunlight and scent of rose oil. However, Pilate is indeed

experiencing a death of an old self, as he transitions from a dark, sickly anger into an

enlightened ruler that can face the truth as it stands before him. Yeshua answers his

question:

“The truth is, first of all, that your head aches, and aches so badly that you’re
having faint-hearted thoughts of death. You’re not only unable to speak to me, but
it is even hard for you to look at me. And | am now your unwilling torturer, which
upsets me...” (Bulgakov 24).

“UctuHa mpex/e BCEro B TOM, UTO y TeOsl OOJIUT TOJI0Ba, W OOJUT TaK CHIIBHO,
YTO Thl MAJIOJIYIITHO MOMBIIUISICITH O CMEPTH. ThI HE TOJBKO HE B CHJIAX TOBOPUTH
CO MHOI, HO TeOe TPYIAHO JaXKe TIAACTh Ha MeHs. M ceifdac s HEBOJIBHO SIBIISIOCH
TBOMM TAJIa40M, YTO MeHs oropuaet...” (Bulgakov 24).
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Both the lives of Pilate and Matvei change after they meet Yeshua. According to
Yeshua, Matvei behaved “hostilely at first and even insulted me — that is, thought he
insulted me — by calling me a dog...I personally see nothing bad about this animal, that I
should be offended by this word... [oH oOTHEcCsSI KO MHE HEMPUAZHEHHO U JaXKe
OCKOPOJISIIT MEHS, TO €CTh TyMaJl, YTO OCKOPOJISIET, Ha3bIBasi MEHsI COOAKOM...s TUYHO HE
BH)KY HUYETO yPHOTO B 3TOM 3Bepe, YTOObI 00MKAThCs Ha 3TO ciioBo...]” (Bulgakov 23;
Bulgakov 22-23). Like Matvei, Pilate fights Yeshua’s words and opposes him with anger.
When someone is forcefully “dragged” along the “rough, steep, upward way” out of
Socrates’ cave “and the guide refuses to let him go before he has...pulled into the light,
the person is considerably “distressed and annoyed at being so dragged” (Plato The
Republic 516a).

This is the case with both Pilate and Matvei, and the reason for their intense
volatile reactions to their new teacher. Pilate’s struggle is shown in his waffling between
threatening Yeshua’s life and trying to find loopholes in the law to declare his innocence.
His attitude towards the prisoner changes from night to day, from anger to compassion
and from the old self to the new self. Pilate confuses himself when he cries out at Yeshua
that the kingdom of truth “will never come,” but then seconds later asks the holy fool,
“No wife?...Hateful city...[’Kensr net?...HenaBuctasiii ropox...]” (Bulgakov 31;
Bulgakov 32).

Pilate’s secretary stops recording Pilate’s discussion with Yeshua because he
cannot find the words to explain the eeriness of Yeshua’s intuitive knowledge and

philosophy. Unlike Matvei, the secretary decides not to transcribe the conversation
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verbatim, and “only stretch[es] his neck like a goose, trying not to let drop a single word
[Cexperaps BoITapaliui ria3a Ha apeTanTta u He gonucain cioBal” (Bulgkaov 25;
Bulgakov 24). While Matvei writes his fairytales and misunderstands Yeshua’s words,
the secretary mentally records the words of the teacher as they exist, rather than tamper
with the truth. As Matvei’s parables show, literal wording can cause more confusion than
guide a reader towards his or her own perception of a truth, especially when the writer
himself does not have a grasp on his or her own perception. Therefore, the secretary
behaves more honestly than Matvei, by simply realizing that he does not know how to
state what is currently being said and accepts that some details are simply beyond his
knowledge. Matvei, however, expresses his love and awe for Yeshua through creative

fictional details about his journey to Yershalaim.

“I don’t even have an ass, Hegemon...I did enter Yershalaim by the Susa gate, but
on foot, accompanied only by Matthew Levi, and no one shouted anything to me,
because no one in Yershalaim knew me then” (Bulgakov 27).

“Y MeHs 1 0ca-TO HUKAKoro Het, uremMoH...IIpumen s B Epmanaum TouHo yepes
Cysckue BOpoTa, HO MENIKOM, B COITPOBOKIEHUU 01HOTO JIeBus MatBes, 1 HUKTO

MH€ HHYETO HE€ KpH4yajl, TaK KaK HHMKTO MCHA TOoraga B EpI_HaJ'IaI/IMC He 3Ha1’
(Bulgakov 27).

Yeshua says this in response to Matvei’s parchment, which has ended up in
Pilate’s hands. In writing a false record, Matvei is not following his master’s footsteps by
acting on behalf of humanity, but only worshipping his teacher. This defeats the whole
purpose of his teacher’s work of helping others reach individual enlightenment and
simply causes confusion with his misinterpretation of Yeshua’s words. While Yeshua
speaks to all “good men” from a place of knowledge from the kingdom of truth, Matvei

writes out of love for just one person — Yeshua, as though he were his devoted dog. In
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Yeshua’s language, Matvei is his “companion [cnyTauk]” who had joined him along the
road, rather than a slave or a disciple (Bulgakov 23). Yeshua’s words show equality
between student and teacher, in which the two are partners strolling together and
discussing in vernacular a topic that will lead the student to his or her inner truth.

Unlike Matvei, Pilate does not believe in fairy tales. Since the procurator does not
speak the language of worship with which Matvei composes Yeshua’s fictional narrative,
Pilate is misguided by the document. Pilate follows his pattern of processing information
verbatim as it is written according to the law. Unlike Matvei, Pilate does not believe or
write in fairytales. Instead, he confronts the source of confusion directly, just as Socrates
does in The Republic.

“And what was it in any case that you said about the temple to the crowd in the
bazaar?...

| said, Hegemon, that the temple of the old faith would fall and a new temple of
truth would be built. 1 said it that way so as to make it more understandable”
(Bulgakov 24).

“A BOT 4TO ThI BCE-TaKW TOBOPHII ITPO XpaMm ToJirie Ha 6azape?...

SI, ITeMOH, TOBOPHJI O TOM, YTO PYXHET XpaM CTapoil Bepbl M CO3JAaCTCs HOBBI
xpaMm uctuHbl. Ckaszai Tak, utoObl Obut0 MousTHEe” (Bulgakov 24).

Pilate’s meeting with Yeshua is a rude awakening for the procurator to make a
decision based upon an intangible truth that is not recorded in already established law nor
transcribed by his secretary. The prisoner, however, shows compassion just as Margarita
does with Frieda, Natasha, and Koroviev. After releasing the procurator from the bonds
of his Roman political perspective, he states that he “would be glad to accompany” Pilate
on a “[stroll] in the gardens on the Mount of Olives” (Bulgakov 25), thus offering to

continue to lead Pilate into the light. Although Pilate decides that Yeshua is simply a
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harmless and mentally ill vagrant philosopher; Pilate surrenders his power as a future
enlightened ruler to the body of the “hateful city,” thus not embracing his fullest potential

to walk his path.

“The procurator was squinting not because the sun burned his eyes — no! For
some reason he did not want to see the group of condemned men who, as he knew
perfectly well, were now being brought on to the platform behind him” (Bulgakov

39).

“Ulypuicst mpoKypaTop HE OTTOro, 4TO COJIHIE XKIJI0 emy TIuasza, Her! OH He
XOTECJI IOYEMY-TO BUACTD I'PYIITY OCYXACHHBIX, KOTOPBIX, KAK OH 3TO IIPEKPACHO
3HaJI, ceiiuac BCiea 3a HUM Bo3BoaAT Ha momoct” (Bulgakov 39-40).

Although, Pilate lifts his face to the sun as he waits for the crowd to give him a
response (Bulgakov 39), he still refuses to look Yeshua in the face, his guide towards
illumination. Similar to Matvei’s decision not to engage in a discussion with Woland,
Pilate freely chooses not to converse with Yeshua later in the gardens on the Mount of
Olives. Although both Matvei and Pilate experience significant internal changes after
meeting the vagrant philosopher, the former makes the decision to associate with Yeshua
rather than Woland, while the latter makes the decision to converse with neither, but to
continue pleading to the gods instead. Understandably Pilate is an example of a cave
dweller who would, “...have his eyes full of [the light’s] beam and be unable to see even
one of the things now said to be true...” after having sat in the darkness for so long (Plato
The Republic 516a). Rather than become a master of his own truth through dialogue with
Yeshua, Pilate chooses to remain chained in darkness. With not enough time to transition
from the trial to decision-making, the procurator willingly surrenders ownership of his
road. Since his eyes do not have enough time to adjust to the light, he chooses to make a

politically correct decision instead of an honest one. Therefore, Pilate contrasts with
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Matvei, who returns after the initial first meeting to join the philosopher on a journey
toward illumination.

The washing of hands from Yeshua’s execution allows Pilate temporary relief of
not acknowledging his weighty decision to allow others to influence his reasoning.
Rather than confront the challenge himself, Pilate decides not to choose and leaves the
philosopher’s fate up to the people. Therefore, Pilate falls down Socrates’ slippery slope
of truth by condemning his own soul in choosing not to make a decision to break free
from confinement of popular opinion. In addition, Pilate, as a potential philosopher-king,
sets a misguided example to society by permitting the original holy fool, who chooses to
speak his own truth, to be executed.

Being Alone

Yeshua is alone in choosing to speak his truth rather than follow a crowd. As a
result, he suffers consequences for his actions. Similarly, Woland tells Berlioz that he is,
“Alone, alone, I’'m always alone [Oaun, oaun, s Bceraa oaut],” (Bulgakov 43; Bulgakov
45). As a wanderer and a trickster, Woland is a natural accomplice to the holy fool, who
finds ways to awaken others to the shadowy aspects of their inner selves. Light cannot
exist without the dark, as the old sophist points out to Matvei. As Socrates explains, the
light would be incredibly painful and blinding. Pilate and Matvei experience this upon
meeting Yeshua.

Just as a holy fool confuses spectators with his mad mutterings, Woland also
confuses acquaintances with his nonsensical jumble: “One, two...Mercury in the second

house...moon gone...six — disaster... evening — seven...Your head will be cut off! [Pas3,
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nBa...MepKypuid BO BTOPOM JIOME... JIyHa YIUIA... LIECTh — HECYACThE... BEYEp —
ceMmb...Bam otpexyt rosoBy!]” Woland tells Berlioz (Bulgakov 15; Buglakov 15). In
addition, onlookers perceive Woland’s changing characteristics as a Western foreigner.
Similar to the way in which Panchenko describes a holy fool as a wandering seeker in
Russia from a Western foreign land, who speaks in a Latin tongue, citizens cannot quite
agree on Woland’s origins. “’No, rather a Frenchman...’ thought Berlioz. ‘A Pole?...”
thought Homeless [«Hert, ckopee ¢panirys...» - tyman bepnno3. «Ilonsk?..» - moxyman
besznomusriit.”” (Bulgakov 11; Bulgakov 10). Woland tells his acquaintances that he is
perhaps a German, but is “generally a polyglot [Boo6rie momurior]” who “know[s] a
great number of languages [3Haro ouens GosbIIoe KOIMUECTBO s361K0B]” (Bulgakov 17;
Bulgakov 17). With so many similarities in common, light and dark, clarity and
confusion seem to mirror each other as they work together to expose a truth.

However, a truth enacted in darkness is less effective than when it is shown in the
light for others to see, such as Yeshua’s execution. Instead, confusion ensues when
darkness provokes a truth to come out from the shadows. It is imaginable that finding a
guide in dark successfully while blind is difficult, unless the seeker meets one standing in
the doorway, as in the case with Koroviev and Margarita. However if one finds a blind
guide in the dark cave, both will whisper their truths amongst themselves, but both will
also hide away after hearing a possible threat that might dim their light, as what happens

with Ivan and the Master in the asylum. When this happens, one must either be saved or

stumble his own way out of purgatory.
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Ivan’s transfiguration begins during twilight, when the hustling city’s confusion

speaks at a hushed volume and the lies make it easier for truth to be shown or heard.

“The sky over Moscow seemed to lose color and the full moon could be seen
quite distinctly high above, not yet golden but white. It was much easier to
breathe, and the voices under the lindens now sounded softer, eveningish”
(Bulgakov 42).

“He60 Ham MoCKBOM Kak OblI BBIIIBEJIO, M COBEPIICHHO OTYETIMBO ObLTAa BHJ/IHA B
BBICOTE IT0JIHAs JIyHA, HO €Ille He 30JI0Tasl, a 6enasi. BrimaTh cTano ropaso jerue,
M TOJI0Ca TIOJT IMIIAaMK TeTeph 3ByJain Msrde, mo-seuepuemy’” (Bulgakov 43).

Twilight marks the hour of the fulfillment of Woland’s prediction of Berlioz’s
decapitation, and Ivan’s first spectacle with his source of demonic inspiration, Koroviev.
“.Ifhe’s a criminal, the first thing to do is shout ‘Help!” or else he’ll get away. Come on,
together now...Esxenu oH MpecTymHUK, TO MIEPBBIM JOTOM ciieayeT Kpudath: «Kapays!»
A 10 OH yiiner. A Hy, naBaiite Bmecrel...” directs the choirmaster (Bulgakov 49;
Bulgakov 50). In Woland-fashion, Koroviev vanishes, leaving Ivan to himself to shout
help, which backfires and turns the poet into a spectacle. “Two girls shied away from
him, and he heard the word ‘drunk’ [/IBe KaKuX-TO AE€BHIIbI [IIAPAXHYIKCH OT HETO B
CTOPOYH, ¥ OH yCJIbIIIAN CJI0BO «mbsiHbIi!»]” (Bulgakov 49; Bulgakov 50). Ivan then
points out the onlookers’ inability to see the truth in his riddles, accusing them of being
an accomplice to the foreign criminal. “Ah, so you’re in with him!...What are you doing,
jeering at me? Out of my way! [A, Tak TbI ¢ HUM 3a0HO?... ThI YTO %K€ ITO, TIYMHIIICS
Hamo muoi? ITycru!]” (Bulgakov 49; Bulgakov 50).

Ivan’s determined and courageous nature pushes him to catch the shadowy
aspects of truth before they fully disappear in the coming darkness, thus he chases his

guides, Woland and his entourage, through the dark tunnel of uncertainty. While in his
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pursuit of the mad professor, Ivan Nikolaevich he intuitively knows his way around the
unfamiliar environment and decides that the foreign criminal must be in house number
13, in apartment 47. It is this inner knowledge that directs him through the streets of
Moscow and instructs him to take a candle and paper icon for guidance and protection.
Although Ivan, like Margarita, follows his guides into the dark, he also has the insight to
guide himself to find his own path through the cave’s tunnel.

After running through Moscow’s streets, Ivan meets “a pleasant, bearded fellow
who was smoking a hand-rolled cigarette, sitting beside a torn white Tolstoy blouse and a
pair of unlaced, worn boots [kakomy-To npusTHOMY 60pOAaYy, KypsIIEMYy CAMOKPYTKY
BO3JI€ pPBaHOM 0€JI0# TOJCTOBKH M PaCIIHYPOBaHHBIX cTONTaHHBIX 60THHOK]” (Bulgakov
52; Bulgakov 54). Ivan hands his clothes to him, as though inwardly acknowledging a
like-minded philosopher, before jumping into the Moscow River, a location that his inner
compass led him towards. After diving into the water, Ivan experiences a loss of breath.
““...s0 cold the water was, and the thought even flashed in him that he might not manage
to come up to the surface. However, he did manage to come up...puffing and snorting,
his eyes rounded in terror...[lyx mepexBaTuiio y HEro, 70 TOTo ObLIa X0JI0AHA BOJA, U
MCJIbKHYJIA JaKE€ MbICJIb, YTO HC yAaCTCA, no;xanyﬁ, BBICKOYHTDH HA ITOBECPXHOCTD.
OI[HaKO BBICKOYHTH yAaJI0Ch, U, OTAYBAsACh U q)LIpKaSI, C KPpYI'JIBIMH OT Yy’Kaca
rnasamu...]” (Bulgakov 53; Bulgakov 54).

Ivan leaves the river as a transfigured person with his old self washed away and
the new self now emerging to confront the truth. When Ivan returns to retrieve his

clothes, both the bearded man and his original clothes have disappeared. All that remain
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is the Tolstoyan blouse, a candle icon, and a box of matches, symbolizing Ivan’s genuine
inner self — a holy fool. Thus, Woland and his entourage inspire Ivan to rediscover his
nature as a truth-seeker. With the chains of pride, vanity, and social propriety released,
the proletarian writer’s community cannot explain the new Ivan and his proclamations
about Berlioz’s murderer, otherwise known as an anonymous foreign consultant, a
professor, and a spy (Bulgakov 63). Rather than act as Pilate and question the source of
confusion directly, the cave dwellers assume lvan has lost his mind and call a doctor.
Therefore, the cave dwellers drag the seeker back into the cave of lies.

A dark and thunderous celebration of Ivan’s baptism greets the holy fool in his
cell at the asylum. Tears silently stream down his face as he looks at the “muddy river
boiling with bubbles [myrayto kumsmnyro pexy]” (Bulgakov 115; Bulgakov 118). The
holy fool “cried out pitifully and buried his face in his hands. Pages covered with Ivan’s
writing lay about on the floor. They had been blown down by the wind that flew into the
room before the storm began. The poet’s attempts to write a statement concerning the
terrible consultant had gone nowhere. [...oH *ano6HO BcepHKHBaIl M 3aKPBIBAJ JIUIIO
pPyYKaMu. Hcnucannsle MBaHOM IHMCTKH BaJISLIMCh Ha MoJ1y. Hx CIJIO BETPOM, BJICTCBIIUM
B KOMHATy nepea Ha4aJIOM I'PO3bI. IlonbITKM 1IO3Ta COUMHUTD 3asIBJICHUE HACUET
CTPAIIHOTO KOHCY/JIbTaHTa He npuBenu Hu ¢ yemy|” (Bulgakov 115; Bulgakov 118).

Just as Pilate’s secretary listens rather than transcribe Yeshua’s words, lvan has
difficulty composing a statement about meeting Woland. Like the GS, who writes a
fragmented confession before his prison release, Ivan gives up writing the truth of what

actually occurred because he realizes it will do nothing for those who did not experience
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what he did. When Ivan splits in two, his hidden wisdom speaks to the voice of the bonds
that keep him chained inside the cave.
“What are we talking about, comrades?” the new Ivan objected to the old former
Ivan. ‘That things are not quite proper here, even a child can understand. He’s a
one-hundred-per-cent outstanding and mysterious person! But that’s the most
interesting thing...A major occurrence, really — a magazine editor gets run
over!...Man is mortal and, as has rightly been said, unexpectedly mortal...”
(Bulgakov 117).
“- O uem, TOBapHIlHY, pa3roBop! — Bo3paxan HOBbII VBaH BeTXoMy, MpexHEMY
NBany. — Yto 31€ech [1€710 HEYUCTO, 3TO MOHATHO Jaxe pedeHKy. OH JMYHOCTH

HE3aypsaAgHasd 1 TAMHCTBCHHAS Ha BCC CTO. Ho BC€Ib B OTOM-TO CaMO€ MHTEPECHO U

ectb!...UemoBeK cMepTeH, W, Kak CIPaBeUIMBO CKa3aHO ObLJIO, BHE3AITHO
cmepren...” (Bulgakov 120-121).

Ivan works out his experiences in the comforting presence of the full moon as a
night light and under the protective blanket of darkness within the familiarity of a cave,
until the nurse and doctor notice his mutterings and calm his expression of the truth with
an injection. As Socrates mentions in The Republic, one who breaks free from the cave
and returns, is “a source of laughter,” for others, or as it been said about him, “that he
went up and came back with his eyes corrupted,” (Plato The Republic 517a) from
witnessing Berlioz’s death. “After dozing for a while, the new Ivan asked the old Ivan
sarcastically: ‘And what does it make me, in that case?’ [[TogpemaB HemHoro, iBau
HOBBIN CXUIHO CIIPOCHIT Y CTaporo WBana - Tak xTo ke g Takoit BBIXOXKY B 3TOM
cnyuae?]” (Bulgakov 117; Bulgakov 121).

“A fool! [Iypaxk!]” The Master labels Bezdomny (Bulgakov 118). Although this
solidifies Ivan’s new identity and transfiguration into a wandering truth-seeker, the

following conversation demonstrates the Master as a guide and companion through
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darkness, but not into the light, just as Koroviev is for Margarita. Unlike Yeshua of his
novel, who considers every man a good man [xo0psiii uenosex] and is sacrificed in the
sunlight under the burning gazes of criticism, the Master relives his story by describing to
Ivan his surrender to an asylum under a dismal mid-January night sky after his truth had
been slandered by the cave dwellers’ accusations. The Master is unable to save Ivan fully
because while he can talk openly in darkness, he cannot expose his truth in the light.

It seems that moving in darkness is more comfortable for someone, if that person
has never met the light, as symbolized by Margarita’s nakedness and flight over Moscow.
Ivan’s transformation takes place at twilight — an integration of the action of meeting
darkness in the daylight. Ivan’s hidden wisdom solidifies during a stormy dark night lit
up by a full moon when he meets the Master, a shining beacon of truth inside the asylum.
Thus Ivan’s transformation, remains within twilight, when both light and dark are
present, but neither light nor dark exists in its complete form.

Ivan’s companion introduces himself as a historian and speaker of “five languages
besides my own...English, French, German, Latin and Greek. Well, | can also read
Italian a little [s1 3HaKO MATH SI3BIKOB, KPOME POIHOTO. .. THIIUHACKHMA, PPAHILYy3CKHUH,
HEMELIKUH, TATUHCKUI U Tpeueckuil. Hy, HEMHOXKO ellle YnuTaro H0-UTaIbIHCKH]”
(Bulgakov 138; Bulgakov 142), thus marking him as a fellow holy fool. When the
solitary polyglot won a hundred thousand rubles, he tells Ivan that he spends the money
to build a library and rent a two room basement apartment, rather than spend the money
on clothes or other temporary material items. The Master reflects the nature of Socrates’

philosopher-rulers as he begins his quest to write a book about Pontius Pilate, a
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philosopher king trapped within his own dreams, so that he is unable to realize and
materialize his hidden wisdom in its entirety.

In addition, the Master confesses to Ivan his dislike of the poet’s writings,
although he’s never read any of his words. According to the Master’s logic, all of the
puppet-handlers propaganda is all the same, cacophonous lies that project over the
masses’ inner song. Socrates states that the philosopher will not have any part “in caring
for falsehood.” Socrates’ disciple confirms his teacher’s words by saying “He’ll hate it”
(Plato The Republic 490b-c).

As a teacher to the new holy fool, the Master asks Bezdomny if his poetry is any
good. ““Monstrous!’ Ivan suddenly spoke boldly and frankly [-HymoBumtsr! — Bapyr
cMmeno U oTkpoBenHo mpousnec MBan],” (Bulgakov 134; Bulgakov 139). The sudden
burst of honesty is an expression from the new Ivan, who then promises the Master that
he will never record any more falsehoods as truths about reality. Regaining the Master’s
confidence, his teacher tells lvan that a critic accused the historian of attempting to
publish an apology for Jesus Christ. Ivan cries out “Ah, I remember, I remember!...But
I’ve forgotten your name [A, momsro, momuio!...Ho s 3a0bu1, Kak Bama ¢amunus!]”
(Bulgakov 144; Bulgakov 149). Ivan’s recollection demonstrates the acknowledgement
of a genuine truth within someone else. Bezcomny’s previous submission of a poem on a
similar topic about the life of Christ shows the poet’s own attempt to express his unique
truth, which was influenced by the puppet handlers.

“Let’s leave my name out of it. | repeat, it no longer exists [OcraBum, moBTOpSIFO,

Moto pammimio, ee HeT Ooubiie],” the historian replies (Bulgakov 144; Bulgakov 149).
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Both the nameless and the homeless quiet their voices every time they hear the
noise of medical professionals rush through the halls. Though they have seen the
“phantoms” of “what is” and have experienced through hidden wisdom “the truth about
fair, just, and good things” (Plato The Republic 520c), the philosophers act as phantoms
themselves by quietly discussing their truths in the dark and under the night light of the
full moon, instead of bringing it out into the light. According to Socrates, the cave
dwellers who return to the cave after seeing what is will have their eyes “infected with
darkness,” and if the other cave dwellers “were somehow able to get their hands on and
kill the man who attempts to release and lead them up” they would without a doubt kill
their guide (Plato The Republic 516e-517a). Similar to Yeshua, lvan himself is also
“alone,” in his experiences, but Ivan accepts his fate and sees that there are others, who
have also suffered, during each spring moon. Like Pilate, he mumbles to himself:

“‘Gods, gods!” Ivan Nikolaevich will begin to whisper, hiding behind the fence

and never taking his kindling eyes off the mysterious stranger. ‘Here is one more
of the moon’s victims... Yes, one more victim, like me...” (Bulgakov 394).

“-borm, 6oru! — Haunet menrtate MiBan HukosaeBuy, npsyack 3a penieTkon v He
CBOJSI PasrOPSIOLIUXCS TJIa3 ¢ TAMHCTBEHHOTO HEM3BECTHOTO. — BOT emie onHa
*KepTBa JyHbI...J[a, 3T0 erte oraHa xepTBa, Bpoae mers” (Bulgakov 411).

While the Master and the interpreter reflect anonymous monks who learn from the
life of another, Ivan Bezdomny mirrors the homeless GS petitioners, who continuously
wander into Peter’s office to repeat similar stories. Although Ivan eventually leaves the
asylum and finds a new role to play in Moscow as a professor of history and philosophy,
he perpetually relapses into forgetfulness about writing his hidden wisdom. Despite the

lies told to him by mental health professionals that “as a young man [B mosiogoctu]” Ivan
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“fell victim to criminal hypnotists and was afterwards treated and cured [oH cTan
’KEPTBO# MTPECTYIHBIX THITHOTU3EPOB, JICYHIICS NOCIe 3Toro 1 Bhuteuwnics]” (Bulgakov
393; Bulgakov 410), the disciple does not forget his inner truth as it relates to his
experiences. Just as Berlioz blocks Ivan’s vision in his youth, the Soviet mental health
professionals blur his perception and mask over what they do not know by simply stating
“that there are some things that he cannot manage [4To Koe ¢ YeM OH COBJIaJaTh HE
moxer]” (Bulgakov 393). That which is beyond what Ivan can “manage,” is the truth
from Yeshua’s foretold kingdom. In addition, Ivan’s profession as an academic, allows
him to keep his promise to the Master that he will never again write propagandist poetry.
However, the new way in which Ivan examines history and philosophy is seen through a
Soviet academic lens, not through his own experience and hidden wisdom. Since new
shades are drawn over his eyes, Bezdomny continues to sit in Patriarch Ponds babbling to
himself and trying to make sense of the visions of each spring full moon, until he finally
reaches a state of presence, in which he can write “the whole sequel” which “Ivan
Nikolaevich knows by heart [Bce nansueiimee MBan HukonaeBud 3HaeT Hau3ycTh)”
(Bulgakov 394; Bulgakov 411).

While the Master names Ivan as his disciple, Woland calls the disciple Matvei a
slave. For Yeshua, however, the slave is his companion. Thus, the Master, Yeshua, and
Woland speak in three different vernaculars. By calling lvan the name that Matvei gives
himself, the Master labels Ivan as the homeless, wandering ghost of the former poet. The
professor of history and philosophy Ivan Nikolaevich will have to walk the road alone in

order to realize his fullest potential, just like Margarita. Until Ivan can find his own way,
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he will remain in purgatory as a lost and a loyal disciple to a truth that he can
comprehend only under each spring full moon. The Master’s departure is a mixed
blessing for those wishing to find truth themselves. While his departure allows Margarita
to realize her hidden wisdom, it leaves Ivan stranded in darkness. In order to become his
own master, Ivan needs another opportunity of complete clarity, so that he can finally
write the sequel of his own truth and experiences.

On Words and Salvation

Although Margarita wishes that she had not left the Master alone, the historian
decides to leave his companion and therefore, nearly sacrifices his hidden wisdom and
their relationship by surrendering his work to the flames and himself to an insane asylum.
Thus, unconditional love for all that is “divine and human” (Plato The Republic 486a) is
shown not just through slavish loyalty, but through the act of rescuing the words from the
ashes and preserving the truth as it exists. The actual following through with the truth as
one realizes it, serves as a complete resurrection of the truth.

Margarita begins her journey as a loyal companion of the Master’s manuscript,
but later finds herself and her inner truth by making the fateful decision to confront
darkness in order to rejoin the Master. As a result of the process, Margarita realizes her
own potential as a philosopher queen and becomes the benevolent Queen Margot, who
absolves others of eternal punishment. Margarita is a representative of unconditional
love, but not unconditional love itself, while Yeshua is the original holy fool and a
representative of light, but not the light itself. Socrates similarly warns his disciples not to

confuse consequences with the definition of what actually is.
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“...As for knowledge and truth, just as in the other region it is right to hold light
and sight sunlike, but to believe them to be sun is not right; so, too, here, to hold
these two to be like the good is right, but to believe that either of them is the good
is not right. The condition which characterizes the good must receive still greater
honor.” (Plato The Republic 508e-509a).

One cannot exist without the other, just like Margarita cannot live without the
Master. Therefore, both works, The Master and Margarita and Maidenhair, demonstrate
that the action of recording one’s knowledge and experiences leads the way to one’s
hidden wisdom, while the action of preserving the manuscripts takes a devotion that
derives from an act of, or a search for, light and unconditional love. Simply writing one’s
knowledge or preserving the truth alone will not assist in someone’s salvation, as in the
case of the Master and Margarita, prior to Azazello’s meeting. However, being unable to
explain one’s experiences also holds a teacher back from realizing enlightenment and
from helping others reach theirs, especially if the writer or orator cannot comprehend
their truths and restate it in a vernacular, as is the case with lvan and Pilate. Bulgakov
demonstrates in his work that in order to become a complete person, one must both be
able to explain his or her truth and experience it, or else produce a confusing dissonance

of lies.
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Chapter Five: Epilogue

Both Maidenhair and The Master and Margarita demonstrate how perseverance
and consistency can be found through love, even in a world of confusion. According to
Shishkin, words alienate people from one another. These works however show that words
can pave the way to enlightenment if one internalizes the knowledge that they read and
then act upon, such as Margarita’s flight and service at Satan’s Ball. Although Pilate
converses with Yeshua, he cannot understand the effect that Yeshua and the environment
produces on him. Unlike Pilate and his secretary, Peter has complete control of his
emotions and atmosphere as he records the stories of the nameless and homeless GS
petitioners. Just as Ivan and the Master must hide their truths or else risk staying in the
hospital, the unnaturally ordered setting of the asylum erases any identity from the room,
except for those of Peter Fischer, manager of this white world, and his interpreter, who
realizes his truth through his remembrance of childhood experiences and the memoirs of
another’s life. One might even say that through the realization of his truth, the interpreter
freed Bella, since she could not complete the work of recording her own life and needed a
biographer to complete the work for her, while the Master was able to free Pilate by
recording his conversation and execution of Yeshua. For Shishkin, it is important for a
writer to “leave his home country” and ‘“his native language for some time.” According to
the author, leaving behind what is familiar allows the writer to “see himself and his
country as if in a mirror. How could you live your whole life without ever looking in a
mirror? A different perspective always helps in understanding your own country and

yourself,” (Gorski 30). Bulgakov, however, never had the opportunity to leave Moscow.
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When he finally did have the opportunity to leave for Georgia on a commission to write a
biography of Stalin, he and his wife, Yelena Sergeyevna received a message to return
home immediately.

“Misha had one hand over his eyes to block out the sun and held on to me with

the other hand, saying ‘What is it that we are rushing to meet? Death, perhaps?’”
-Yelena Sergeyevna’s diary, August 15", 1939 (Curtis 287).

Although it seems from Yelena’s records that Bulgakov attempted to remain calm
prior to a possible execution, the couple drove “furious[ly]” back to Moscow. Stalin’s
secretariat was said to have read the play and to have made the critique that the general
secretary was not to be turned into a “literary image” with “invented words [put] into his
mouth,” Stalin himself was rumored to have said, “All young people are alike, why write
a play about the young Stalin?” (Radzinsky 11). Although Bulgakov never could leave
Moscow successfully, he gave his characters the Master and Margarita freedom to leave
and experience peace.

The words and lives of the authors emphasize the theme of both novels that
experience is the best exercise to realize oneself. Just as a writer should venture from his
homeland in order to understand himself, Woland and Yeshua are homeless wanderers,
who reflect back to society the brighter and darker aspects of its inner core. The role
these travelers play for society is one that serves either as a patient companion or a wise
counterpart for those seeking their own truths as they relate to the light and dark. Honest
words and individual actions according to each person’s unique truths makes sense of the

dissonance in the world and creates a smoother melody that accompanies those finding
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their way towards an inner truth and a greater compassion that already exists within

humanity.
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