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Chapter 3
*
Anna Karenina

The Slavonic Question and the Dismembered Adulteress

Tolstoy’s transition from War and Peace in the 1860s to Anna Karenina in
the 1870s has typically been read as a transition from an emphasis on the na-
tion to an emphasis on the family. The famous opening line of the latter novel
supports this view—“Bce cyacTnnBble ceMby MOX0XM JIPYT Ha APYTa, KaKIas
HecyacT/IMBast ceMbs Hecyactnusa no-ceoemy” (All happy families resemble
one another, each unhappy family is unhappy in its own way) (PSS 18:3)—
as does the oft-quoted statement of Tolstoy’s, recorded by his wife: “Yro6
pousBefieHne ObIUIO XOPOLIO, HA/IO MOUTH B HEM ITIABHYI0, OCHOBHYIO MBICIIb.
Tak, B Anne Kapenunoti s mo6mo MbICIb cemeliniyto, B BoilHe u mupe mo6un
MBICIb HAPOOHY10, BenecTBue BoitHbl 12-ro roga” (For a work to be good, one
must love the main, basic idea in it. So, in Anna Karenina 1 love the fami-
ly idea, in War and Peace 1 loved the national idea, because of the war of
[18]12).! Consequently, studies of Anna Karenina have treated the novel as a
work that participates in, subverts, or fuses the English and French strands
of the nineteenth-century novelistic tradition. Boris Eikhenbaum’s classic
study, for example, discusses Anna Karenina as “a combination of the En-
glish family novel and the French ‘adultery’ novel.”? In more recent exam-
inations, Amy Mandelker makes the claim that Tolstoy’s novel subverts the
paradigms of the English and French traditions, while Judith Armstrong’s
psychoanalytic reading, with its emphasis on Tolstoy’s idealized image of his
dead mother, also privileges the family as the analytical subject of the novel.?
Studies that have engaged the “national idea” in Tolstoy’s fiction other than
War and Peace tend to rely on texts that make an obvious fit with Edward
Said’s conception of orientalism or allow for its easy transposition into the
Russian realm, such as The Cossacks and Hadji Murat.*

The reopening of the Eastern Crisis or the Slavonic Question, which took
place during the novel’s serialization (1875-77) and even affected its publi-
cation, invites a reading of Anna Karenina through the lens of “the national
idea.” The Soviet critic Eduard Grigor’evich Babaev was the first to read the
family as symbolic of the nation in Anna Karenina’s opening line when he
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noted its similarity with the French saying, “Happy nations have no histo-
ry,” which is also alluded to in the second epilogue of War and Peace.’ In
discussing the movement of history and the development of nations, Tolstoy
claims that all theories fail “kak Tonbko ABNAIOTCA PeBOMIONNHN, 3aBOEBAHMS,
MeX0ycobMsi, KaK TONbKO HauMHaeTcs ucropus” (as soon as revolutions,
conquests, civil wars occur, as soon as history begins) (PSS 12:313). The
French saying regarding happy nations did make it into the first draft of
Anna Karenina, its first chapter no less, thus creating an even stronger link
with the end of War and Peace. Like War and Peace, the first draft of Anna
Karenina—titled at the time Molodets—baba, which in English would best
be rendered as “You Go, Girl”—opens with an evening party scene. The
guests in attendance search for topics of conversation and settle on mali-
cious gossip, eventually leading to Anna’s affair, because “cuactiusbie
Haponbl He umeiot ucropuu” (happy people have no history) (PSS 20:16). The
same conversation includes another saying relevant to the woman-nation
analogy and evocative of Ernest Gellner’s comparison, quoted in the in-
troduction, between every nation having its own state and every woman
having her own husband: “Kax rosopsr, Hapombl UMEOT TO TIPaBUTENBCTBO,
KOTOPOTO OHM 3aCTTY)KUBAIOT, TAK U KEHbI UMEIOT MIMEHHO TEX MYJKeil, KOTOPbIX
onn sacnyxusawt” (As they say, people have that government which they
deserve, so wives have exactly those husbands which they deserve) (PSS
20:16). Important to note in regard to Tolstoy’s use of the phrase is the mul-
tivalence of the Russian word narod, which can mean “nation,” “people,”
or “peasants,” depending on the context. George Eliot, whom Tolstoy not
only read, but greatly admired, was the first to apply the saying about people
or nations in general to their female half when, in describing the troubles of
Maggie Tullivers’s youth in The Mill on the Floss (1860), she observed that
“the happiest women, like the happiest nations, have no history.”®

The present chapter draws parallels between the story of Tolstoy’s un-
happy heroine and his misgivings about the course of Russia’s history. Olga
Matich notes that, in contrast to War and Peace, Anna Karenina is a novel
“in which war and its dismembering consequences loom outside the text
and only at the end,” while “the battle site is the body of Anna.”” I attempt
to show how, through the framework of gendered nations, Anna’s dismem-
bered body becomes symbolic of Tolstoy’s indictment of the war that occu-
pies the end of the novel. Engaging his polemic with the Slavonic Question,
I read the foregrounded “family idea” as national allegory and compare the
breaking of family boundaries through the act of adultery with the breaking
of national boundaries through the act of war. Both result in death. Unlike
George Eliot, who wrote Middlemarch after the two Polish insurrections,
and Theodor Fontane, who wrote Effi Briest after the reign of Otto von Bis-
marck and his anti-Polish Kulturkampf had passed, Tolstoy began writing
his novel of adultery before the commencement of the Eastern Crisis. As the
crisis progressed during the novel’s serialization, however, and came to be
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addressed in its last few sections, it opened up the possibility of reading the
story of adultery as a fitting backdrop for the author’s political denunciation.

Another difference between Anna Karenina and the novels covered in the
previous chapters is that the heroine’s lover is not the national outsider to the
degree that Will Ladislaw and Major Crampas are. A Serbian or Turkish lover
would have been more suitable for my reading of the novel against the polit-
ical backdrop of the Eastern Crisis; a Serbian would have made for a better
comparison with Middlemarch, since the “Polish fever” in England resembled
Russia’s resolve to save the South Slavs, and a Turkish one with Effi Briest,
if Prussia’s Kulturkampf might be likened to Russia’s Islamophobia. Russia
stands out among the other two empires, however, in that it colonized itself
with French and English culture, which the author’s mouthpiece, Levin, iden-
tifies as “HeHopmanbHO TpuBuTas Poccum BHemHssn nuBuausanus” (an alien
civilization abnormally grafted on to Russia) (PSS 19:52), while Vronsky is
continually othered on that account. When Vronsky begins his “samanusanbe”
(decoying) of Kitty “6es Hamepenus sxenutbcs” (without the intention to mar-
ry) (PSS 18:61), Kitty’s father sees right through him and upbraids his wife
for favoring Vronsky over Levin: “J/IeBuH B ThicA4y pas nydlle YeNOBEK. A 9TO
bpaHTHK TeTepOYPICKuii, UX HAa MAIIMHE JIENAI0T, OHU BCE HAa OIHY CTaTh, M BCE
mpsaub” (Levin is a thousand times the better man. Whereas this one is a little
Petersburg fop, they are machine-made, all to one pattern, and all rubbish)
(PSS 18:60). Levin’s authentic Russianness, by contrast, is illustrated by the
fact that he feels “kakyio-10 KpOBHYI0 TI060Bb K MYKIKY, BCOCAHHYIO UM, KaK
OH CaM FOBOPUJI, BEPOSTHO C MOTOKOM 6abbi-kopmunubst” (a sort of blood-love
for the peasants, which he had sucked in, as he himself said, probably with
the milk of his peasant nurse) (PSS 18:251-52). Concomitantly, when observ-
ing the upbringing of his friend Oblonsky’s children, Levin equates “Bbryunts
no-¢dpaniysckn” (teaching French) with “oryuurs ot uckpensoctn” (unteach-
ing sincerity) (PSS 18:286). After Kitty initially rejects him and Oblonsky at-
tempts to comfort him by saying that Kitty and her mother were only charmed
by the polished Vronsky’s “coBepuiennsiit apucrokparusm” (perfect aristocra-
tism), Levin strongly protests the term:

Tpl cumTaemp BpoHCKOro apmcrokpaTtoMm, HO A HeT. YenoBek, orer
KOTOPOTO BbIJIe3 113 HUYEro IIPOHLIPCTBOM, MaTh KoToporo bor 3Haer ¢
KeM He Obl/Ia B CBSI3M . . . HeT, y>K M3BMHU, HO 51 CIUTAIO APUCTOKPATOM
ce0s1 U NII0fieil, HOJOOHBIX MHE, KOTOpPbIe B IIPOLIEAIIEM MOTYT YKa3aTb
Ha TpM-4YeThbIpe YeCTHBIE IIOKO/IEHNU ceMell, HAXONVBIIMXCA Ha BbICIIEN
creneHyu obpasoBaHya (apoBaHbe M yM—3TO PYTOE [1e/I0), 1 KOTOpbIe
HUKOTI/Ia HN TIpeJ] KeM He IOf/INYasIi, HUKOTTA HY B KOM He HY>XXa/IUCh,
KaK >XVMJIM MOV OTell, MOM Jef.

You consider Vronsky an aristocrat, but I don’t. A man whose father
crawled up from nothing by cunning, whose mother has had liasons
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with God knows whom . . . No, excuse me, but I consider myself
an aristocrat and people like myself, who can point to three or four
honest family generations in their past, who had a high degree of
education (talent and intelligence—that’s another thing), who have
never lowered themselves before anyone, never depended on anyone,
as my father lived, and my grandfather. (PSS 18:181-82)

The importance of the family lineage reemerges in a happier setting, af-
ter Levin and Kitty have wed, and he watches her sitting “na Tom camom
KO>XKaHOM CTapI/IHHOM AVBaHE, KOTOPI)H/“I CTOA BCErga B Ka6I/IHeTe y nena u
orma Jleeuna” (on that same old leather couch that had always stood in the
study of Levin’s grandfather and father) (PSS 19:51-52). By contrast, as
Levin’s previous bitter assessment indicates, Vronsky is not only inauthen-
tically Russian but also inauthentically aristocratic. He is what we would
today call nouveau riche, and this becomes most obvious when he sets up
his new home with Anna. When Dolly, ever the faithful friend, comes to
visit, “BCE MpOM3BOAMIIO B Hell BIIeYAT/I€HNe M300MINMS U I[ETONbCTBA U TOM
HOBOJI €BPONEVICKOI POCKOLIN, PO KOTOPbIE€ OHA YMTa/a TONbKO B aHITIMIICKUX
poMaHax, HO HMKOTZa He Bupana eme B Poccun” (everything produced in her
the impression of opulence and display and that new European luxury she
had only read about in English novels, but had never yet seen in Russia)
(PSS 19:191), and the bedroom Anna sets her up in “nHanmomunna eit mumme
roctuaunbl 3a rpanuneii” (reminded her of the best hotels abroad) (PSS
19:190). The reference to hotels especially speaks to the inauthenticity of the
home, pointing thereby also to the inauthenticity of the family residing in
it. If Levin is the embodiment of a true Russian (with the long lineage and
the right kind of breast milk to boot), who eventually becomes the model
husband to Kitty and father to their children, then Vronsky is merely—to
employ and amend Maria Todorova’s theoretically productive phrase—a
semi-Russian, as he is a semihusband to Anna once they move in together
and a semifather to their daughter who legally bears Karenin’s last name.
The same doubt is cast, as we shall see below, on Russia’s magnanimous
feelings toward her brother Slavs living under Ottoman rule. Just as Vronsky
seduces Anna into an inauthentic relationship, so the passionate Slavophiles
seduce Russia into war.

The national and family ideas are intertwined in Tolstoy’s oeuvre as a whole,
manifested by his simultaneously growing disregard for both. Starting with
War and Peace in the 1860s and ending with Resurrection in the last years
of the nineteenth century, Tolstoy’s heroines become increasingly more pro-
miscuous as his view of Russia rapidly declines. War and Peace idealizes both
Russia—in contrast to France—and the woman—in the figure of Natasha
Rostova. Russia’s victory over France is cast in terms of moral superiority,®
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and Natasha is saved from eloping with Anatole Kuragin, becoming instead
the perfect wife and mother in the first epilogue. By contrast, Resurrection
casts a hardened prostitute in the leading female role and exposes Russia as a
perpetrator of crimes against women and other minorities. Moreover, Resur-
rection was much more closely engaged in battling state policies than merely
decrying them in its pages, although the vitriol against the Orthodox Church
expressed in those pages proved to be the last straw that led to Tolstoy’s ex-
communication in 1901. The novel was written long after Tolstoy had already
abandoned, even renounced, the genre and for the sole purpose of financ-
ing the emigration of a Christian sect called Dukhobortsy (literally, “spirit
fighters”), who were being persecuted by the state church. The Dukhobortsy
rejected church ritual and ascribed to other beliefs that would have found
an amenable ear in the older Tolstoy, such as pacifism, vegetarianism, and
teetotalism. Since they rejected church sacraments, including the sacrament
of marriage, their own marriages were deemed illegal and so, in addition to
exile, their punishment involved the breaking up of their families by exiling
their members to different parts of the empire. The freeing of a religious sect
from a corrupt nation by means of a story about a corrupt(ed) woman thus
completes the downward trajectory that began with an ideal woman and a
morally superior nation. Anna Karenina occupies the middle ground between
the two extremes as a novel that features an adulteress and criticizes Russia’s
military involvement on behalf of other Orthodox Slavs.

War and Peace

Natasha Rostova is the only ideal woman Tolstoy ever created in his fiction,
which is why she is frequently discussed in Russian studies of gendered na-
tions, especially her role in one of the most beloved scenes of the novel, where
her “nenompaskaemble, Hemsyuaemble, pycckne” (inimitable, unteachable, Rus-
sian) dance movements make the narrator wonder, “I'me, Kak, Korga Bcocana
B ce0s1 M3 TOTO PYCCKOTO BO3[yXa, KOTOPbIM OHa HbllIafa—aTa rpaduHedKa,
BOCIIUTaHHAsI eMUTPAHTKOI-(PPaHIIY>KEHKOI, 9TOT yX, OTKY/a B3s/Ia OHA 3TU
npuembl, Kotopsie pas de chile gaBHo 6b1 gomkHbI 661K BoiTecHUTH?” (Where,
how, when had this young countess, brought up by an émigré Frenchwoman,
sucked in from the Russian air she breathed that spirit, where had she gotten
those manners, which the pas de chdle should have supplanted long ago?) (PSS
10:267).° The answer, of course, is contained in the question: Natasha’s Rus-
sianness comes to her as naturally as breathing, and the setting of the novel
against Napoleon’s invasion also makes patriotism as natural as life itself.
The national figure and even the name of the heroine in War and Peace
is complemented by the narrator’s own voice as he frequently uses the first
plural possessive—nash—in discussing Russia’s military feats: “mameii
cropone” (our side) (PSS 9:306); “namux ynan” (our Uhlans), “nama nmexora”
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(our infantry), “mamm nymku” (our cannons) (PSS 11:62); “mamy apmuio”
(our army) (PSS 12:69); “namnx nonkos” (our regiments) (PSS 12:71); and
so on. Over the course of the novel, like Russia herself, Natasha comes to
feel ours—nasha Natasha—and we feel as protective of her against the ad-
vances of Anatole Kuragin as we do of Russia against Napoleon. Both the
nation and the heroine eventually experience a moral victory, and concom-
itant with the idea of the gendered nation, Pierre Bezukhov participates in
both. He saves Natasha from eloping with Kuragin shortly before he starts
making plans to assassinate Napoleon, thus hoping to save Russia.

Pierre and Natasha are the future perfect couple and the havoc that the
Kuragin brother-sister pair, Anatole and Héléne, cause in their lives is rep-
resentative of the havoc wreaked on Russia by the French occupation. The
first chapter of the novel describes the depth of what might be called the
French cultural seduction of Russia when Vasily Kuragin, Héléne and Ana-
tole’s father, speaks “Ha Tom usbickaHHOM (GpaHIY3CKOM S3bIKE, HA KOTOPOM
He TONMBKO TOBOPUIN, HO U mymanu Hamu fenbt” (in that refined French lan-
guage, in which our grandfathers not only spoke, but also thought) (PSS
9:4). Anatole, as mentioned above, almost succeeds in seducing Natasha,
while Héléne does succeed with Pierre—in one of the more comical as well
as superbly insightful passages of the novel that is worth citing—by leaning
forward at the right moment and exposing him to “>xus|ast| mpenectn ee neu
u 1eii[,] . . . Temno ee Tena, 3amax AyXOB U CKPBII €€ KOPCETa P ABYKEHUN”
(the living charm of her shoulders and neck[,] . . . the warmth of her body,
the smell of perfumes, and the creak of her corset as she moved) (PSS 9:251).
The naive Pierre is first captured by Héléne and later on by the French. After
the war and Héléne’s death he feels doubly liberated, as he basks in happi-
ness “Korjia eMy BCIIOMUHAIOCh, YTO >KeHbl U (paHIly30B He 6ombiie” (when
he remembered that the wife and the French were no more) (PSS 12:205).

The patriotism of Tolstoy the narrator of War and Peace was matched
by Tolstoy the author in regard to the second Polish insurrection, which
was occurring during the writing of the novel. Since Napoleon was a friend
to the Poles, briefly establishing the Duchy of Warsaw after his defeat of
Prussia in 1806, it is easy to see how the writing of War and Peace and the
contemporaneous turmoil occurring in Poland could reinforce each other in
the author’s mind.

The second Polish insurrection broke out in January 1863, and in May
Tolstoy wrote to his friend, the poet Afanasy Afanas’evich Fet, about join-
ing: “Yro BBl AyMaeTe O MOMbCKUX fienax? Bep meno-To mioxo, He MPUAETCS
mu HaM ¢ Bamu u [VBaHoMm IlerpoBndeM| BopucoBbIM cHMMATh OMAT M€Y C
sapkasesiero reosfsa?” (What do you think of this Polish business? You
see it is bad, will you and I and Borisov have to take down the sword again
from the rusty nail?) (PSS 61:17). Both Fet and Tolstoy were veterans of the
Crimean War, while Tolstoy’s additional military adventures in the Cauca-
sus must have been on his mind at the time because of the recent reviews of
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his Cossacks, which he discussed with Fet in the same letter. By September
1863 Tolstoy’s wife Sofya Andreevna, age nineteen and nursing a newborn,
expressed in her diary—on the day of their first wedding anniversary, no
less—grave concern that Tolstoy might be serious about joining this war:
“IJo cuX TOp s yMaja, 4To IIyTKa: BUXKY, 9TO [OYTH mpasaa. Ha Boitxy. . . .
HblHYe >KEHHUIICA, TIOHPABUIIOCh, POINII [I€TElL, 3aBTPa 3aX0TENOCh Ha BOIIHY,
6pocun” (Up till now I thought it was a joke: now I see it is almost true. To
war. . . . Today he got married, liked it, had a child, tomorrow he felt like
going to war, left).!” This rift between husband and wife is replicated in the
first part of War and Peace, when the newly married Andrei Bolkonsky,
despite the pleadings of his pregnant wife, Lise, leaves for war. Regarding
the author’s real life, it is interesting to consider that had Tolstoy carried
through with his intentions and had George Eliot’s stepson Thornie gone
to Poland instead of South Africa, the two would have been fighting on
opposite sides and Tolstoy would have potentially faced one of his favorite
author’s stepsons as an enemy.

Sofya Andreevna’s diary entry is filled with painful ruminations, but it
also contains a moment of remarkable insight, one Tolstoy himself would
come to embrace a decade later: “He Bepio 51 B 9Ty 11060Bb K OTE€UECTBY, B 9TOT
enthousiasme B 35 net. PasBe meTu He TO K€ OTEUECTBO, HE T€ K€ PycCKue?”
(I don’t believe in this love for the fatherland, in that enthusiasm at age
35. Are the children not that very same fatherland, not those very same
Russians?)."! Her double use of the term “fatherland” resonates with the
literary masterpiece Tolstoy was crafting at the time, since War and Peace
is, appropriately for its topic, sprinkled with the term, fifty-one instances
of it, to be exact. One of those instances occurs in the thoughts of the old
Countess Rostova as she despairs over her youngest son Petya’s descision
to join the war. While pondering the futility of attempting to change his
mind, the countess feels as unmoved by the call of the “fatherland” as Sofya
Andreevna did in her diary entry: “oH ckaxker 4TO-HBIOYN O MY>KYMHAX, O
4ecTi, 06 0TeYeCTBE,—4TO-HBIOY] TAKOE HECCMBICTIEHHOE, MY)KCKO€, YIIPSIMOE,
IpOTUB 4ero Henmb3s Bospaxats” (he will say something about men, honor,
the fatherland—something senseless, masculine, obstinate, to which it was
impossible to object) (PSS 11: 307).1

Fourteen years later, when Fet and Tolstoy exchanged letters on the Sla-
vonic Question, their tone had more in common with that of Countess Ros-
tova, Lise Bolkonskaya, and Tolstoy’s despairing young wife than with the
two authors’ previous patriotic enthusiasm. Tolstoy was looking for rest “ot
BCeit aToit cepbekoit Gecembicnuupt” (from all that Serbian nonsense) (PSS
62:287), and both he and Fet expressed concern for the latter’s forty-two-
year old brother who had been fighting in the Balkans and was wounded.
Sofya’s insistence in her diary entry that her children are the Russians who
need their father’s most immediate attention is echoed fourteen years later
in Levin’s unapologetic prioritizing of his wife and newborn son over any
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concern for his South Slavic brothers. The epilogue of Anna Karenina, as
shown below, depicts precisely the opposite family climate of the one that
inhabited the Tolstoys’ home in 1863, the knowledge of which makes for a
wishful reading of Levin’s attentiveness to his new family as the author’s
belated apology to his wife.

Donna Orwin’s distinction between War and Peace and Anna Karenina
on matters of life, morality, and the natural can easily be applied to the
difference between the two novels in their treatment of national allegiances.
War and Peace, Orwin observes, presents life as an answer, whereas in Anna
Karenina it is a question to be grappled with, as the suicidal Levin finds out
even after he has attained what he thought would bring him life’s highest
happiness—a family. When it comes to family life, according to Orwin, it
is in accord with the natural in War and Peace, whereas the purpose of the
family in Anna Karenina—unsuccessfully so in the case of the eponymous
heroine—is to legitimize the natural.'® Similarly, the case can be made that
the idea of the nation and national belonging is natural in War and Peace,
whereas, like the family, the figure of the woman, and life itself, Russia is
problematized in Anna Karenina. Not only is the heroine—and by exten-
sion, the nation—more promiscuous, but the hero, Levin, does not feel at
one with the nation (nzarod) in the epilogue and receives no consolation for
his pressing existential questions from Slavophile writings. In Resurrection,
to complete the trajectory, both hero and heroine find peace in exile—and,
it is imperative to note in connection to the declining family idea, not as a
couple—while the purpose of the novel itself was to help a group of people
flee Russia.

“Love Is a Battlefield”

National and family ideas interact most creatively in the first two of
Tolstoy’s three great novels by borrowing each other’s terminology: men
embrace patriotism with the passion of romantic love, while women ap-
ply military tactics for arranging love. On the night she orchestrates the
match between Pierre and Héléne, Anna Pavlovna Scherer finds herself “s
pasmpa’keHHOM COCTOSHUM TIONKOBOZLA Ha Tore 6utebl” (in an excited state
of a commander on the battlefield) (PSS 9:250) and in anticipation of Ana-
tole Kuragin’s possible proposal to her sister-in-law, Lise Bolkonskaya “kak
crapast TIOJIKOBasI JIOWIA/b, YCIBIXaB 3BYK TPYOBI . . . TOTOBU/IACH K IIPUBBIYHOMY
ranony kokerctBa” (like an old warhorse, having heard the sound of trum-
pets . . . prepared for her habitual gallop of coquetry) (PSS 9:277). The war
similes do not remain confined to the war novel, however, but continue into
the family novel, where Kitty feels like a “onomma npen 6ursor” (young man
before battle) (PSS 18:51) on the night when she expects a proposal from
Vronsky and refuses Levin.
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Levin’s feelings for Kitty are not much different from Nikolai Rostov’s
rapturous patriotism in War and Peace. During a surprise visit by the
tsar to the troops, Nikolai “6bi1 cyacTinB, kKax MIOGOBHUK, TOKIABIINICA
oxugaeMoro ceuganua” (was as happy as a lover when the moment of the
anticipated rendezvous arrives) (PSS 9:311). Later, on catching a glimpse of
the tsar after the debilitating battle of Austerlitz, he experiences more of the
same:

KaK BIIOOIEHHBIN IOHOIIA APOXUT M MJI€ET, HE CMesA CKa3aTb TOrO,
O 4Y€M OH Me4YTaeT HOYM, M MCIIYTaHHO OITIANBbIBACTCA, MIa IIOMOINN
MNIN BO3MOXXHOCTN OTCPOYKU U 6€I‘CTBa, Korja HacTyIINIa >XelaHHasd
MMUHYTa, 1 OH CTOUT HaeanHeE C He]?[, Tak u PocToB Tenepb, TOCTUTHYB
TOTO, Y€TO OH JK€/1al 6oblie BCETO Ha CBeTe, HE 3HaJI, KaK NOACTYIINUTDb
K rocypnapio.

As a young man in love trembles and thrills, not daring to utter what
he dreams of at night, and looks about fearfully, seeking help or
the possibility of delay and flight, when the desired moment arrives,
and he stands alone with her, so now Rostov, having attained what
he desired more than anything in the world, did not know how to
approach the sovereign. (PSS 9:352)

Levin’s experience upon meeting Kitty at the skating lake when he has come
back to Moscow to propose to her is almost identical:

Bcé ocBempamoch ero. Ona Oblma yiubpibKa, o3apABIIass BCE BOKPYT.
“Hey>xenu A MOTY COMTM Tyja Ha Jefl, TIOJONTY K Hell?” IOofyMain OH.
MecTo re oHa Obla, II0Ka3a/I0Ch €My HEeJOCTYIIHOIO CBATBIHEIL, U OblIa

MIHYTa, 9YTO OH 4yTb He yuren. . . . OH collesn BHU3, u36eras MOZOITy
CMOTpeTb Ha Hee, KaK Ha COJIHIle, HO OH BUJENT ee, KaK COJIHIe, ! He
TIIANA.

Everything was lit up by her. She was the smile that brightened ev-
erything around. “Can I really go down there on the ice, walk up to
her?” he thought. The place where she was appeared to him unap-
proachably holy, and there was a moment when he almost left. . . .
He went down, avoiding looking long at her, as at the sun, but he
saw her, like the sun, even without looking. (PSS 18:31-32)

Not only are Levin’s doubts about approaching Kitty analogous to Nikolai’s
vacillations about being in the tsar’s presence, but his viewing of her as the
sun is an act of reverence expressly reserved for emperors and one that Ni-
kolai experiences when he first meets the tsar:
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He cMmes ornAnbiBarbcsa BO GPOHTE U He OIJIA/IMBAACH, OH YYBCTBOBAJI
BOCTOP)XEHHBIM YyTbeM €ro mpuonmxeHue. VI oH YyBCTBOBAT 3TO HE
II0 OJTHOMY 3BYKY KOIIBIT JIOIIaJieil IPUOIKaBIIeiics KaBaabKabl, HO
OH YyBCTBOBAJI 9TO IIOTOMY, 4TO, II0 Mepe IPUOIVDKeHNsA, BCE CBeTIee,
Pa/IOCTHEE U 3HAYUTEIbHEE U NIPAa3JHUYIHEE [Ie/Ia/IOCh BOKPYT Hero. Bcé
61mxe 1 G1IVDKe TIOIBUTAIOCH 9TO CONMHIE [ PocToBa, pacpocTpaHsas
BOKPYT ce0s JIy4y KPOTKOTO U BEIMYECTBEHHOTO CBETa.

Not daring to turn to look while in line and not looking, he felt
with rapturous senses his approach. And he felt it not only from the
sound of horses” hoofbeats of the approaching cavalcade, but he felt
it because as it approached everything around him became brighter,
more joyful and significant and festive. Nearer and nearer moved
this sun for Rostov, spreading around itself rays of mild and majestic
light. (PSS 9:311)

In the first chapter of a much later work, Father Sergei (1898), Tolstoy
satirizes this intense love for the tsar when the hero, who “eme co Bpemen
KOpITyCa CTPAcTHO, IMEHHO CTPACTHO, mi06un Hukonas [asnosuya” (still from
his time as a cadet passionately, just passionately loved Nicholas I) and
“MCIBITBIBAI BOCTOPT BIIOOIEHHOTO, TaKOI XKe, KaKOI OH MCIBITBIBAN MOCIIE,
Korfla BcTpevan npeamet mo6su” (experienced the same rapture of a person
in love that he experienced later, when he met the object of [his] love) (PSS
31:6), finds out that his fiancée had been the tsar’s mistress. Returning to
Anna Karenina, which occupies the midpoint between the idealization of
the emperor in War and Peace and his disgrace in Tolstoy’s later fiction,
Levin’s experience of Kitty as the sun is also commensurate with the fact
that his family constitutes the world for him. When he returns to his estate
right after his dreams of raising his own family in it with Kitty have been
crushed, he is described as occupying and heating the entire large house,
against his own frugal principles, because “mom arot 6bin HenbIit MUp IS
Jlebuna” (that home was the entire world for Levin) (PSS 18:101). His devo-
tion to home and hearth leads him to realize, as we shall see further on, that
attempting to do anything for all of Russia is pointless.

Anna Karenina and Pan-Slavism

It is somewhat strange and worth exploring how one of the world’s most
popular novels of adultery underwent censorship not for its sexual content
but for the political sentiments expressed in its epilogue. Twenty years after
the famous lawsuit against Gustave Flaubert for the “indecency” of Ma-
dame Bovary, the epilogue to Anna Karenina did not appear, as planned,
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in the May 1877 issue of Russkii vestnik (the Russian Herald). While the
editor, Mikhail Nikiforovich Katkov, had objected to the “spxuit peanusm”
(vivid realism) of the consummation of Anna and Vronsky’s affair a cou-
ple of years earlier, he desisted when Tolstoy maintained that he could not
change anything about that scene." Levin’s lack of patriotism, however,
proved non-negotiable, in spite of the fact that Tolstoy rewrote the epilogue
twice. His revisions involved relegating many of the narrator’s criticisms
to the voices of the characters, which is reminiscient of Fontane’s method
of remaining politically ambiguous. Unconvinced by these changes, Katkov
simply summarized the end of the novel for the readers of the Russian Her-

ald himself:

B mpeppinymiert KHIDKKE mof pomMaHoM Anna Kapenuna BbICTaBIEHO:
“oxoHuaHMe cregyer”. Ho co cMepTuio repoumHyu cOOCTBEHHO pOMaH
koHumncs. Ilo mmany aBropa, clefoBaad Obl ellle HeGOBIION eIIorT,
JMCTa B [iBa, M3 KOErO 4YMTaTeIy MOIIM Obl y3HAaTh 4TO BpoHCKOIL, B
CMYILIEHNN ¥ TOpe ITOC/Ie CMePTIE AHHBI, OTIPABIIseTCs JOOPOBOIbIEM B
CepOuio 1 4TO BCe IIpOYNe KUBBI U 3OPOBBI, a JIEBIH 0CTAaeTCs B CBOEI
IepeBHe M CEPAUTCS Ha CIaBasHCKVE KOMMTETHI U Ha JOOPOBOJIBIIEB.
ABTOp OBITB-MOXET Pa3oBbeT €TH IJABBI K 0COOOMY M3[AHMIO CBOETO
pomaHa.

In the last issue under the novel Anna Karenina it was posted: “con-
clusion to follow.” But for all intents and purposes the novel ends
with the death of the heroine. According to the author’s plans, a
small epilogue was to follow, a printer’s sheet or two, from which
the readers could find out that Vronsky, in confusion and grief after
Anna’s death, leaves for Serbia as a volunteer and that all others are
alive and well, but Levin remains in his village and is angry at the
Slavonic committees and the volunteers. The author may develop
those chapters in a special edition of his novel.'

The actual epilogue would have made a poor fit with the rest of the May
1877 issue, since its table of contents reads almost like a history of Russia’s
wars with Turkey on behalf of other Orthodox Christians, with titles such
as “Poccust m EBpoma Ha Bocroke mpen Anppuanononbckum mupom” (Rus-
sia and Europe in the East before the Treaty of Andrianople), “Bocrouynas
soitna” (The Eastern War), and the contemporaneous “Bocnomunanmsa
no6posonbua” (Memories of a Volunteer).

The plight of Orthodox Christians under Ottoman rule had been of
concern to Russia since the Crimean (Eastern) War and the first Slavic Be-
nevolent Committee—the object of much ridicule in Anna Karenina—was
founded in Moscow in 1858.'® However, it was not until almost two decades
later that the Eastern Crisis, reopened as a result of the Balkan uprisings,
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became the all-consuming public issue that the epilogue describes. In early
July 1875 a scant summer harvest that threatened starvation, combined with
the general consciousness of the increasingly obvious decline of the Ottoman
Empire, triggered the first of a wave of uprisings in Herzegovina. It might
be worth considering this largely peasant rebellion that was more agragrian
than nationalistic in its origins in ironic juxtaposition to the beautiful mow-
ing scenes described in chapters 4 and 5 of part 3 of Anna Karenina. A span
of only three months separates the two events, and the famous scenes in
which Levin works harmoniously with his peasants, loses all sense of time,
and experiences oneness with the universe—or, in Jane Costlow’s ingenious
formulation, “the zen of scything”!'”—were included in the last installment
of the novel published before the uprisings began. Tolstoy himself took a
break following that installment of April 1875 to tend to the harvesting of
his own fields and repeated the writing interruption for the same reason the
following year. Herzegovina was soon followed by Bosnia and Bulgaria,
while Serbia and Montenegro, confident of Russian support, declared war
on Turkey in early July 1876. Writing about the relationship of the latter two
Balkan states to Russia over half a century later in her famous travelogue on
Yugoslavia, Rebecca West recalls the following anecdote: “It is said that a
traveller said to a Montenegrin, ‘How many of your people are there?’ and
he answered, “With Russia, one hundred and eighty millions.””*® The politi-
cal crisis generated by the uprisings garnered the kind of public involvement
in Russia that was compared to 1812," with the added dimension of being
fueled in an unprecedented manner by the press, which is also criticized in
the epilogue for drowning out all other voices (PSS 19:390).

Pan-Slavism, which was up until that time a philosophical idea debated
by a handful of intellectuals, turned into a massive grassroots movement
that aided the Balkan states without any official government involvement
or permission. As the epilogue itself partially describes, church services
incorporated prayers for the Balkan rebels and collected monetary dona-
tions, while the volunteer movement of several thousand soldiers under the
leadership of General Mikhail Grigor’evich Cherniaev, as well as groups of
doctors and nurses, reinforced the Serbian troops. Ivan Sergeevich Aksa-
kov, who presided over the Slavic Committee during the Balkan uprisings
and, consequently, the committee’s greatest political relevance (from 1875 to
1878), lamented in the late 1850s that “the Slavic question does not extend
to the core of the people, it is alien to them.”?° The Balkan uprisings changed
all that, providing a political platform for such Pan-Slavists—henceforth
referred to as Slavophiles—as Aksakov, Katkov, the poet Fedor Ivanovich
Tiutchev, and Tolstoy’s equivalent as the other giant of Russian literature,
Fedor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky. Tolstoy took his usual place as contrarian,
accusing the press of sensationalism and the cause itself of providing yet
another diversion for the idle wealthy classes. On April 24, 1877, caving
under the immense public pressure and reneging on his policy of recueille-



[23.137.249.165] Project MUSE (2024-11-21 22:32 GMT)

104 Empires

ment, Tsar Aleksandr IT officially declared war on Turkey. The plan for the
contested epilogue’s publication less than a month later thus proved to be of
particularly bad timing.

It is an interesting coincidence that in the same month that Katkov re-
jected Tolstoy’s epilogue for its lack of patriotic feeling for the South Slavs,
the prime minister of England, William Gladstone, published an essay titled
“Montenegro: A Sketch” in the May 1877 issue of the prominent London
journal The Nineteenth Century. Gladstone’s famous rivalry with Benjamin
Disraeli manifested itself in the issue of the Balkans with particular inten-
sity. While Disraeli mistrusted Russian involvement and supported Turkey
as a necessary balancer of power and protector of British routes to India,
Gladstone supported the independence of the Balkan states from Turkey but
shared Disraeli’s mistrust of Russia. This mistrust is perhaps best encapsu-
lated by an illustration that appeared in England’s satirical Punch magazine
on June 17, 1876, just two weeks before Serbia and Montenegro declared
war on Turkey. It depicts a Russian man sending the Balkan dogs of war af-
ter a Turkish man, while the Englishman—all three nationalities identifiable
by their stereotypical headgear: a fur hat, a fez, and a Bobby cap—peers
fearfully at the Russian and his dogs from over the fence. The dogs all have
the names of the Balkan states rebelling against Turkey printed on their col-
lars; from left to right: Herzegovina, Servia, Montenegro, Bosnia.

Gladstone’s essay acquainted the English public with previously unheard-
of lands, described the role of the Balkan nations as buffers between Islam
and Christianity, and proclaimed that “no Russian, no Austrian eagle will
build its nest in the Black Mountain.”?! The essay was prefaced by Alfred
Tennyson’s sonnet, also named ”Montenegro” and written especially for the
occasion. The message of both the poem and the article could be summa-
rized as “the little nation that could”: while Tennyson praises “the smallest
of nations” for “beating back the swarm of Turkish Islam for five hundred
years,”?? Gladstone offers story after story of brave Montenegrin warriors
withstanding the far more numerous Turks. “The little nation that could”
was, in the end, romanticized by both England and Russia but for slightly
different reasons. As the following chapter shows, Croatians living under
Austrian rule had their own reasons for doing the same.

Russian involvement in the Balkans was romanticized especially by Dos-
toevsky, who discussed the Slavonic Question at length in his self-published
Dnevnik pisatelia (Writer’s Diary) and commented extensively on Anna
Karenina. He defended Russia’s involvement in the face of Western mistrust
as “moutu GecpuMepHOe B APYTUX HAPOJAX IO CBOEMY CAMOOTBEP)KEHUIO U
6ECKOPBICTUIO, IO GIATOTOBEIHOI PEIUTMO3HON KaXK e nocmpadams 3a npasoe
deno” (almost unprecedented among other nations in its self-sacrifice and
disinterestedness, in its pious religious thirst to suffer for the right deed).?
Russia’s role in the Balkans was, for Dostoevsky, part of her mission in
“e[UHEHNU BCETO CNABSHCTBA, TaK CKas3aTb, mof KpsutoM Poccun™ (uniting all
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of Slavdom, so to speak, under Russia’s wing) (PSS 23:47), and her respon-
sibility toward her fellow Slavs was that of “moxposurensunna ux u maxe,
MOYKET OBITb, TIPEJIBOUTENbHNUIIA, HO He BIa/IbIYHNIIA; MATh UX, & He TOCTIoXKa”
(their protector and even, perhaps, leader, but not ruler; their mother, and
not mistress) (PSS 23:49). Dostoevsky’s general admiration for Tolstoy, his
praise for the forgiveness scene between Anna, Karenin, and Vronsky after
Anna’s nearly fatal childbirth experience (PSS 25:51-53), and his assessment
of Levin as a “amcrsiii cepauem” (pure-hearted) type of Russian nobleman
“KOTOPBIM NPUHAIIEXNUT OyaymHOCcTh Poccun” (to whom the future of Rus-
sia belongs) (PSS 25:57) made his disappointment in the epilogue all the
greater. In a July—August 1877 entry, titled “Onarp o6ocobnenne. Bocbmas
wactb Annu Kapenunoit” (Isolation Again. Part Eight of Anna Karenina), he
recaps the events surrounding the epilogue’s fate with the Russian Herald
and bemoans Levin’s isolation from the people, who overwhelmingly sup-
port the volunteers.

The difference of opinion on the Slavonic Question between the two gi-
ants of Russian literature, both of whom are typically considered Slavophiles
and placed in juxtaposition to the third great Russian realist and Western-
izer, Ivan Turgenev, calls for a reevaluation of the political terms. Tolstoy,
a vehement anti-Westernizer who once, in a letter to Turgenev, compared
Paris to Sodom and begged him to get out of there, ?* could nevertheless not
properly be labeled a Slavophile either, at least not in the context of the East-
ern Crisis. He was no more convinced of the authenticity of the Slavophiles’
grand desire to liberate their Orthodox brothers in the Balkans than he was
of the Western ideals. The less inclusive designation “Russophile” might be
more appropriate for the period when he was composing Anna Karenina—
though certainly not for his later period—especially given the pronounce-
ment of Levin’s father-in-law in the censored epilogue that he and Levin
belong to those “mopu, uutepecyomuecs tonbko Poccumeit, a He 6parTbamu
cmaBaHamu” (people, interested only in Russia and not in brother-Slavs) (PSS

19:388).

“Serbia—Vronsky’s Last Love”

Anna’s story, as Katkov observes in his terse summary, ends in the last part
of the novel that he published in his journal, but the specter of Anna does
make an appearance in the epilogue: the image of her corpse haunts her
grieving lover as he boards the train for Serbia. As a volunteer, Vronsky
follows a whole host of unfortunate characters whose disappointing circum-
stances at home inspired them to join the war abroad. The first chapter of
the epilogue describes the academic failure of Levin’s half brother Sergei
Ivanovich Koznyshev, whose six-year book project on government in Rus-
sia and Europe merited two negative book reviews and, aside from those,
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overall silence. “Ha ero cyacrbe” (Fortunately for him), as the narrator puts
it, the Slavonic Question had just come into vogue and “on mocssaTun Bcero
cebs Ha CTy>KEHME 9TOMY BEIMKOMY Jieny U 3a6bi1 gymarhb o cBoeit kaure” (he
devoted himself completely to the service of that great work and forgot to
think about his book) (PSS 19:352, 353). Koznyshev does not fail to notice,
however, that

mpu 9TOM 06IeM HofgbeMe 00IiecTBa BBICKOYNMIN BIIEpef M Kpudasin
rpoMye IPYTUX BCe Hey/aBIIMecs ¥ 0OV KeHHBIe: TTaBHOKOMaH/yIoIe
6e3 apMuil, MUHNUCTPBI 6€3 MUHUCTEPCTB, XYPHAIUCTHI 6€3 )KypPHATIOB,
Hava/JbHVUKY MAPTUil 6e3 MapTU3aHOB.

in this general upsurge of society the ones who leaped to the fore-
front and shouted louder than the rest were all the failures and the
aggrieved: commanders in chief without armies, ministers without
ministries, journalists without journals, party chiefs without parti-
sans. (PSS 19:352-53)

Koznyshev himself fits the list as a scholar without book accolades, and so
might Vronsky as a lover without a mistress.

In chapter 3 Koznyshev’s companion Katavasov enters a second-class car-
riage in order to meet the volunteers and encounters a boasting drunkard, a
retired officer who had been juggling various professions his entire life, and
a cadet who had failed his artillery examination. Katavasov attempts to en-
gage another, more respectable passenger in a conversation about this pitiful
scene, but his interlocutor, in what seems like Tolstoy’s jab at the editor and
other Slavophiles, restrains himself, “mo omnpiry 3Has, 4To mpu Tenepeurnem
HACTpOeHUM OOLIECTBA ONACHO BBICKA3aTh MHEHNE, MPOTUBHOE OOLIEMY, U B
0coGeHHOCTH OCYKAaTh no6posonbies” (knowing by experience that in the
present mood of society it was dangerous to express an opinion contrary
to the general one, and especially to condemn the volunteers) (PSS 19:358).
In chapter 4 Koznyshev runs into Vronsky’s mother at the train station and
finds out that Vronsky was persuaded to join the cause by his friend Yashvin,
who had lost everything at cards. Regarding Vronsky, his mother proclaims,
“9to Bor Ham momor—sta Cep6ckast BojiHa. S cTapplil 4e/10BeK, HUYETO B 3TOM
He TIOHUMal, Ho eMy Bor ato mocman” (This is God helping us—this Serbian
war. I am an old person, I don’t understand anything about it, but God has
sent this to him) (PSS 19:360). Her statement not only puts Vronsky in the
same category with the other, utterly unheroic, down-and-out volunteers,
but her “theology” is an even harsher affront to the Slavophiles, who pre-
ferred to see Russia as God’s help to Serbia instead of Serbia as a destination
for Russians who could not make themselves useful at home. Tolstoy’s por-
trayal of the volunteers is verified by other writings, such as Gleb Ivanovich
Uspensky’s “Letters from Serbia,” which describe the volunteers as motivat-
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ed by the prospects of material gain that was unavailable to them in Russia
and as largely ignorant of Pan-Slavic ideology.?*

The first four chapters of the epilogue lead up to the description of Vron-
sky himself, in chapter 5, where the Pan-Slavic movement is most closely
linked to adultery, since Vronsky joins the volunteers as a direct response
to losing his mistress. He is too wealthy to go in pursuit of material gain
and too sophisticated to be ignorant of Pan-Slavic ideology. But he makes it
clear that he does not care for the latter when, in response to Koznyshev’s
offer to write him a letter of introduction to a couple of Montenegrin polit-
ical figures, he wryly replies, “Her, 6maromapro Bac; mjst Toro 4to6 ymepers,
He HY>XHO pekoMeHpanmii. Hemro Typkam™ (No, thank you; one needs no
recommendations in order to die. Unless it is to the Turks) (PSS 19:361).
Within the broader tradition of gendering nations as female, the adulterous
heroine of a novel that ends with a strong political critique invites the anal-
ogy even without discussing the fate of her grieving lover. But Vronsky’s trip
to Serbia—his last love, as cleverly noted in an essay title by a twentieth-
century Serbian author?*—allows for the analogy to be made from within
the novel itself.

The space of the train station naturally reminds Vronsky of the site of
Anna’s suicide:

HPI/I B3I/1A0€ Ha TEHIEP U Ha PE/IbChI . . . EMY BAPYTI BCIIOMHI/IACh OHA,
TO €CTb TO, YTO OCTABAJ/IOCh €1I€ OT HEE, KOI'ma OH, KaK cyMacme,umm?[,
Bbexan B Ka3apMmy )Ke)IeSHOJIOpO)KHOﬂ CTaHIIMNM: Ha CTOJ/I€ Ka3apMbI
66CCTI>II[HO pacTAHyTOE IOCpenyM 4Yy>XUX OKpOBaBJIECHHOE Te€/l10, €Il
IIOJTHOE HeI[aBHeI/uI JKU3HU.

As he looked at the tender and the rails . . . he suddenly remembered
ber, that is, what was still left of her when, like a madman, he ran
into the railway shed: on the table in the shed, shamelessly stretched
out before strangers, lay the blood-stained body still filled with re-
cent life. (PSS 19:362; emphasis Tolstoy’s)

Attention to grammar in the Russian original reveals Anna as the subject—
as opposed to the object—of Vronsky’s memory, and an emphasized subject
at that, with the italicized ona. It might, therefore, be more accurate in En-
glish to say that “she suddenly appeared to him” instead of “he suddenly
remembered her.” Such a rendition would also emphasize the spectral aspect
of Anna that I referred to above, though it misses the Russian use of mem-
ory. Vronsky’s subsequent failed attempt “BcrioMHNTB ee TakoI0, KaKOK0 OHa
6blIa TOT/IA, KOT/Ia OH B TIEPBbIil pa3 BCTPETUII €€ TOXKe Ha cTaHiuu” (tO remem-
ber her as she was when he met her for the first time, also at a station) (PSS
19:362) can be read as his failed attempt to reverse those roles and become
the subject, as mirrored in the grammar reversal. Anna remains the agent
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and haunts the epilogue in her last, most grotesque, and, to Vronsky, most
unsettling, incarnation.

The unnecessary, though typically Tolstoyan reminder, that it was “also
at a station” that the two lovers first met creates another link between the
extramarital affair and Russia’s war with Turkey. Never a fan of the rail-
road, when advising Turgenev to leave Paris, Tolstoy adds in his letter, “no
TONMBKO He 1o >kenmesHoli gopore” (but only not by railroad), and goes on to
make a comparison that would reverberate in his novel about illicit sex twen-
ty years later: “JKenesnas gopora x myTteutectsnio, 4to 6appenn k mw06su” (The
railroad is to travel what the brothel is to love) (PSS 60:170). Prior to the
epilogue the train is associated almost exclusively with the adultery plot; in
fact, it frames the adultery plot as its inception and its end. Other characters
travel by train as well, and children play with toy trains or hope to get them
for their birthday, as Anna’s son does, but in no case is the train and its sta-
tion actually dwelled on as it is in the three scenes associated with the affair:
the one that occasions Vronsky’s and Anna’s first meeting as she arrives in
Moscow in the same compartment with his mother, the one where Vronsky
follows Anna back to Petersburg and openly confesses his intentions, and
the one that leads Anna to suicide. The train, then, has two main roles in
the novel: breaking family boundaries by facilitating adultery and breaking
national boundaries by transporting men to war.

Madonna / Whore

Vronsky’s vision of Anna’s shameful, bloodstained, dismembered (“what still
was left of her”) body stands in gruesome contrast to the saintly, virginal,
self-sacrificing female image of Russia that underpins the rhetoric of the Slavo-
philes and is briefly referenced in the epilogue in a speech delivered to the vol-
unteers: “Ha Benukoe meno 6marocnosinsier Bac maryuika Mocksa” (For the great
deed mother Moscow blesses you) (PSS 19:354). The Pan-Slavic movement
relied, as did many a national movement steeped in the Judeo-Christian tradi-
tion, on a rhetoric of Russia’s destiny to be the savior of the world, or at least
of its Orthodox brothers in the East for the time being. More specifically, the
Russian image of that savior had always been cast in the mold of the Virgin
Mary, whose icons preceded armies into battle and were considered to be en-
dowed with miraculous powers. One of the more famous examples is the Po-
chaev Icon of the Virgin, who in 1675 turned the Tatar arrows back upon the
enemy and thus saved the monastery. The most often cited statement regard-
ing the paramount role of the Virgin Mary in Russian culture is Nikolai Ber-
diaev’s from The Russian Idea: “The fundamental category is motherhood.
The Mother of God takes precedence over the Trinity and is almost identifed
with it. The people have felt the nearness of the interceding Mother of God
more vividly than that of Christ.”?” The presence of grammatical gender in the
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Russian language, which marks the nation and all of its attributes as feminine,
only reinforces the parallel. Dostoevsky’s previously listed catalog of feminine
nouns by which he defined Russia’s relationship to the South Slavs gets lost in
the English translation because of its lack of feminine endings: pokrovitel’nit-
sa ... predvoditel’nitsa, no ne vladychnitsa; mat’ ikh, a ne gospozha. As the
protector(ess) of South Slavs, their (female) leader/not ruler, and their mother/
not mistress, these images recall the role in Orthodoxy commonly assigned to
the Mother of God and thus depict the nation in a way that is contradicted by
Tolstoy’s dismembered adulteress.

Even as a corpse, Anna’s “sakuHyTas Hasajp yuenepiuas ronosa” (thrown
back intact head) with the “monyorkpeiteim pymsubim prom” (half-open
red mouth) (PSS 19:362) suggests a sexual pose, while the reference to her
body being “shamelessly stretched out before strangers” recalls the shame
incurred by the affair. Most significantly, her dismembered body presents
the realization of the disturbing simile used in the description of her first
physical union with Vronsky. In arguably one of the weirdest love scenes
in nineteenth-century literature, and the one objected to by the editor for
its “vivid realism,” the consummation of the affair is also portrayed as dis-
memberment:

OH >Xe YYBCTBOBAJ TO, YTO MO/DKEH YyBCTBOBATh yOmiilia, Korpa
BUIUT TeJO, IMIIEHHOE UM XM3HU. . . . Ho, He cMOTps Ha Bech y’Kac
yOMilL[pl TIpefs TelnoM yOMTOro, Hafjo pe3aTb Ha KYCKM, HPATATb ITO
TeJI0, HaJl0 IOJIb30BATHCS TeM, UTO ybuitlja npruobpen youitcrsom. U ¢
03710671eHIIeM, KaK OY/ITO CO CTpacThio, 6pocaeTcs youiina Ha 9TO TeJlo,
U TAaUIINUT, M PeXeT ero; Tak M OH IOKPbIBaJ IOLENYSAMU ee JINLO U
TJIeYn.

He felt what a murderer must feel when he looks at the body he has
deprived of life. . . . But, despite all the murderer’s horror before the
murdered body, this body must be cut into pieces and hidden away,
and he must make use of what he has gained by the murder. And
with animosity, as if with passion, as the murderer throws himself
upon that body, and drags, and cuts it; so he covered her face and
shoulders with kisses. (PSS 18:157-58)

As Olga Matich puts it, “Tolstoy completed the dismemberment of Anna
in her suicide.”?® My own argument is that if the above passage likens adul-
terous sex to bodily dismemberment, if it foreshadows death as the conse-
quence of marital infidelity, then the epilogue’s allusion to that first love
scene by the grieving lover-turned-volunteer suggests a link between foreign
involvement and national dismemberment.

The link gains further relevance when considering the change that took
place in that last scene at the train station between the drafts of the epilogue
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and its final version. In an earlier draft, Levin is the one described as viewing
Anna’s corpse (PSS 20:562). Such a turn of events, no doubt, would have
strengthened those readings of the novel that privilege the author, through
the autobiographical Levin, as the one wreaking the vengeance prophesied
in the much puzzled over epigraph, especially since Tolstoy himself went
to view the body of his neighbor’s dead mistress who inspired the novel.
Further, another meeting of the two protagonists in the epilogue, though
posthumous for one of them, might have satisfied those critics who saw the
novel as divided into the Anna story and the Levin story. Vronsky’s viewing
of the corpse, on the other hand, reinforces the image of Anna as bis victim
and thus confirms the hints made about his role as murderer in the consum-
mation of the affair in chapter 11 and in his accident while riding Frou-Frou
at the races in chapter 25 of part 2. Such a confirmation of an earlier simile
and metaphor in the epilogue that criticizes Russia’s foreign policy reinforc-
es the parallels between an adulterous woman and an adulterous nation, as
it points to Vronsky’s role in being the agent of harm to both.

As is well known, Tolstoy’s idea for the manner of Anna’s suicide came
from the act committed by his neighbor Bibikov’s mistress about a year be-
fore he commenced the writing of the novel.?” The real-life story provided
the author with material for the Oblonsky as well as the Karenin marriage
troubles. Anna Stepanovna Pirogova threw herself under the train on Janu-
ary 4, 1872, after learning that the widowed Bibikov had fallen in love with
his children’s German governess, the difference in the opening of the novel
being that the Oblonsky governess was French and Stiva had no intention
of leaving his wife for her. The fictional Anna’s suicide is the result of her
increaing jealousy over Vronksy’s freedom and the fear of his mother’s at-
tempts to marry him off to the young Princess Sorokina. Anna Pirogova’s
suicide does not account, however, for the precise manner in which Tolstoy
chose to foreshadow Anna’s death in describing the consummation of her
affair with Vronsky. That scene recalls passages from the so-called porno-
prophetic sections of the Bible, in which Israel’s prophets identify the nation
as an adulterous woman and prophesy her destruction at the hands of her
lovers. Tolstoy’s depiction, as we shall see next, turns out to have more in
common with the ancient texts of Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Hosea than it does
with the writings on adultery by his more immediate European predecessors,
such as Goethe or Flaubert. If Matich suggests that “Tolstoy’s evocation of
sexual violence in Anna Karenina” is “perhaps based on his own punitive
sexual fantasy displaced by Old Testament vengeance,”* then I employ the
Old Testament theme to explore the link between the adulterous woman and
the adulterous nation.

Recalling once more, from the introduction, Tony Tanner’s invitation to
examine the “relationships between a specific kind of sexual act, a specific
kind of society, and a specific kind of narrative,” we find in several passages
from the Old Testament an attempt to regulate societal conduct through
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allegories of sexually promiscuous women whose behavior is punished by
their violent death. As Renita J. Weems articulates in the introduction to
her book Battered Love: Marriage, Sex, and Violence in the Hebrew Proph-
ets, “The prophets’ success or failure as orators depended in the end on
their ability to convince their audiences that viable connections could be
drawn between the norms governing the sexual behavior of women and
God’s demands on Israel.”3! The typical narrative of Israel’s adultery begins
with God’s delivery of his people into the promised land, followed by the
subsequent generations’ forgetting of this deed, and, as phrased in Judges
2:17, their “lust[ing] after other gods and bow[ing] down to them.”3? The
prophetic books of Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Hosea contain chapters
that make the litigation-worthy passages from Madame Bovary or the “viv-
id realism” that Katkov objected to in Anna Karenina seem tame by com-
parison. They depict Israel’s adultery in pornographic terms, which at times
include images of both male and female genitalia, as well as descriptions and
condemnations of the woman’s enjoyment of the adulterous sex acts. To use
the most striking and positively shocking of these instances as an example,
verses from Ezekiel 23:19-20 read thus: “Yet she increased her whorings,
remembering the days of her youth, when she played the whore in the land
of Egypt and lusted after her paramours there, whose members were like
those of donkeys, and whose emission was like that of stallions. Thus you
longed for the lewdness of your youth, when the Egyptians fondled your
bosom and caressed your young breasts.”?? Such lewd expression is, needless
to say, beyond anything that even the incisive “seer of the flesh” would have
ever committed to paper, though the last verse, whose indictment is by far
the more common one among the prophets, does bring to mind Tolstoy’s fre-
quent condemnations of women’s décolletage.** The porno-prophetic echoes
we find in Anna Karenina, as shown below, are in the violent punishment
that ensues. The first piece of scholarship to address such biblical passages
as pornographic was T. Drorah Setel’s 1985 article, “Prophets and Pornog-
raphy: Female Sexual Imagery in Hosea.” Setel painstakingly demonstrates,
relying on the writings of Andrea Dworkin and others, that pornography is,
indeed, a justifiable label for certain sections of prophetic writings. Subse-
quent feminist theorists, most notably Athalya Brenner and Fokkelien van
Dijk-Hemmes in the 1990s, have used and popularized the term “porno-
prophetics” in reference to those writings.** The porno-prophetic gendering
of the nation, the use of adultery as a metaphor for national betrayal, and
the foretelling of death as ensuing punishment provide a fruitful cultural
context for analyzing Anna Karenina against the political backdrop of the
Eastern Crisis.

The porno-prophetic motif of God’s punishment of the adulterous wom-
an/nation is perhaps best encapsulated in one particular verse from Isaiah:
“Your nakedness shall be uncovered, and your shame shall be seen. I will
take vengeance, and I will spare no-one.”*® Nakedness, shame, and ven-
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geance at the hands of her own lover(s) is prophesied to both Babylon and
Israel by Isaiah and to Jerusalem by Ezekiel. In chapters 16 and 23 of the
latter, the adulteress is to be handed over to her lovers, who will strip her
naked and hack her to pieces. The foretelling of disaster or the subsequent
explanation of it based on a people’s disobedience to a higher power has
been termed a jeremiad, an obvious combination of the title Iliad with the
name of one of the Hebrew prophets who engages in that kind of rheto-
ric. I wish to propose an additional use of the term as a passive participle,
in the sense that what happens to a disobedient woman/nation is that she
gets jeremiad. This is precisely what happens to Anna, metaphorically, at
the hands of Vronsky, as maintained by many interpretations of the nov-
el, including the popular association of the fate of Vronky’s horse, Frou-
Frou, with Anna’s.’” Nakedness, shame, and vengeance are also the images
that inform the bizarre postcoital scene in part 2, chapter 11. Following
the author’s famous ellipsis and his almost clinical assessment in the open-
ing line of the chapter that “ato >xenanne 6110 ynosnersopeno” (that desire
had been satisfied) (PSS 18:157), he depicts Anna lowering her “korma-to
rOpAIyI0 Becenylo, Telepb >Ke MOCThiIHYk ronoBy” (once proud, happy, but
now shame-stricken head) (PSS 18:157) and feeling oppressed by “cteip mpep
[yXOBHYI0 HaroTom cBoeit” (shame at her spiritual nakedness) (PSS 18:158).
The passage is as replete with the word shame when describing Anna as it is
with murder when describing Vronsky, the agent of Anna’s porno-prophetic
demise. Shame subsequently recurs in the epilogue through Vronsky’s
memory of Anna’s corpse “shamelessly stretched out before strangers” as
he prepares to commit murder in the Balkans. To describe Vronsky’s final
action in this way is not an exaggeration of the text, since Levin—the au-
thor’s mouthpiece—expresses the same sentiment in the discussion of the
Slavonic Question that takes place in the epilogue. While Koznyshev and
Katavasov attempt to engender sympathy in him for “mpaBocnaBHbIx nOAX,
crpajaromux nox urom ‘HevectuBbix Arapsn’” (Orthodox Christians suffer-
ing under the yoke of the “infidel Hagarenes”) (PSS 19:388), Levin protests
the idea of “y6usars Typox” (killing Turks) (PSS 19:391). In War and Peace
Tolstoy also describes war as murder, as well as a long list of other crimes, in
the opening of volume 3 (PSS 11:3), which is—significantly, I would argue—
the midpoint, that is, the very center, of the four-volume book. According to
Tolstoy’s worldview, then, both adultery and war—the former demonstrated
in the fates of both Héléne Bezukhova and Anna Karenina, the latter in War
and Peace and in Levin’s assessment of Russia’s “rescue” of the Ottoman
Slavs—are equivalent to murder.

Rhetoric of the porno-prophetic type can be detected in the writings of
the Slavophiles as well, and these provide a fruitful interpretive context for
Anna Karenina. While using the image of the Madonna when proclaiming
Russia’s virtues, they take up the tone of Old Testament prophets when de-
nouncing her failings. One might even consider a view of nineteenth-century
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Slavophiles as playing the role of modern-day Hebrew prophets in Russian
culture, given that their appeal to their fellow citizens to resist Western in-
fluences and hold fast to their own unique traditions is analogous with the
prophets’ call on ancient Israelites to resist the religions of their influential
neighbors. A first-generation Slavophile, one whom Levin recalls reading in
the epilogue, was Aleksei Stepanovich Khomiakov. His writings enjoyed a
resurgence in popularity during Russia’s war with Turkey in the late 1870s,
and Tolstoy, who had met him frequently in the late 1850s, read his works
again in the spring of 1877, that is, as he was completing Anna Karenina.
Khomiakov had fought the Turks in Bulgaria in 1828, he wrote a “Letter
to the Serbs” to warn them against Westernization in 1860, and on the eve
of the Crimean War in 1853 he composed his famous poem “Rossii” (To
Russia), of which I include two memorable stanzas:

B cypax yepHa HempaBfioii YepHOII O, HemocTolHast N36paHbs,

W urom pabcra KieiiMeHa, Ts1 usbpana! Cxopeit omoit
Be360>xHOIT 1ecTy, KU TIeTBOPHOIL, Cebst BOZOIO ITOKASHbA,

W nenu MepTBOII ¥ IO30PHOIA, Jla rpom IBOJIHOTO HaKa3aHbe

W Bcakoit mep3ocTy nonHa! He rpsaner Hag TBOeI! r71aBoii!
With dark injustice art thou blackened, O thou, unworthy to be chosen,
And branded art with slavery’s yoke; Chosen thou art! Hasten to wash

With godless flattery, noxious falsehood,  Thyself with waters of repentance,

With indolence, moribound and shameful, So that no punishment redoubled

And every vileness art thou filled! Should break like thunder on thy
head!3*

The references to slavery and chosenness, sin and shame, and the call to re-
pentance are all suggestive of the heedings of the Hebrew prophets.

Similar invocations are present in the rhetoric of a second-generation
Slavophile, the previously mentioned president of the Moscow Slavonic Be-
nevolent Committee. Addressing the committee regarding the 1878 Con-
gress of Berlin, where Russia was forced to make concessions to Western
European powers and reduce the gains she had made for the Balkan states in
the victory over Turkey, Aksakov delivered the following fiery speech:

Tol vt 370, Pych-nio6eanTenbHuIla, caMa JOO6POBOIBHO pa3KaToBaBIIast
ce0s1 BIo6exXieHHY0? Thl /1M Ha CKaMbe MOAICY/AMMbIX KaK IPeCTyIHNUIIA,
KaeIIbCsl B CBATHIX MOZHATHIX TOOOI0 TPy/Jax, MOMUIID IIPOCTUTH Tebe,
TBOM Tmobenpl? . . . EnBa ciep)xuBaA Becemblil cMeX, C IPe3pUTeTbHON
UpOHMel, IMOXBaifAsd TBOI TOAUTUYECKYI0 MYAPOCTb, 3alaHMUbIA
Hep)xaBpl, ¢ [epMaHMell BIepefy, HAITIO CPBIBAIOT C TeOsl MOOeHBIN
BeHel], IIPeHOJHOCAT Tebe B3aMeH IIYTOBCKYIO C TPEMYLIKAMM LIAIKY,
a Tl TOCAYLUIHO, YyTb /M C BBIPA)KEHMEM UYyBCTBUTETbHeNIIeN
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IIPU3HATE/IbHOCT, MOJKJIOHSAENb IO, Hee CBOI MHOTOCTPafaabHYIO
TOJIOBY.

Is it you, Russia—the winner, who yourself voluntarily demotes
yourself to a defeated one? Is it you who sits on the bench of the
accused as a criminal, repenting of your holy efforts, asking for for-
giveness for your victory? . . . Barely withholding the happy laugh-
ter, with despising irony, praising your political wisdom, the west-
ern powers, with Germany in front, impudently pluck your victory
wreath and offer you instead a fool’s cap with jingles, while you
obediently, almost with an expression of the most heartfelt grati-
tude, lower your martyred head underneath it.*

Nineteenth-century social mores prohibited Aksakov, as they did Khomia-
kov, from using more vivid Old Testament images of harlotry, but the un-
dertone is there in the accusatory pitch, in the suggestion that Russia has
sold herself to Germany, and in the invoking of shame through the image of
the lowered head. Tolstoy’s isolationist politics—to reference Dostoevsky’s
musings on the epilogue to Anna Karenina—were in direct conflict with
Slavophile imperialism, which used the image of the benevolent Mother of
God to depict Russia’s protective impulses toward the South Slavs. Both
sides availed themselves of porno-prophetic rhetoric, however, when issuing
criticism. Matich’s observation that “Anna’s dismemberment in the sexual
sense is the direct consequence of transgressing God’s law”™*° can be extend-
ed to the national sphere when considering the porno-prophetic inflection
of her dismemberment and Tolstoy’s own misgivings about the war. Within
that framework, Vronsky’s memory of Anna’s mangled body on his way
to the Balkans creates an implication that Russia might be punished in the
same way for what, in the mind of the increasingly pacifist author, are her
own transgressions of God’s law.*!

The porno-prophetic motifs in Anna Karenina inevitably call for yet an-
other reexamination of the novel’s epigraph, “Mue ormuenue, 1 A3 Boszam”
(Vengeance is mine, and T will repay) (PSS 18:3). Previous research suggests
that Tolstoy got the idea for it from book 4 (Ethics), chapter 62, of Arthur
Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and Representation, where the Bible verse
is quoted.* Since the author is, effectively, God of the world of his novel, all
the more for the omniscient narration, the most straightforward interpretation,
one embraced by Eikhenbaum,* has been the one mentioned above in connec-
tion with the draft that has Levin viewing Anna’s mangled body—that Tolstoy
himself punishes Anna for her transgression. Yet Tolstoy is sympathetic to
Anna and unsympathetic to the hypocritical society that surrounds her, which
prompted Viktor Shklovsky to conclude that it was people, and not God, who
pushed Anna under the train.** Since the verse about vengeance occurs both in
the Old Testament—as God’s threat to Israel—and in the New—as an injunc-
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tion against human action—interpretations of the epigraph, such as the two
examples just listed, can be grouped according to which Testament they rely
on. Schopenhauer had the New Testament in mind, since he quotes the verse in
support of his statement that “no person has the authority to set himself up as a
moral judge,” and Tolstoy’s rendering of the Old Church Slavonic comes from
the verse in Romans.*® Considering the verse in relation to the political mes-
sage of the epilogue, the New Testament context supports Levin’s qualms about
Russia’s vengeance against Turkey on behalf of oppressed Orthodox Slavs, es-
pecially given his use of (a variant of) the actual word when he refuses to accept
“TaKyI0 MBIC/Ib, KOTOpPast BbIpakaeTcs B MieHnu u youitctee” (such a thought,
which expresses itself in revenge and murder) (PSS 19:392). The Old Testament
is still significant, however, not only as the original source of the verse, but
because the context of the verse, the so-called Song of Moses, follows the same
pattern as the prophecies of Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Jeremiah, although without the
gendered and pornographic elements: it starts by reviewing God’s deliverance
of Israel, then warns the nation of forgetting this deed and worshipping other
gods, and, finally, enumerates the ensuing punishment.

God’s vengeance in the “Song of Moses” takes the form of national
dismemberment—by means of arrows and swords, pestilence and plague,
and the scattering of the people of Israel—which is, incidentally, the fear that
Levin, and Tolstoy through him, expresses for Russia when he lumps her war
with Turkey together with other rebellions and conquests that presented a
threat to the nation. He comments that “B BocbMuiecATUMUITMOHHOM Hapofie
BCeI/la HAN[YTCs He COTHM, KaK Terepb, a HECATKYU THICAY TIOIEl, MOTEPABIINX
0011[eCTBEHHOE TIOTIOXKeHE, OecIaballHbIX T0fell, KOTOPble BCErla TOTOBbI—B
waiiky [lyrauesa, 8 Xusy, B Cep6uno” (among eighty million people, there
are always to be found, not hundreds like now, but tens of thousands of
people who have lost their social position, reckless people, who are always
ready—to join Pugachev’s band, to go to Khiva, to Serbia) (PSS 19:389).
Vladimir Alexandrov claims that the epigraph, functioning as “metaphoric
montage,” is “clearly relevant to a novel named after an adulteress,™” and I
have attempted to show that it should also be considered in light of Tolstoy’s
political concerns. If we relate the epigraph and the epilogue to each other
as two bookends of the novel, then the Old Testament threat of vengeance
applies to the adulterous nation as much as it does to the adulterous heroine,
while the New Testament prohibition against mortals taking God’s business
into their own hands applies to the zealous Slavophiles.

The Cuckolded Husband-Statesman

If Vronsky dismembers Anna and overextends the empire into war, then the
cuckolded Karenin engages in a vain attempt to keep both wife and empire
in order. The disobedient wife and the disorderly empire appear as a pair of
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troubles and spill into each other for this high-ranking public official. Chap-
ter 14 of part 3 in the novel is divided between Karenin’s first decisive move
regarding Anna’s infidelity and his drafting of a plan for investigating two
political crises: the drought in the Zaraysk province and the “nnmagyesnole]
cocrosinule]” (lamentable situation) (PSS 18:302) of the inorodtsy in Central
Asia.*® His political plans are couched between glancing at Anna’s portrait
that hangs in his study, the action progressing from writing her a letter to
glancing at her portrait to drafting notes for the ministry to glancing at her
portrait again. Just as the image of Anna’s mangled body haunts the volun-
teer movement in the epilogue, so her portrait oversees Karenin’s statesman
duties regarding Russia’s colonies. Karenin feels pleased with the letter he
writes to Anna, but when he looks at her portrait, she seems to look back at
him “nacmemnmBo u narno” (mockingly and insolently) (PSS 18:300), caus-
ing him to turn away with a shudder. By contrast, looking at her again after
attending to state business he “npespurenpuo ynoi6uyncs” (smiled contemp-
tously), and when he lies down in bed afterwards, “co6eitue ¢ >xeHosi, ono
eMy IPeCTaBUIOCh YKe COBCEeM He B TakoM MpauHoMm Bupe” (the incident with
his wife, it no longer presented itself to him in the same gloomy light) (PSS
18:303). The wife and the nation become interchangable concepts as draft-
ing solutions to one problem eases the pain of the other.

Karenin’s initial reaction to Anna’s affair, as well as to the child born
from it, bears examining in a brief return to the porno-prophetic theme
because of the peculiar similarities between this nineteenth-century Rus-
sian statesman and the ancient Hebrew prophet Hosea. Although there is
no evidence of Tolstoy’s purposeful fashioning of such parallels, their post
factum discovery is still worth exploring within the theoretical paradigm of
this study and especially in a novel that is framed by an Old Testament verse.
The Old Testament book of Hosea describes the prophet as being command-
ed by God to marry an adulterous woman and to adopt her illegitimate chil-
dren in order to perform, in his own home, Israel’s adultery in worshipping
the gods of other nations: “When the Lord first spoke through Hosea, the
Lord said to Hosea: ‘Go, take for yourself a wife of whoredom and have
children of whoredom, for the land commits great whoredom by forsaking
the Lord.””* When Hosea confronts the unfaithful Gomer, he demands the
following: “You must remain as mine for many days; you shall not play the
whore, you shall not have intercourse with a man, nor I with you.”° This
is where the uncanny similarity to Karenin occurs. In the letter he writes to
Anna before drafting solutions to the problems plaguing Russia, Karenin
insists that “Hamra >KusHb TOMKHA UTTH, KaK OHa Ut npexxzae” (our life must
go on as it went before) (PSS 18:299), while in the subsequent face-to-face
confrontation he requests the following;:

MHue HY>XHO 4106 A He BCTpe€dasl 30€Ch 3TOro 4€I0BE€Ka I 4TOOBI BbI
Benu cebs TaK, 4TOOBI HI ceem, HU npuc;lyea He Mo27u OOBUHUTH
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Bac . .. 4ToObl Bbl He Bumanu ero. Kaxercs, ato He MHoOro. U 32 aT10
Bbl OyJeTe MO/Nb30BATbCA MpaBaMM YECTHON SKEHbI, He MCIIONHAS ee
00s13aHHOCTEI.

I want not to meet that man here and that you behave in such a way
that neither society nor the servants would be able to accuse you . . .
that you not see him. It doesn’t seem like much. And for that you
will enjoy the rights of an honest wife, without fulfilling her duties.
(PSS 18:338; emphases Tolstoy’s)

His demands seem an exact replica of the ancient prophet’s: his insistence
that their life together continue as before echoes Hosea’s injunction to
Gomer that she “remain as [his] for many days”; his request that she not
see Vronsky is the polite equivalent of “not play[ing] the whore”; and his
absolving her of the duties of an honest wife can only pertain to sexual
intercourse, of which Hosea also absolves Gomer in the last clause of the
above quoted verse.

A further similarity between these two men separated by epochs and lit-
erary genres is their treatment of their unfaithful wives’ progeny. In addition
to taking “a wife of whoredom,” Hosea is instructed to “have children of
whoredom,” which becomes the situation in the Karenin household once
Anna delivers Vronsky’s baby there. Karenin not only temporarily adopts
that baby, but he is also credited with saving her life as the new creature is
all but ignored during Anna’s nearly fatal postpartum illness. Finally, be-
cause of the circumstances just described, Vronsky’s baby carries Karenin’s
last name, which becomes especially uncomfortable for the former once he,
Anna, and the baby move into his estate Vozdvizhenskoe and commence life
together as a family.

Anna’s New Friends

Only a few chapters after Karenin deals with wife and empire, Anna’s new
circle of affair-promoting friends is described, with names and features that
carry connotations of both sexual and national otherness. In chapter 17
Princess Betsy Tverskaya invites Anna to a croquet match, which “momxkuo
6BUIO COCTOATD M3 JBYX [jaM C UX NMOKIOHHMKamu” (was to consist of two la-
dies and their admirers) (PSS 18:310). The setup provides a way for Betsy
to ease Anna’s conscience by introducing her to other adulterous women,
ones not “cknoHHbl[e] cMoTpers Ha Bewu craumkoMm Tparmdecku” (inclined
to view things too tragically) (PSS 18:315), as Betsy accuses Anna of do-
ing at the end of the chapter. The two ladies are Sappho Stolz—whose first
name alludes to one of the first known sexually rebellious women in history,
and whose last name only intensifies the effect with its German meaning
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“proud”—and Liza Merkalova—whose description as “xymas 6pionerka c
BOCTOYHBIM JIEHUBBIM TUIIOM JIMIA U MIPEIECTHBIMMU, HEU3bACHUMBIMU, KaK BCE
rosopunu, rnmaszamu” (a thin brunette with a lazy Eastern type of face and
charming, unfathomable, as everyone said, eyes) (PSS 18:316) is matched by
her last name, the linguistic derivative of “mpak” (darkness). Sappho Stolz
is, obviously, the one with the stranger first name, utterly non-Russian and
atypical in general, with only one possible connotation, which means that
Tolstoy’s choice for it was no coincidence but a purposeful designation that
seemed fitting to him for Betsy’s immoral circle. One might wonder why he
chose Liza Merkalova and not Sappho as the person who “6pegut” (raves)
about Anna, as Betsy informs her in their pre-party chat: “Ona rosopur . . .
4TO, ec/y 6 OHa ObIIa MY>KYMHOI0, OHA OBl Haflesazna 3a Bac THICSYY IIYIOCTeN”
(She says . . . that if she were a man, she would have committed a thousand
follies for you) (PSS 18:314). The author does, however, avail himself of one
stereotype in the next chapter, where he describes Sappho’s handshake as
“no-myxcku” (mannish) (PSS 18:315).

The conflation of sexual and national otherness in the Greek-German
Sappho Stolz and the dark, Eastern Liza Merkalova seems fitting for the
novel of adultery that condemns Russia’s foreign policy, especially because
the national allusions contained in the names and features of these two adul-
terous women point to the international complications associated with the
Slavonic Question. Once again, there is no evidence that this was part of
Tolstoy’s plan for the book, but the parallels match up so well that they are
worth mentioning. In the March 1877 issue of his Writer’s Diary Dostoevsky
explores a possible consequence of Ottoman surrender: Greek ascendancy
in the region, bolstered by Western European support. He cites the 1870
conflict between the Greek and Bulgarian patriarchs—one identified by him
as well as by contemporary historians as a national dispute in ecclesiastical
disguise—in support of the need for Russian protection and supervision in
the area. In order to illustrate that Greek ties with Western Europe are stron-
ger than those with its Bulgarian or Russian Orthodox brothers, Dostoevsky
declares, “B MeXmyHapOfHOM TOpPOJie, MUMO MOKPOBUTENEN aHITIMYaH, BCe-
Taky 6yIyT X03s5€BaMU I'PEKM—UCKOHHBIE X03seBa ropopa. Hayo mymars, 4To
TPEKU CMOTPAT Ha CIaBsH elle ¢ 6onbunM npespennem, yem Hemib” (In the
international city [i.e., Constantinople], aside from the protection of the En-
glish, the Greeks will still be the masters, who were originally the masters.
One must realize that the Greeks regard the Slavs with even more contempt
than the Germans do) (PSS 25:72). The combination of anxieties expressed
in that statement—that Greece would only cooperate with Western Europe
in diminishing Russia’s influence in the Balkans and that Greek contempt
for Slavs outmatches even German contempt for them—is encapsulated per-
fectly in Sappho Stolz’s Greek-German name. The effect is greater given
the meaning of the German word, conjuring a proud, Western woman who
looks down on Slavs and men. On the other hand, the designation of Liza
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Merkalova’s face as “Eastern” is, in the general Russian context, most likely
an allusion to Turkey, whose rule in the Balkans occasioned the Eastern Cri-
sis. From this perspective and within the theoretical framework that reads
Anna as an anthropomorphized Russia, these two women form the appro-
priate new social circle for the adulterous heroine.

Women Slavophiles

The Slavonic Question had not yet gathered mass interest in Russia when
Tolstoy wrote the first sketches for “the novel concern[ing] an unfaithful
wife and the whole drama resulting from this” on March 18, 1873,°" or
when the Russian Herald published the first installments in its January—
April 1875 issues. The Herzegovinian uprising that started the wave and got
the attention of Europe took place that summer, when Tolstoy was on a long
break from writing.’? Yet the Slavonic Question was on his mind, since al-
ready in the first part of the novel—chapter 32, published as part of the sec-
ond installment in February 1875—Countess Lydia Ivanovna receives a let-
ter from a “ussectnsiit mancnasuct” (famous Pan-Slavist) and rushes off to a
Slavonic Committee meeting (PSS 18:115). In part 5, chapter 23—published
in December 1876, after the crisis was in full swing—the Countess is not
only portrayed as an enthusiastic Pan-Slavist in more detail, but her political
infatuations blur the lines with romantic ones:

I'padunst JInpgus VIBaHOBHA ZaBHO yKe IepecTtana ObITb BIOOTEHHOIO
B MY>Ka, HO HUKOI/J]a C TeX IOp He IepecTaBaja ObITh BIIOOIEHHOO B
Koro-Hu6ynp. OHa ObpIBasIa BIIOO/IEHA B HECKOTIBKIX BAPYT, U B MY)KUNH
U B OKEHIIVH; OHa ObIBajia BIIOONIEHAa BO BCeX IOYTHU JIIOfiell, 4eM-
HIOYb 0cobeHHO Bbigaomuxcs. OHa 6blIa BII0OTEHa BO BCeX HOBBIX
HpUHI[eCC ¥ IPUHIIEB, BCTYNABIINX B poAcTBO ¢ Llapckolo dammneri,
ObiTa BAIOOTEHa B OJHOTO MUTPOIIONNTA, OFHOTO BMKAPHOTO I
OIIHOTO CBAIIeHHMKA. DbI/la Bl06/7eHa B OJHOTO JKYPHAINCTa, B Tpex
cnaBsAH, B KoMucaposa; B 0JHOTO MUHUCTPA, OJJHOTO JOKTOpa, OJJHOTO
AHITIMIICKOTO MMccHoHepa 1 B Kapennsa.

Countess Lydia Ivanovna had long ago ceased to be in love with her
husband, but had never since ceased to be in love with somebody.
She was in love with several [persons] at once, both men and wom-
en; she had been in love with almost every one who was particularly
prominent. She was in love with all the new princesses and princes
who became connected with the Tsar’s family, she was in love with a
metropolitan, a bishop, and a priest. She was in love with a journal-
ist, three Slavs, Komisarov, a minister, a doctor, an English mission-
ary, and Karenin. (PSS 19:82-83)
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Lydia’s infatuations are never to be physically consummated, like Anna’s is,
but are sublimated, as evidenced in the quoted passage, through her involve-
ment in benevolent causes. She proves to be aware of this when, several sen-
tences later, “oHa sicHO Bupiena, uto He 6bi1a 6561 BIOGIEHa B KoMucaposa, ecu
6 oH He crac xu3HM [ocynapsi, He 6bl1a Obl BII0OTeHa B Puctuy-Kymxuukoro,
ecnu 651 He 610 CraBsinckoro Bompoca” (she saw clearly that she would not
have been in love with Komisarov if he hadn’t saved the Tsar’s life and that
she would not have been in love with Ristich-Kudzhitsky if it were not for
the Slavonic Question) (PSS 19:83).

Despite these lofty reasons, the description of Lydia’s infatuations and the de-
scription of the conduct of Tolstoy’s last heroine, the prostitute Katiusha Maslova
prove to have a lot in common. Chapter 2 of Resurrection describes Katiusha’s

mpenobofesHNA €  MOJNOABIMM, CPeJHMMM, IIOTYAETbBMU M1
paspyLIAOIMMNCA CTapMKaMM, XOJIOCTBIMM, >XEHAaTbIMU, KyIIlaMiu,
NpUKasuMKaMy, apMsHaMu, eBpesiMU, TapTapaMiu, OOraTbIMu,
OeHBIMM, 3[0POBBIMU, OONBHBIMY, IbSHBIMU, TPE3BBIMU, IPYyOBIMIL,
HEKHBIMI, BOEHHBIMMU, MITATCKUMMU, CTyHZEHTaMM, T'MMHa3UCTaMU—
BCEX BO3MOXXHBIX COCTIOBMII, BO3PACTOB JI XapaKTepPOB.

adulteries with the old, middle-aged, half-children and feeble old
men, bachelors, married men, merchants, clerks, Armenians, Jews,
Tartars, rich, poor, sick, healthy, drunk, sober, rough, gentle, mili-
tary men, civilians, students, high schoolers—of all possible classes,
ages, and characters. (PSS 32:11)

In both cases a long list of various types of persons is presented and the
main difference between the two women is that of class: Lydia Ivanovna’s
title allows her contact with the highest echelons of society, with “everyone
who was particularly prominent”—princes, doctors, and ministers—while
Katiusha is obliged to entertain anybody who pays for her services. Fur-
ther, while Katiusha’s list, proportionate to her profession, connotes heavier
degrees of national adulteration in that it incorporates the disenfranchised
ethnic groups of the Russian empire, Lydia’s love fantasies center on trendy
current events, such as the Slavonic Question. The latter is alluded to in the
figures of the three Slavs on Lydia’s list—and perhaps also the journalist
that precedes them, since the Slavonic Question occupied the headlines at
the time—as well as Ristich-Kudzhitsky, based on Jovan Ristich, the well-
known Serbian political activist involved in the independence movement.
Karenin, Lydia’s latest infatuation, is the appropriate person to end the
long list as a man who expects his ideas to “npunectn Bennyaiiuywo noabsy
rocymapcty” (be of greatest use to the state) (PSS 18:301) and whose doc-
tor, invited by Lydia to check up on him after Anna’s betrayal, cares for his
health “gna Poccun™ (for the sake of Russia) (PSS 18:214).
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Tolstoy’s tainting of the Slavonic cause with connotations of romantic
profligacy through the character of Lydia Ivanovna becomes even more in-
teresting when considered in comparison to the earlier drafts and in light
of a probable real-life model for the countess. Manuscript 46 (PSS 20:369
ff.) shows that Lydia Ivanovna was originally intended to be Karenin’s sis-
ter, Katerina Aleksandrovna, which allowed her to move in with him af-
ter Anna moved out but prohibited the possibility of her infatuation. Her
mock-worthy hyperspirituality and love of Slavdom are present from the
start, however, for she is described as one of the “mamp Toro BwicuIaro
[TerepGypckaro  IIpaBocnaBHO-XOMAKOBCKOTO-T0OPOAETENbHO-TIPUIBOPHO-
Xykoscko-Xpucrusuckaro nanpasnenus” (ladies of that higher Petersburg
Orthodox-Khomikovian-virtouous-courtly-Zhukovskian-Christian  trend)
(PSS 20:370-71). The lengthy designation is a form of the shorter, yet equally
ridiculous, “¢punanrponnveckoe, penmUrno3HO-MATPUOTUYECKOE YUpEKAeHME”
(philanthropic religio-patriotic society) (PSS 18:115) to which Lydia Ivanov-
na belongs in the published novel, and it is located in the same chapter—32
of part 1—where she rushes off to a Slavonic Committee meeting. Although
the reference to the prominent Slavophile Khomiakov from the draft is re-
moved from later versions describing Lydia Ivanovna, his name appears in
the final version of the epilogue in the form of yet another disappointment in
Levin’s quest for spiritual enlightenment.

Subsequent versions of the section describing Lydia Ivanovna’s relation-
ship to Karenin give her the name she bears in the final version, do not
designate her as family, and have her falling in love with him,*? but it is only
in the final version, written in the week preceding November 20, 1876, that
Tolstoy penned the section describing Lydia’s multiple infatuations.’* The
timing is significant, because the section under discussion appeared in the
first installment published in the Russian Herald—in December 1876—after
Serbia and Montenegro declared war on Turkey the previous summer with
expectation of Russian support. Immediately preceding the writing of that
section Tolstoy traveled to Moscow with the express purpose of finding out
more about the war, as he informs both Fet and Strakhov in letters dated
November 12 (PSS 62:288, 291). Tolstoy had been corresponding with Fet
regarding the war for a year by this time, since November 1875, when Fet
informed him that his brother had joined the fight in Herzegovina. In the
letters of November 12, 1876, Tolstoy confesses to both Fet and Strakhov
that “Bcé ato BomHyer meHs ouenn” (all this disturbs me a lot), but to Fet
he also brings up, as an example of a Slavophile, “kakas-uu6ya» Axcakosa
C CBOMM MM3EPHBIM TIIECTaBMEM ¥ (DaNbIIMBBIM COYYBCTBUEM K YEMY-TO
neonpenenenHomy” (some kind of Aksakova with her meagre vanity and
false sympathy toward something indefinite) (PSS 62:288). Anna Fedorovna
Aksakova was married to Ivan Sergeevich Aksakov, president of the Slavic
Committee during the Eastern Crisis, and she was the daughter of the poet
and outspoken Slavophile Fedor Ivanovich Tiutchev, which placed her in a
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visible position within the movement. A reference to her in a letter composed
only days before completing chapter 23 of part 5 about Lydia Ivanovna is
a strong indicator that Aksakova might have been the inspiration for that
particular character description.

Levin’s “Tiny Circle”

The Eastern Crisis, as we have seen, affects the book’s plot as well as the
very process of writing it. The war creeps into the novel slowly, through
characters such as Ivanovna, and as the crisis progresses, the references
to it not only increase, but come to punctuate extremely important family
events, such as the arrival of Levin’s long-expected firstborn son. The last
full section of the novel printed in the Russian Herald, part 7, abounds with
hints regarding developments in the Balkans. In chapter 3 Montenegro en-
ters into small talk when Katavasov asks his visitor Levin, “Hy 4ro kakoBbI
uepHoropupl? [To mopone sounnt” (How about those Montenegrins? Warriors
by nature) (PSS 19:254), and a “neymonkaemslit pasrosop o lepuerosune”
(never-ending discussion of Herzegovina) (PSS 19:261) takes place in the
following chapter. Finally, Levin loses his composure in chapter 14, when
the doctor who is to deliver Kitty, rather slow for the panicked father-to-be
in getting his things together, casually remarks, “Onnako Typox-to GbioT
peuruTenbHo. Bol untanu Buepaunon tenerpammy?” (However, the Turks are
certainly being beaten. Have you read yesterday’s telegram?) (PSS 19:289).
The epilogue opens with the din of patriotic activities, as already dis-
cussed in relation to Vronsky, and that din is then carried over from the
train station into Levin’s estate through visitors Koznyshev and Katavosov,
who unsuccessfully attempt to convert its residents to Pan-Slav ideology.
The very name of Levin’s estate—Pokrovskoe—illuminates the national po-
sition allegorized in his family home, as pokrov means “shelter,” “cover,”
and “protection.” In her excellent book Unattainable Bride Russia, Ellen
Rutten notes “the cult of the so-called pokrov—the intercession or protec-
tion of the Mother of God” in medieval Russia.>® Tolstoy’s shrinking of this
ecclesiastical and national concept to the borders of Levin’s estate confirms
the earlier observation that his home “6bi1 nensiit Mmup mns JleBuna” (was the
entire world for Levin) (PSS 18:101). The author’s mouthpiece realizes by the
end of the novel that nothing outside of this home-world matters much and
that not much can be done to effect meaningful change beyond its borders.
Shortly after the heated political debate between Levin and his guests, an
intimate family moment occurs when the former is called into the nursery,
where Kitty demonstrates to him how their infant son, Mitya, “oueBunHo,
HECOMHEHHO y>e y3HaBan Bcex cBoux” (obviously, undoubtedly already rec-
ognized all of his own [people]) (PSS 19:396). This private scene of family
bliss and the discussion of the Eastern Crisis that takes place outside it both
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engage the topic of boundaries: the question of who one’s own people are
and how to recognize them. Mitya begins to recognize his own parents at
the end of the day during which his uncle had argued on behalf of the South-
ern Orthodox Slavs, while his grandfather proclaimed that he felt no love
for his brother Slavs and was, together with Mitya’s father, interested only
in Russia (PSS 19:388).

An earlier draft of the epilogue creates a direct link between the family
moment in the nursery and the question of Slavonic brotherhood. In the
published version Mitya’s recognition is followed by Levin’s own realization
that he loves his son, an emotion that, contrary to his expectations, he did
not experience immediately upon his son’s birth. In a draft version Mitya’s
recognition prompts Levin to think about the Slavonic Question he had just
discussed with his visitors, and his thoughts bring the entire novel to its end:

“Cep6si! rosopsit ouu. Heronbko Cep6bl, HO B CBOEM KpOIIEYHOM
KPYTY >KUTh He XOpPOIIO, a TOJIbKO He AypHO. DTO Takoe [cyacTbe],
Ha KOTOpOe He MOTY HaJieAITbCs OfMH, a TOJAbKO C IoMolibpio bora,
Koroporo # HaunHalo sHaTh,” mogyMain oH. Konerr.

“Serbs! they say. Not only the Serbs, but to live in one’s own tiny circle,
if not well, then at least not badly. That is such [happiness], for which
I cannot hope on my own, but only with the help of God, Whom I am
beginning to know,” he thought. The End. (PSS 20:571-72)

In this somewhat incoherent conclusion to the novel Levin affirms the desire
of all people, “not only the Serbs,” to enjoy the moments of intimacy that
he had just experienced and that can only be realized in a “tiny circle.” This
universalization of experience negates any kind of uniqueness in the case
of the Serbs, while the isolationist politics expressed in the metaphor of the
“tiny circle” prohibit any grand-scale action.

The question of who is svoi (one’s own) and who is chuzhoi (a stranger)*®
can be traced all the way back to the famous opening line, which sets up
a definition of sameness and difference: >’ “Bce cyacTiuBble ceMbU MOXOXKU
IPyT Ha Jpyra, Kakjas HECUacTIuBas ceMbs HecyacTnuBa no-csoemy” (All
happy families resemble one another, each unhappy family is unhappy in
its own way) (PSS 18:3).°% A closer look at the subsequent portrayal of the
novel’s families justifies reading the first half of that line not only as “this
happy family resembles another happy family” but also as “members within
a happy family resemble one another.” Nowhere is this more obvious than
in the relationship between Levin and Kitty, the model happy family that
comprises the real ending of the novel. Levin and Kitty’s union is seamless,
as described in another oft-quoted passage, where he cannot tell where she
ends and he begins (PSS 19:50). It even borders on the incestuous, since the
Shcherbatskys are the only family Levin has ever known (PSS 18:24-25)
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and Kitty associates him with memories of her dead brother (PSS 18:51).
Following the same logic, the members of an unhappy family are strangers
to each other, as exhibited by the Oblonskys when Dolly repeatedly uses—
and shudders at—the word chuzhoi to describe her unfaithful husband (PSS
18:14, 16). The same happens to the Karenins. After Anna confesses her
affair, she and her husband become “cosepuienno ayxapt gpyr gpyry” (com-
pletely estranged from each other) (PSS 18:372), the repetitve ending of that
phrase recalling and comprising a meaningful contrast to the opening defini-
tion of happy families, who “noxoxun npyr na gpyra” (resemble one another).
Parenthetically, the opening line also offers a hint as to the number of the
novel’s happy and unhappy families, as it employs the word happy once and
its opposite twice.

The “family idea” and the story of the consequences of breaking fami-
ly boundaries turn out to be especially appropriate for the novel that ends
up debating Russia’s own familial obligations to her South Slavic “6parbes,
ennHOKpoBHBIX U efuHoBepres” (brothers of the same blood and faith) (PSS
19:387). Levin certainly feels no familial connection with the Serbs, and
in a section of the epilogue that echoes the ending of the novel’s draft cited
above, he does indeed define his circle of svoikh along tiny perimeters:

KOorfia OH CTapajcsa cenaTb ‘{TO-HI/I6}7,E[b TaKO€, 4TO Cle/nano 651 I[06p0
oA BCEX, MO/IAd 4Ye€loBe€YeCTBa, O/IA POCCI/II/I, oA BCeit Ae€peBHM, OH
3aMe4das, YTO MbIC/IN 06 3TOM 6BINIK NIpUATHBI, HO CaMa HOeATENIbHOCTD
BcCerga 6bIBana HeCK/IagHasA . . . TeIepb )Ke, KOTrda OH II0CjIe SKEHUTDbOBI
crain 6onee u 6omnee OIr'paHNYMBATDbCA XXU3HDBIO 1A C€6H, OH ... BUuenl,
4YTO OHO CIIOPUTCA ropas3fo ay4iie.

When he had tried to do something that would be good for every-
one, for mankind, for Russia, for the whole village, he had noticed
that thinking about it was pleasant, but the doing itself was always
awkward . . . while now, after his marriage, when he began to limit
himself more and more to living for himself, he . . . saw that it turned
out much better. (PSS 19:372)

Nestled inside the country, in the very core of Russianness, Levin remains
unimpressed with the writings of the Slavophile philosopher Khomiakov
and exhibits indifference, as Dostoevsky bemoans, to the all-uniting Slavo-
philic cause that is to redeem Russia.

The distinction between Levin’s “tiny circle” inside Mitya’s nursery and
the political posturing taking place outside can further be illuminated by em-
ploying Gary Saul Morson’s insightful insistence on the distinction between
intimacy and romance that is presented through Levin and Kitty’s relation-
ships on the one hand and Anna and Vronsky’s on the other. “Romance
depends on mystery,””® Morson claims, on separation, distance, obstacles,
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on not knowing. Romance imbues the language of the Slavophiles, including
Dostoevsky’s enthusiastic support for them in his Writer’s Diary, where the
emphasis on purity, selflessness, and the willingness to suffer for another is
evocative of the language of romance. As soon as all of the distance and ob-
stacles are traversed, however, the romance ends, as it did for Russia at the
Congress of Berlin and as it eventually does for Anna, who thinks to herself
during the fateful ride to the train station, in English, “The zest is gone”
(PSS 19:343). It is the culmination of fears that began as soon as she moved
with Vronsky to Vozdvizhenskoe—an estate whose name aptly, in keeping
with the idea of romance, suggests upward movement®*—where she contin-
ually tried to keep everything “oxusnennoe u Becenoe” (lively and happy),
as she explained to Dolly, “4to6 Anexceit He >kenan Hudero HoBoro” (so that
Aleksei would not wish for anything new) (PSS 19:195). By contrast, “pro-
saic love,” to use Morson’s favorite phrasing, which he interchanges with in-
timacy, “thrives on closeness.”®! It is encapsulated in the very prosaic notion
of the “tiny circle,” in which one is “to live . . . if not well, then at least not
badly,” and demonstrated in the marital and parenting experiences of Levin
and Kitty, as well as in the functioning of Pokrovskoe as a whole. If Tolstoy
defamiliarizes war in War and Peace by describing it as a series of crimes
and defamiliarizes romance in Anna Karenina by first foreshadowing and
finally depicting its grim ending, then the Serbian war in the latter novel,
backlit as it is by the extramarital affair, shows that what Tolstoy would lat-
er repeatedly call “cyesepule] marpnorusma” (the superstition of patriotism)
(PSS 37:241, 90:44) is as dangerous as the superstition of forbidden love.
Tolstoy disappointed his compatriots and his brother Slavs by protest-
ing Russia’s involvement in the Serbo-Turkish War and then disappointed
them once again three decades later, when Austria annexed Bosnia and
Herzegovina in 1908 and the Bosnian Serbs, as in the past, looked to Rus-
sia for help. A letter he originally sent as a private reply to a “cep6ckas
skernmuna” (Serbian woman) (PSS 37:222), who appealed to him directly,
grew into an essay that critiqued the superstition of patriotism. Fully a pac-
ifist at that point, as well as a Christian anarchist, Tolstoy not only refused
to entertain the idea of Russian intervention, but implored the Serbs also
to “OCcBOGOXMIATHCA BCEMM CUIAMMU OT T'yOUTENBHOTO CyeBepus MaTpUOTU3MA,
rOCyIapcTBa U CO3HATD KaXKIOMY 4€JI0BEKY CBOE YeNIOBEYECKOE JIOCTOMHCTBO, He
[IOTyCKallllee OTCTYTIIEH NS OT 3akoHa mo6su” (free themselves with all might
from the destructive superstition of patriotism, the state, and acknowledge
in every man his human dignity, not allowing a departure from the law
of love) (PSS 37:241). Russia’s other tsar®?> did not live long enough to see
that “the superstition of patriotism” would soon bring about the Great War,
which was triggered precisely inside annexed Bosnia by a young Serbian pa-
triot’s assassination of the Austrian archduke. His essay endured a slightly
better fate than the unpatriotic epilogue to Anna Karenina in that it saw
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the light of day in Golos Moskvy (the Voice of Moscow) but in a heavily
redacted edition.

Returning to the Soviet critic Babaev’s observation, discussed in the be-
ginning of the chapter, we can conclude that this novel that opens with a
distinction between happy and unhappy families weaves a parallel lesson,
by the end, on the difference between happy and unhappy nations. The rec-
ipe for happy nations, like the one for happy families, requires a tight circle
of mutually resembling members. By contrast, Anna’s “us6piTox yero-10”
(surplus of something) (PSS 18:66), that quality that first attracts Vronsky
to her, and Russia’s surplus of feeling for the South Slavs both lead to ruin.






