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Nouemy «Cobaube cepaue» M.A. bynrakoBa He HaneyaTanu
B 1925 roay: ueH3ypa, aBToueH3ypa U KpUtuka 1920-x

AHHoTauumA. CTaTbs NOCBALLEHA KOMMIEKCHOMY aHannsy nosect M.A. Bynrakosa «Cobaube cepaue,
KoTopoi B 2025 r. ucnonHsetca 100 neT ¢ MOMEHTa HanucaHus. AHaM3npyeTcs UCTOPUS TEKCTA

W NPUYMHBI €rO 3aMpeTa B COBETCKOM neyvaTu. [oBecTb paccMaTpmMBaAETCA KaK Npon3BeAEHME,
OKas3aBLlUeecsa HA nepecevyeHMn XyA0KeCTBEHHOIO 3aMbliC1a aBTOPA U LLEH3YPHONAEOIOTUYECKUX
orpaHuyeHnn anoxu. MokasaHo, Yto K 1925 r. caTupuyeckunii metToa NnnucaTens 380/ OLUUOHNPOBA

OT $EeNIbETOHHbIX MPUEMOB K C/IOKHOM Xy40XKecTBeHHON ¢popme, rae bbiToBble KapTUHbI MOCKBbI 3MOXM
H3Ma coyeTatoTca ¢ dpaHTacTUKOM U puocopckon npobaematrkoit. Ha maTepmasne Tpex aBTOPM30BaAHHbIX
MAaLLMHOMMCEN BbIAB/IEHO COOTHOLLEHWUE aBTOPCKUX NPABOK U peaakTopckmx nomeT H.C. AHrapckoro-
KnectoBa. MncaTtenb coxpaHua KatodeBble 3NM304bl — MOHOIOT O «Paspyxe», «He YnuTanTe o obeaa
COBETCKUX ra3eT», KOTHATb M MOAE/INTbY, CMOP O «CEMM KOMHaTax». ABTOp COracuACA NLWb

Ha YaCTUUYHble cMATrYeHMA (3aMmeHa OTAeNbHbIX C0B, TONOHMMOB, GaMUINi), HO OTKasancs

OT WU3MEHEHMWW, 3aTParnBaBLLUMX CMbIC/IOBbIE Y3/1bl NPOU3BeAeHMUA. ITO CBUAETE/IbCTBYET O €ro
NPUHUMNNANBHOM NO3ULLUK, HE AONYCKABLUIEN KOMNPOMMUCCOB pagm nybamkaumm. OT3biBbl KPUTUKOB
1920-x rr. Ha noBecTb «POKOBbIe ANLA» U pOMaH «benas reapgua», a TakKe AoHeceHWe areHTa Oy

0 YTeHun «Cobaubero cepaua» Ha «HUKUTUHCKMX cyBBOTHUKAx» B MapTe 1925 r. no3sonstoT
PEKOHCTPYMPOBATb BEPOATHYIO PeaKLMIo, rae NpuUsHaHne XyA0XKeCcTBEHHOro MacTepcTBa COYEeTaoch

C ANArHo3om Maeonornyeckomn «HebnaroHagexHocTM». OTaeNbHbIN pa3aen NoCBALWEH LEHTPANbHOMY
KOHQNNKTY: UHTENIUTEHLMA NPOTMB MPOJIETAapPUEB — KaK NPUUNHE KHENPOXOAMMOCTUY» B MeYaTb U KaK
CNeACTBUIO 3aMnpeTa U U3baTUA pykonucen OIMY B 1926 r. MpocnexkeHa cyabba TeKCcTa: OT HanMcaHus,
ny6MYHbIX YTEHWUI A0 Ny6AMKauum 3a rpaHuuen B 1968 r. n 8 CCCP B 1987 r. lns coBpeMeHHOro
YyuTaTenNA NOBECTb LLeHHA KaK JOKYMEHT 3MOXM N KaK UCTOYHMK HOBbIX IMTEPATYPHbIX apXeTUNOoB:
LUsoHAepa n LlapukoBa, akTyanbHbIx 1 B XXI B.

KnioueBblie cnosa: npotMeBo60pCTBO MMPOBO33pEHNN B Npon3BeneHnax bynrakosa, oTHoLWeEHWe aBTopa
K COBETCKOW AEeNCTBUTENbHOCTM, COBETCKAA LLeH3ypa, pegakTop v nsgatenb H.C. AHrapckuii-Knecros,
nnTepaTtypHaa Kputnka 1920-x rr.
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Why M.A. Bulgakov’s “Heart of a Dog” was not published in 1925:
Censorship, self-censorship, and criticism in the 1920s

Abstract. The article offers a comprehensive analysis of Mikhail Bulgakov’s novella “Heart of a Dog”,
which centenary 2025 marks. It examines the textual history of the work and the reasons for its
prohibition in the Soviet press. The novella is interpreted as a text situated at the intersection

of the author’s artistic intent and the censorship-ideological restrictions of the 1920s. By 1925, Bulgakov’s
satirical method had evolved from feuilleton techniques to a complex artistic form, where depictions

of everyday Moscow during the NEP period intertwine with elements of fantasy and philosophical
reflection. The analysis of the three surviving authorial typescripts highlights the relationship between



Bulgakov’s revisions and the editorial notes of N.S. Angarsky-Klestov. The writer preserved key episodes —
the monologue on “devastation,” the dictum “do not read Soviet newspapers before lunch,”

the formula “to seize and divide,” and the dispute over “seven rooms.” He accepted only partial
mitigations (replacement of individual words, toponyms, and surnames) but rejected any changes
affecting the semantic core of the work. This indicates his principled stance, which excluded compromises
for the sake of publication. Critical responses of the 1920s to “The Fatal Eggs” and “The White Guard”,
along with the OGPU agent’s report on the reading of “Heart of a Dog” at the “Nikitinsky Saturdays”
literary circle in March 1925 allow a reconstruction of the likely reception of the novella, where
recognition of artistic mastery would have been accompanied by the label of ideological “unreliability.”

A separate section addresses the central conflict of the novella — the intelligentsia versus the proletariat —
as the reason for its “impossibility” to print, leading to the ban and the seizure of the manuscripts

by the OGPU in 1926. The study also traces the fate of the text: from its writing and public readings to its
first publication abroad in 1968 and in the USSR in 1987. For contemporary readers the novella
remains valuable both as a document of its epoch and as a source of enduring literary archetypes —
Shvonder and Sharikov — who continue to resonate in the twenty-first century.
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