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The image of the Devil attracted the attention of writers and poets
of all ages and had numerous interpretations that depend on time and
society, but at the same time (which is no less important) on a particular
subject. Compare at least the descriptions of the types of Milton, van
Vondel, Dante, Baudelaire, Goethe, France, etc. with descriptions of Sa-
tan in contemporary theological literature. In addition, the image of the
Devil has been portrayed in the works of P. Coelho, M.Yu. Lermontov,
M.A. Bulgakov, Jacques Kazot, F.M. Dostoyevsky, N.V. Gogol, Michael
Scott Roen, Mark Twain, Glen Duncan and many others, whose works
are directly connected with the mysterious image of all times and peoples.
Devil has been portrayed in different ways.

From work to work, from century to century, there is a transformation
of the image of the Devil, both in Russian and foreign literature. This im-
age will always be relevant, as well as the conflict between good and evil
in many works of literature and mythology. People believe in God, prove
its existence. With such success, you can prove the existence of the Devil.
Where is the “good” without the “evil”?

The image of the Devil in culture has always remained in demand, it
has only changed the forms and names. Satan, Lucifer, Devil, Mephis-
topheles, Beelzebub are all names of one fallen angel, the main opponent
of the heavenly forces, representing the supreme personification of evil,
which pushes man on the path of spiritual death and various temptations.
At different times, he had a distinctive appearance and purpose. For ex-
ample, the medieval descriptions of the image of Satan are extremely
detailed, he was endowed with gigantic dimensions, a mixture of anthro-
pomorphic and animal features that truly creates a terrifying spectacle.
Look at the same Dante’s Satan in the “Divine Comedy”, where he is
represented — a giant fallen angel with a terrifying appearance. In the



S.M. Nikiforova, S.E. Mekhasiuk 127

era of romanticism (D.G. Byron, M.Yu. Lermontov) a new image of Sa-
tan appeared as a freedom-loving rebel who became the positive hero of
literature, which contradicted all biblical canons. In Leonid Andreyev’s
novel “The Satan’s Diary” (1919) and Mikhail Bulgakov’s “Master and
Margarita” (1940), Satan takes on a human form.

There are sufficient grounds for studying the works of L.N. Andreyev
and M.A. Bulgakov within the framework of our research: 1) both au-
thors realized themselves in prose and in drama; 2) they turned to the bib-
lical scenes, allowing themselves to shift the emphasis and change their
spiritual meaning; 3) the latest works of L.N. Andreyev and M.A. Bulga-
kov became the novels in which the main role is assigned to the charac-
ter, designated as “Satan”; 4) the theme of “intellectuals and revolution”
was one of the main problems, appearing in various contexts — realistic
and fantastic, tragic and satirical; 5) both authors, paying tribute to the
traditional, realistic narration, have done a lot for the formation of mod-
ernist poetics, located on the border of realism and modernism; 6) both
L.N. Andreyev and M.A. Bulgakov became the creators of the literary
worlds that allow to pose the problem of artistic neo-mythologism; 7)
important place in the works of both Andreyev and Bulgakov is occupied
by a personality, which is characterized by moral ambivalence — a combi-
nation of “sacrifice” and “betrayal”, ethical height and fall; 8) in solving
the problem a man and a religious picture of the world L. Andreyev and
M. Bulgakov have a certain convergence; 9) M.A. Bulgakov (especially
in his novel “The Master and Margarita”) shows the significance of An-
dreyev’s themes and images in a new time for Russian literature; 10) “The
Master and Margarita” novel became, perhaps, the most readable text of
Russian literature of the 20th century; Andreyev’s texts (first of all, “Ju-
das Iscariot”, “Sasha Zhegulev”, and “Satan’s Diary”) are able to create a
new necessary context for discussing the Bulgakov’s novel.

There are a lot of scientific articles and monographs devoted to the
image of Woland in Bulgakov’s novel “The Master and Margarita”. Such
scholars as I. Belobrovtseva and S. Kulius, for example, wrote about the
motive of flight of Woland and his retinue [4], A.Z. Vulis and A. Bark-
ov — about the prototypes of Woland [7], [3], M. Chudakova — about the
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sources of the “demonic” sphere of the novel [14]. This image was also
addressed by such literary scholars as V.G. Boborykin, L.F. Belza, V. Lak-
shin, G.A. Lesskis, I.S. Uryupin and many others.

The image of Satan in the Andreyev’s novel is given much less atten-
tion. Here we note the works of L.A. Achatova, T.K. Guseva, T.A. Nest-
erova. Comparison of ways to create the image of the Devil in the novels
“The Diary of Satan” of Andreyev and Bulgakov’s “Master and Marga-
rita” is the work of I.A. Kovaleva “The image of the devil in culture”
[9]. Comparing the images of the Devil in the above-mentioned works,
I.A. Kovaleva does it from a literary position. From the linguistic point of
view, these images are under-researched.

The purpose of this article is to examine the linguistic techniques and
language tools used by L. Andreyev and M. Bulgakov in depicting the
Devil in the novels “The Diary of Satan” and “The Master and Margarita”.

In the novel by L.N. Andreyev “Satan’s Diary” the Devil “incarnated”
into the body of the American billionaire Vandergud and did it because,
as a man would say, he was bored in his world. Watching people and their
world, he wanted to “play” among them. «5 mpumen Ha 3emitt0, YTOOBI
JITaTh U UTPATh... MoOMMHU TOAMOCTKaMH Oyaet 3emist...» [1, p. 274]. The
Devil saw a brilliant theatre, in which he decided to take part. But the
more he begins to penetrate human life, he feels the emotions of people
and dissolves in Vandergud’s head, the more clearly he understands that
the world of people is not a theatre with beautiful decorations, but a col-
lapsed stage. People play solely out of necessity, in order to colour their
lives in some way and make them more worthy, and not to dissolve into
the dullness and worthlessness of a poor existence. As “incarnated” Satan
enters the human world, the disgusting essence of life and the ideals of
modern society becomes more and more apparent. The more the Dev-
il becomes a man, losing his evil qualities, the more these qualities are
transferred to the adventurer Thomas Magnus, who reproaches Satan for
being late: «...Hamo ObLIO MpUXOANTH paHbIIe, a TEIEPh 3eMIIS BBIPOCIA
u OoJbIlIe HE HY)KJAaeTcsl B TBOMX TajaHTax» [1, p. 410].

The narrator forms the fabric of the story based on the novel’s con-
cept — a game that provides for various manifestations of the mental
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phenomenon of split personality, in the situation of the novel — the dual-
ity of the narrator himself and other main characters — Magnus, Toppie,
Maria and even Cardinal X.

In terms of language, such a game manifests itself in emphasizing the
personality of the narrator with the help of a formal language indicator —
calling yourself a personal pronoun I with a capital letter (with the corre-
sponding derivatives Mue, Moii, etc.) — as an egocentric opposition to mat
(um, 6au, etc.): «MeHs pazapaxaeT TBOE INIOCKOE OTpaXKeHUE, KoTopoe S
BBI3BaJ Ha 3TOM crieHe» [1, p. 316]. In the future, the narrator-hero (with
the feeling of his satanic essence that has not yet departed from him) ad-
mits that at certain moments he feels doubled with Vandergood.

The narrator-hero, proceeding from his “dual” essence, varies the verb
forms: in narrative contexts that reproduce the vision of Satan, predicate
verbs in the form of the past tense of a perfect form with an aoristic mean-
ing are used.

«W 51 cHOBa oTHpaBWiICS B 3eJICHYIO MycThIHHYIO Kammanbio...Tam
S nonro 3aknunan u 3Ban Carany, 1 OH He XoTen MHe oTBeTHUTH. Bo-
YeJIOBEUMBIINICS, JONTO S JIeKaN BO Ipaxe, YMOJS, KOIrjia OTAaJeHHO
3a3By4ajd BO MHe JIETKUE [Iard U CBETNIas CHila MOAHsIa MeHs BBBICH.
U BHOBB yBuzeN S MOKUHYTBIA D/ieM, €ro 3eleHbIe KyIIH, ero HeMep-
KHYIIWE 30pH, €T0 TUXUE CBETHI HAJ THXMMH BOJaMU. /1 BHOBB yCIbIIIal
51 Ge3MONBHBIE HIETIOTHI OECTENECHBIX YCT, U K 04aM MOUM OeCTpEeneTHO
npubnu3uiack VictuHa, u S npoTsHys1 K Held MO OKOBaHHBIC PYKH: OC-
BoOomu!» [1, p. 363].

The commentary uses the form of the present “all-time”: « cnenyto
Jy4IIAM oOpasiiam, u, Korna MeHs HCKyIIatoT, S yIansroch B My CTHIHIO».

The confessions of the incarnated Satan (Vandergud), presented in
his diary entries, being in fact the internal monologues, the forms of the
present actual (present moment of speech) are widely used: «Yro Bce
TBOM KHSDKECTBa W TpadcTBa, BCE TBOM IPaMOTHI Ha OJ1aropoJCcTBO, TBOE
30]I0TO Ha cBOOOY, YeJoBeue, PAJOM C THM MAaJEHBKUM U CBOOOAHBIM
JBWKEHHEM TaJiblla, MTHOBEHHO BO3HOCAIIMM TeOs Ha IIpecton Bcex
IIpectonos!..

— Mapus!
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Ma, 51 6orock ee. B3op ee oueli Tak OBEIUTENICH U SICEH, CBET €€ JII0OBH
TaK MOTYY, Yapylolll M MPEKpaceH, 4To Bce APOKUT Bo MHe, konebnercs
W CTPEMHUTCS K HeMeAJeHHoMY OerctBy. HeBeZOMbIM cHacTbeM, CMyTHBI-
MU 00CLIaHUsIMU, TIEBYYHMH Tpe3aMu OHa McKyiraeT Menst! Kpukny su:
MPOYb! — MJIH, HETIOKOPHOMY H 3I0MY, TOKOPUTBCS €€ BOJIC U UATH 32 HEr0?

Kyna? He 3nato. Ho Bce nu S 3Har0? Mnu ecTh eiie MHbIE MUPBI, KPO-
Me Tex, KoTopsie S 3a0bu1 1 3Ha10? OTKyaa 3TOT HEMOABUKHBIN CBET 32
Moelt criuHoto? OH CTaHOBUTCS BCE MIMPE H sIpUE, €0 TEIUIBIM IPUKOCHO-
BEHHEM Y)K€ COTPeBaeTcs MOsl AyIla, U €€ MOJSIPHBIE JbJIbI KPOIIATCs U
tatoT. Ho S 6orock ormsanyThes. He roput nmu ato npokisateiit Conom, u
51 okameHero, onIHYBIIMCH? iH 3T0 HOBOE colHIle, KoToporo S emie He
BUAJ Ha 3eMJIe, BOCXOIUT 32 MOEH CIHHOIO, a S Oery OT Hero, Kak Iiy-
Tell, TTOJCTABIISI0 BMECTO CEpALla CITUHY, BMECTO BBICOKOTO Yelia — HH3-
KM ¥ Tyno# 3aTbUIOK HCIyraHHoro 3Bepa?» [1, p. 382].

Here, the forms of the concrete present tense of the moment of speech
appear as a living and immediate method of actualizing the experiences
of the lover, their close-up images. This monologue also testifies to the
ever greater acquisition by the hater of the human race of purely human
qualities, of human emotions.

Over time, with addiction, the hero all the more willingly tells about
himself as a person: «B 3TOT Beuep S ¢ yI0BOIBCTBUEM UyBCTBOBAJ ceOs
4enoBekoM...». But then an ironically caustic addition — commentary
from Satan — immediately follows his words: «u pacmomoxwuics, kKak
JoMa, B ero TecHOH mKype. OHa Bceraa )KMeT MHE ITOJT MbIIIKaMu. S B3su1
ee B Mara3uHe TOTOBOTO IUIaThsi. MHe Ka3ajloch, YTO OHA CHIMTA Ha 3aKa3
y nyumero [loptaoro!» [1, p. 326]. Then narration comes, that seems to
be on the verge of two consciousnesses: «5 ObL1 uyBcTBUTENEH. S OBLI
O4eHb 100p U MuJI, MHE OYeHBb XOTEJIOCh MOUrPaTh, HO 51 BoBce He ObLT
CKJIOHEH K TaKoW TSKEeJIOW Tparenuu!»

The two-layer speech of the narrator-hero then slopes to the short con-
cise constructions, then complicated constructions: «He mymaii, uro 1
uryay. MHe crano oueHb Hexopomo. Ecim quem S erie moka moGesxaaro
Bangepryna, To Kax1Iyro HOYb OH KiaJeT MeHst Ha 00e JIonmaTKu. DTo OH
3acenseT TeMHOTY MOMX IJ1a3 CBOUMH IIYNIEHIIUMH CHAMH U TIEpeTpsICaeT
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CBOI1 IBUTBHBIH apXUB. .. U KaK 0€300KHO IIyIbI U OSCTOJIKOBBI €ro CHBbI!
Bcio HOub 0oH x03siiHMYaeT Bo MHe, KaKk BEpHYBIIHMICS XO3sIMH, TepeOu-
paeT Ope3mIMBO, YTO-TO MIIET, XHBIYET O MOpYE M MOTEePsX, KaK CKYyIIell,
KPSIXTHT U BOPOYAETCs, KaK co0aKa, KOTOPOH He CITUTCSA Ha CTapod Mmoj-
cTuike...» [1, p. 326].

This fragment is organized by the point of view of the highest authority
(Satan), which “grows” with difficulty into the human essence, which grad-
ually displaces the “supra-mundane force and will”. The description of the
internal struggle of the narrator-hero is given mainly in the present tense.

In the final part of the novel Satan having lost to the more talented
rogue actors confesses his fiasco, resorting to the verbal images of the-
atrical play again, reinforcing them with the image of a hairy worm, al-
legorically connected with the devilish beginning: «/la, s mpuien Ha 3Ty
3eMITI0, YTOOBI IOUTPaTh U MocMesThes. [la, s caM ObLT TOTOB Ha BCSIKOE
3710, caM JITaJl U MPUTBOPSUICS, HO ThI, BOJIOCATHI YepBsK, 3a0pajcs B
caMmoe Moe cep/Ilie u YKycus MeHs. Thl BOCIIOIB30BAJICS TEM, YTO Y MEHS
YeJI0BEYECKOe CepAlle, U YKyCHII MEHs, BOJIOocaThIi uepBak» [1, p. 439].
Emotional exhilaration of speech is created here by numerous stylistic
figures of various types (anaphoras, epiphores, antithesis, rhetorical re-
versal, parallel construction of structures, chiasm).

Then another stroke in the incarnated Satan’s game comes: his con-
fession to shameful weakness in the face of people who have surpassed
him in evil: «<Ho 4to cka3ars npo Carany, KOTOpBIH peBpamiacTcs B Oec-
CHJIBHOTO ¥ JKQJIKOTO JDKEIIa U C TPECKOM HAISUIMBACT Ha CBOIO MYIPYIO
rOJIOBY KapTOHHYIO KOPOHY TeaTpalibHOTO Lapsi? MHe CTBIHO, YeTIoBeYe.
Jlaii MHE OfIHY M3 TBOMX OILICYX, YeJIOBEUE, KOTOPHIMH Thl KOPMHIIIb TBO-
WX Ipy3ed U HaeMHBIX IyToB» [1, p. 439].

Satan by L. Andreyev is a collective image that harbors a threat to
humanity and culture. No matter how ridiculous it may sound, even the
Devil himself was disappointed in the lives and customs of people.

In M. Bulgakov’s novel “The Master and Margarita” Woland and his
retinue also appear as ordinary people, while at the same time retain-
ing supernatural properties, devilish, infernal inclinations, omnipotence
and omniscience. The participation of the infernal forces leads to a rapid
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paradoxical development of the plot, which enables the author to expose
the hidden thoughts of the characters, expose and ridicule the carefully
hidden vices and shortcomings. The transition from the sphere of ordi-
nary, real, earthly to the sphere of fantastic, otherworldly occurs unno-
ticed, instantly, unmotivated. Entering into relationship with the usual
characters of the novel, Woland and his assistants immediately create in-
triguing situations, comically coloured, ambiguously readable, filled with
deep meaning.

The image of Woland is mysterious, and sometimes difficult to ex-
plain. Even the appearance of this character is so changeable that no
one who saw him can really describe it: «Bmocneactsun <...> pa3zHble
YUPESKACHHS TPEICTABUIN CBOU CBOJKH C OMHMCAHUEM ITOTO YEJIOBEKa.
CrnuyeHue UX HE MOXKET HE BbI3BaTh M3ymiicHUs. Tak, B EpBOM U3 HUX
CKa3aHO, YTO YEJIOBEK 3TOT OBUT MaJEHBKOTO pPOCTa, 3yObl HMEI 30JI0ThIC
M XpoMall Ha MpaBylo HOTy. Bo BTOpOi — YTO 4YelnoBeK OBbUT POCTY TPO-
MaJHOTO, KOPOHKH MMEJ TUIATHHOBBIC, XPOMaJl Ha JIeBYIO HOTy. TpeTbs
JIAKOHUYECKH COOOILAET, YTO OCOOBIX MPHUMET y YeJOBeKa HEe ObUIO...»
[5, p. 10].

Reports describing the appearance of Woland are diametrically opposed
in their absolutization of special features, which is expressed by the antith-
esis chain: small height — huge growth, gold teeth — platinum crowns, limp-
ing on the right leg — limping on the left leg. In the third description there
are no portrait details at all. In this way of filing a description of reality the
ironic subtext does not refer to Woland himself, but ridicules those inhabit-
ants who have a passion for secular gossip and sensations.

The final description offered by the author himself, abolishes all these
versions. A new portrait of Woland is given, at the same time both chal-
lenging and compromising: «PaHbIe Bcero: Hu Ha KaKylo HOTY OTIHMCHI-
BacMBbIil HE XpOMaJ, U POCTYy ObLI HE MaJICHBKOTO M HE TPOMAHOrO, a
MpPOCTO BBICOKOTO0. UTO Kacaercst 3y0OB, TO C JIGBOW CTOPOHBI y HEro ObUIN
TUIATUHOBBIC KOPOHKH, a C MPaBoi — 30510Thie. OH OBUT B IOPOTOM CEPOM
KOCTIOME, B 3arpaHUYHbBIX, B IIBET KOCTIOMa, Ty(dusix. Cepblii Oeper oH
JIMXO 3AJIOMHJI Ha YXO, TIOJ] MBIIIKOI HEC TPOCTh C YEPHBIM HaOAJIAIIIHHU-
KOM B BHJIE€ TOJOBBI IiyAend...» [5, p. 10].
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The new portrait is assembled as if in pieces from old ones: some-
where according to the principle “on the contrary”, “by contradiction”,
and somewhere on a compromise basis, but mainly according to the laws
of the classics. This creates a multi-angle portrait of Woland, consisting
of direct and indirect characteristics.

Woland’s infernal essence is also fixed in his portrait image. This is an
indication of Woland’s hypothetical limpness in the multi-angle portrait
model and the “curvature” line traced in the first expanded stylistically
detached image of the hero’s appearance: platinum crowns on the left,
gold on the right, eyebrows one above the other, mouth curve, the right
eye is black, the left is green.

Detail of the portrait of “crooked mouth” gives the face an expression
of disgust, strong discontent, evil irony, and can symbolize insincerity, a
lie (“curve”), which is often heard from the character’s mouth.

The motive of asymmetry gradually becomes an intrinsic characteris-
tic of the character, deepening the semantic perspective of the image and
revealing the ambivalent essence of Woland.

Woland has many faces, as befits the devil, and in conversations with
different people puts on different masks. So, in a conversation with Berli-
oz and Bezdomny, he is ironic, mocking and ruthless. Here is what he pre-
dicts to Berlioz, entrancingly prophesying about the inevitable: «Kupmuu
HH C TOTO HH C CEro, — BHYIIUTEIBHO NepeOnII HEU3BECTHBIH, — HUKOMY H
HHUKOT/Ia Ha TOJIOBY HE CBaIUTCA... BBl ymMpere Apyrowo cmeprhio...Bam
OTpEXyT ronoBy!» [5, p. 16].

In another speech situation, in a conversation with the bartender of Vari-
ette Sokov Woland addresses the interlocutor with the question: «BsI korga
ympete?» [5, p. 220]. The question does not remain unanswered, Koroviev
answers specifically and exhaustively instead of the bemused bartender:
«YMpeT OH 4epe3 ICBATh MECSILEB, B (heBpae Oy/IyIIero roaa, Ot paka rme-
yenu B kinuHuke [lepsoro MI'Y, B wetBeproii manare» [35, p. 203].

Socio-speech practice and speech pattern imply the limited and care-
ful use of the verb in the perfect form ymepems in the future tense in a
concrete-factual sense: the law of the secret of life and death, hidden from
human consciousness. In addition, the linguistic specificity of the forms



134 Hayxosi samrcku XHITY im. I.C. CxkoBopopu, 2018, Bum. 3 — 4(89 - 90)

of the future tense manifests itself in the fact that the temporal meaning
of the future tense limits the truth of the utterance, and it is usually ac-
companied by various subjective-modal shades: presupposition, doubt,
uncertainty, etc.

In Woland’s statements, the usual norms of using the verb yuepems in
the form of a future tense are violated (in the first context — a statement of
a particular way of life deprivation — the head will be cut off, in the sec-
ond, a request for future death times and a thoroughly accurate response)
and the accepted etiquette norms of communication: both verb forms with
polite you are directly related to the interlocutor. The usual specificity of
the forms of the future tense in Woland’s speech does not manifest itself:
the statements are constructed as true and categorical.

The artistic significance of the violation of norms in the hidden irony
that permeates Woland’s intention is to shake everyday consciousness,
controlled by common sense, since the content of the statements comes
into contradiction with human knowledge, limited daily logic and norms
of society.

For his retinue, Woland does not stand on ceremony and often uses
colloquial or “reduced” stylistically vocabulary. Thus, the crudely famil-
iar tone is manifested in Woland’s dialogue with the infernal cat. The
speech duet of Woland and Behemoth has a playful nature reflecting the
inclination of both participants to the pranks, as evidenced by the au-
thor’s remarks: «He BooOpakaelib 11 Thl, 4TO HAXOIUIILCS HA SIPMapOU-
HOM TutonIau? — NPUTBOPSISICH pacCepKEHHBIM, cripammBan Bonaumy [5,
p. 247]; «Meccup, s B yxkace! — 3asBHI KOT, M300paxasl y:Kac Ha CBOCH
Mopae» [5, p. 250].

Woland demonstrates a rudely dismissive familiarity with regard to
the cat, as it were, not seriously. At the same time, this tone reflects the
role of the overlord enshrined in Woland’s speech party that manifests it-
self in communication with the retinue, especially with the jester servant.

Emotionally expressive coloring of statements addressed to Behe-
moth is manifested in the use of colloquial vernacular vocabulary with
vivid expression of coarse familiarity and neglect. These are the state-
ments of Woland accompanying the chess game with Behemoth: «/lonro
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OyZeT pOI0KAThCS ATOT OaaraH Mmoj KpoBaTbio? Beliesail, OkasHHBIN
lanc!» [5, p. 247]; «He BoOOpaxkaeus Jin ThI, YTO HAXOIMIILCS Ha SIp-
MapouHo#t momaau? <...> OctaBb 3TH JemeBble Gokychl 11 Bapbere.
Ecnu ThI ceifyac e He TOSIBUIILCS, MBI Oy/IeM CYMTATh, YTO ThI CIAJICS,
MIPOKJIATHIN Ae3epTup» [5, p. 247].

The expression of the utterance is enhanced by imperative modality.
At the same time, directing expressions of will are directly transmitted by
imperatives guirezail, ocmagw. Indirect orders and demands are expressed
by interrogative sentences: «/lonro OyaeT mpoaomKaThcs 3TOT Oajara
non kpoBateio?» [5, p. 247]; «Ax 1Bl momnen, <...> Tbl ciaemscs Umu
HeT?» [5, p. 250] or verbal form in the past with interjection: «Ilomen
BOHY» [5, p. 245].

Woland uses a number of expletives and colloquially reduced ex-
pressions about Behemoth: mowennux, wapnraman, oxasuuwiti Ianc,
npoxasmuliil dezepmup, noorey. The specificity of using abusive vocabu-
lary is manifested in the fact that the denotative component of the lexi-
cal meaning of such words is “blurred”, the nominative function in the
context “tends to zero” with absolute predominance of the expressive
function. Therefore, swear words and phrases are not a nomination, but
express a feeling-attitude towards the object of evaluation, due to the de-
sire to insult and humiliate.

The feeling of irritation in the speech of Woland, caused by the behav-
iour of Behemoth, also implies abusive interstitial idioms xa xkaxoti uepm,
uyepm mebs (6ac) 603vmu: « Ha Kakol 4epT Tebe HyKEH TalCTyK, €CIIN
Ha Te0e HeT mTaHoB?» [5, p. 247]; «A, 4epT Bac BO3bMU C BalllUMU 0aJTb-
HbIMHU 3aTesiMu!» [5, p. 249]; «Momuu, yept Teds Bo3bMu!» [5, p. 215].
Familiarity and disdain for a cat manifests itself indirectly through an
emotional assessment of its actions, which is reflected in expressive vo-
cabulary, often stylistically reduced: cheap foci, lies, nonsense (see the
contexts above, as well as the following: «1 unTepecHee Bcero B 3ToM
BpaHbe TO, <...>YTO OHO — BPAaHbE OT MEPBOTO J0 MOCIEAHETO CIOBa» [5,
p. 269]; «OnsiTh HaUanach Kakas-To 4yuby [5, p. 352]).

So, the basis of Woland’s crudely familiar tone of speech is the use of
evaluative reduced vocabulary. The aesthetic application of such speech
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means is associated with the motif of the carnival game, the booth as a
phenomenon of grassroots area culture. The fact that Woland’s familiarity
and scolding should not be taken seriously is indicated by the speech sig-
nals 6aracan noo kposamuio, Ha apmapoynou niowaou which cause di-
rect associations with the carnival, linking this motive to Woland’s image.

Thus, using the method of expressive and stylistic variation of the
character’s discourse depending on the interlocutor, Bulgakov creates a
unique, colourful image of Woland, emphasizing his versatility.

Woland is the bearer of fate, it is connected with a long tradition in
Russian literature that connected fate, rock, fatum not with God, but with
the devil. In Bulgakov, Woland personifies the fate that punishes Berlioz,
Sokov, Bosoy and others who transgress the norms of Christian morality.
This is the first devil in the world literature, punishing for non-observance
of the commandments of Christ.

The Devil, Satan in religious literature is a symbol of denial. In secu-
lar literature, negation is carried out by means of a comic image; with
the help of the literary character Woland M. Bulgakov attracting various
methods of satire (from irony to the grotesque) exposes the spiritual in-
significance of hypocritical people. In this understanding, evil performs a
cleansing function, prepares a place for the approval of good.

Innovation of Bulgakov in the creation of Woland’s image is un-
doubted. The writer does not interpret his function traditionally — as the
negative force itself, the evil force itself on earth. This is the meaning of
the epigraph itself and the first part of the novel “The Master and Marga-
rita”. This is a metaphor of human inconsistency, the resolution of which
should establish a historical optimum in society.

L. Andreyev and M. Bulgakov show how terrible the actions and
thoughts of people are against the background of devilish evil. The au-
thors of the novels ridicule the human world satirically. Whereas earlier
people were afraid of the Devil and Hell and tried to live righteously, now
Satan, as the highest degree of punishment, does not frighten them. His
temptations look rather pale against the background of public self-degra-
dation. Infernal imagery in both novels is built on a paradoxical basis, on
the inconsistency of the notions of the “normal” as possible and proper.
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The most important method of creating paradox is the grotesque,
which is based on the combination of the incompatible. The grotesque
structure of infernal images is underlined by the deformedness of their
appearance, the asymmetry of features, which becomes an internal char-
acteristic of the personages, revealing their ambivalent essence. The ac-
tive participation of the infernal forces contributes to the unusually com-
plete and multilateral disclosure of reality, exposing its strange, absurd
and mysterious phenomena.

Further prospects for the study of this problem we see in the possibil-
ity of comparing the linguistic techniques and language tools of creating
the image of the Devil in other famous works of Ukrainian, Russian and
foreign writers.
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AHoTanis
C.M. Hikigopora, C.E. Mexaciok. CTiricTHYHI npuiioMu 300pakeHHsA
JusiBosa y pomanax JI.M. AnapeeBa i M.O. Byiarakosa

CrarTio NPHUCBSIYEHO CTUIIICTUYHUM NPUHOMaM CTBOpEHHs o0pa3y JlusiBona
B JIiTEpaTypHUX TBOpax. Marepianom Jyist TOCIIDKEHHS CIYTYIOTh BiIoMi poma-
HY BUAATHUX MMUCbMEHHHUKIB nepiuoi nonosuHu 20-ro cromittst M.O. Bynrakosa
«Maiicrep 1 Maprapura» i JLM. Auapeesa «ll{ogennnk Caranu». Y crarTi ap-
TYMEHTYIOTHCS TiJICTaBH JJIsi BUOOPY came IIMX JITepaTypHHUX TBOPIB, Y3ITHX
JUISL aHANTI3y B paMKax JJAHOTO JIOCIIJHKEHHSI.

Mera n1aHOi CTaTTi — PO3MISHYTH, SIK1 JIIHTBICTHYHI 3aCO0M Ta NPUIHOMHU BU-
KOPHCTOBYIOTh aBTOPH JUISI CTBOPEHHSI peallicTUYHOro 0oopasy usBoia B BHIIe-
Ha3BaHUX pOMaHax.

VY crarTi aHaANi3y€EThCs, SIK B 000X poManax CaTaHa HaOyBae JIFOICHKUN BH-
DU, AA€THCS TOPTPETHA 1 MOBHA XapaKTEPUCTHKA IIEPCOHAXIB.

Kpim Toro, B crarti HaBonsThCs pukiaay, ik M.O. bynrakos, Bukopucro-
BYIOUM TIPUHOM EKCIIPECHBHOTO 1 CTHIIICTHYHOTO BapilOBaHHS AUCKYPCY IEpco-
Ha)ka B 3aJISKHOCTI Bijl CIIBPO3MOBHHKA, CTBOPIOE HETMIOBTOPHUH, KOJIOPUTHHUI
o0pa3 Bonanpa, migkpecioroun Horo 6ararorpanHicts. A JI.M. AHapeeB BUKO-
PHCTOBY€E PI3HOMaHITHI MPOSIBU TICUXIYHOTO ()eHOMEHA PO3JBOEHHS OCOOUCTO-
CTi, B CUTYallil poMaHy — NOABIHHOCTI caMOro reposi-oroBiaya i iHIIAX TOJI0B-
HUX ITEPCOHAXIB.
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Hanpukinni crarti poOUThCS BACHOBOK PO O€3CyMHIBHE HOBAaTOPCTBO AH-
npeesa 1 bynrakoBa B 300paxenHni [usBona. [Tinkpecnroerses, mo mnei obpas
B KYJBTYpi 3aBXKIH 3aJUIIaBcs 3aTpeOyBaHNUM, 3MiHIOBAJIUCS e Gopmu Ta
imeHa. JI. AaapeeB i M. BynrakoB miKpeciarO0Th, HACKIJIBKH KaXJIMB1 BUNHKH 1
JyMKH JIIO[Iel Ha TJIi AUSBOJIBCHKOTO 371a. ABTOPH POMaHIB CAaTHPHYHO BHCMIIO-
I0Th CBIT Jrofei. SIkmo paninie jronu Oosuncst [lusiBona i meksa Ta Hamarajiucs
KHUTH TIpaBeHo, To Tenep CaraHa, SIK HaiBHIA Mipa MOKapaHHs, iX HE JISKaE.
Moro criokycn BUMISAAIOTH JOCHTH 67110 Ha T/1i CYCITIIBHOTO CaMOPO3KIALY.

Takox y cTarTi HaMiYeHi MOAAJIBII TIEPCIEKTUBY JOCIIKEHHS 1aHOT IIpo-
onemu.

Karwuogi cioBa: JI. Auapees, M. BynrakoB, CTHITICTHYHUA MTPUAOM, MOBHA
rpa, Tepoii-onoBiaad, TUCKypC MepcoHaka, MOTHB aCHMETPHYHOCTI.

AHHOTAIMSA
C.H. Huxkudoposa, C.J. Mexaciok. CTUIHCTHYECKUE IPHEMBI
u3odpaxenus /Apsasona B pomanax J.H. Angpeea n M.A. Byiarakosa

Crarbs NMOCBSIEHa CTUIMCTUYECKUM NIpHEeMaM co3JaHus obpasza JlpgBona
B JIMTEPATypHBIX NPOU3BEACHUAX. MarepuaaoM s UCCIEI0BaHUS MOCILYKH-
JI U3BECTHBIE POMaHBI BBIAIOIINXCSA MUcaTenell nepBoil nonoBuHkI 20-ro Beka
M.A. BynrakoBa «Mactep u Maprapura» u JIL.LH. AnnpeeBa «/lneBHuk Cara-
HBD). B cTaTbe apryMeHTHPYIOTCSl OCHOBAaHUS JJIsl BBIOOpA MMEHHO THX JINTEpa-
TYpHBIX IPOU3BEACHUH, B3SITHIX AJIS aHANM3a B paMKaxX JAaHHOTO HCCIIEIOBaHUS.

Ilenp naHHOH CTAaThU — PacCCMOTPETh, KAKHE SI3BIKOBBIE CPEICTBA M TPUEMBI
UCIIONB3YIOT aBTOPHI TS CO3JIaHMUs PeaTMCTUYHOTO 00pa3a J[psiBoia B BBIIICHA3-
BaHHBIX POMaHaXx.

B crarbe ananmusupyercs, kak B 00oux pomanax CaraHa mpruoOpeTaeT 4eno-
BEUECKHI O0JHK, 1aeTCs TIOPTPETHAS U peueBast XapaKTePUCTHKA ITEPCOHaXKEH.

Kpome Toro, B crathe mpuBOASTCS MpuUMepskl, kak M.A. bynrakos, ucrnosns-
3ysl IIPUEM DKCIIPECCUBHOIO U CTHIMCTUYECKOIO BapbUPOBaHUS JUCKypca IEp-
COHa)Xa B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT COOECEIHUKA, CO3/1aeT HETIOBTOPUMBIH, KOJIOPUTHBIN
o0pa3 Bonanna, moquepkuBas ero MHOTOrpaHHoCTh. JI. AHIpeeB jke UCTIONb3yeT
pa3Ho0Opa3HbIe MPOSIBICHUS ICUXUYECKOT0 ()eHOMEHA pa3BOCHHS IMYHOCTH, B
CUTyallul pOMaHa — IBOMCTBEHHOCTH CaMOr0 reposi-IIOBECTBOBATENS U JPYTUX
IJIaBHBIX TIEPCOHaXKEH.

B 3akmrouennu aenaercs BBIBOJ O HECOMHEHHOM HOBAaTopcTBe AHJIpeeBa U
BynrakoBa B n3zobpaxenun JlpsBona. [lomguepkuBaercs, uro obpas [IpsiBona B
KyJIBType BCETJa OCTaBaJICSl BOCTPEOOBAaHHBIM, JIUIIb MEHss1 (POPMBI U MMEHA.
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JI. Aunpees u M. BynrakoB moka3sIBatOT, HACKOJIBKO Y)KACHBI TIOCTYIIKH U MBIC-
nu nrozeit Ha QoHe ABSBOIBCKOTO 371a. ABTOPBI POMAaHOB CATHPHYCCKU BBICME-
uBarOT Mup Jronei. Ecnu panbiie moau 6osutichk [psBona U aja u cTapaiiich
KUTH MPaBEAHO, TO Tereph CaTaHa, KaAK HAWBBICIIAS CTETICHb HAKA3aHUsI, UX HE
nyraeT. Ero uckymeHunst cMOTpSTCs JOBOJIBHO 0J1e1HO Ha (oHE 00IIEeCTBEHHOTO
CaMOpa3IoKEHHUsL.

B KOHIe cTarhbl HAMEUAIOTCs JANbHEHINE MEpPCICKTHUBBI HCCIICTOBAHUS
JTAHHOU MPOOIEMEI.

KmioueBbie ciioBa: JI. AuapeeB, M. BynrakoB, CTUITHCTHYCCKUIA HPHEM,
SI3BIKOBAsi UTPa, TePOii-MIOBECTBOBATENb, HUCKYPC MEPCOHAXKA, MOTHB acUMMe-
TPUYHOCTH.

Summary
S.M. Nikiforova, S.E. Mekhasiuk. Stylistic methods of depicting the Devil
in the novels of L.N. Andreyev and M.A. Bulgakov

The article is devoted to the stylistic methods of creating the image of the
Devil in literary works. The material for the study was the famous novels of
prominent writers of the first half of the 20th century M.A. Bulgakov’s “Master
and Margarita” and L.N. Andreyev’s “Diary of Satan”. The article argues the rea-
sons for choosing these particular literary works taken for analysis in this study.

The purpose of this article is to examine the linguistic techniques and lan-
guage tools used by L. Andreyev and M. Bulgakov in depicting the Devil in the
above-mentioned novels.

The authors of the article analyze how Satan acquires a human form, give a
portrait and speech characteristics of the heroes in both novels.

In addition, the article provides examples of how M. Bulgakov, using the
method of expressive and stylistic variation of the character’s discourse depend-
ing on the interlocutor, creates a unique, colorful image of Woland, emphasizing
his versatility. L. Andreyev uses a variety of manifestations of the mental phe-
nomenon of a split personality, in the situation of the novel — the duality of the
narrator and other main characters.

In conclusion, the undoubted innovation of Andreyev and Bulgakov in the
depicting the Devil is underlined. It is emphasized that the image of the Devil in
culture has always remained in demand, only by changing the forms and names.
L. Andreyev and M. Bulgakov show how terrible the actions and thoughts of
people are against the background of devilish evil. The authors of the novels sa-
tirically ridicule the human world. If before people were afraid of the Devil and
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hell and tried to live righteously, now Satan, as the highest degree of punishment,
does not frighten them. His temptations look rather pale against the background
of public self-depreciation.

At the end of the article further prospects for the study of this problem are
outlined.

Key words: L. Andreyev, M. Bulgakov, stylistic device, language game,
narrator-hero, character’s discourse, asymmetry motif.
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