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Donna Orwin
University of Toronto

TOLSTOY AND PATRIOTISM

Ho xaxum obpazom mozga smom cma-
puii venosex [Kymyszoe] ogun, & npo-
MUBHOCMb MHEHUA 8cexr, MO2 Jeagams,
maxk eepHo lzagan mozga 3naveHue
HAPOGHO20 CMUCAAQ COONMUA, 4O HU
pasy 60 6ci0 CEOW (eAmensHoCms He
uIMenun emy?

Hemounuk smoil neoburuaiinoll cunst
NPo3perlUn 8 CMLICA CO8epULAOWULLCA
ABNeHUIL lewasrl 8 MOM HAPOGHOM 4Y@8-
cmee, Komopoe OH Hocun e cebe @o
gcell yucmome u cune ezo.

«Boina u mup», 1. 4, xu. 4, ra. 5

Zapiski blokadnogo cheloveka [Blockade diary] Lidija Ginz-
burg’s fictionalized memoirs of life during the siege of Leningrad,
opens with a tribute to Vojna i mir [War and peace]. According to
Ginzburg, people trapped in the city read the novel, not to check its
reality against theirs, but their own reality against its. “W uwuTaio-
IHH rosopus cebe: Tak, 3HAYMT, 3TO a YYBCTBYI npasuibHO” [And
the reader would say to himself: uh-huh, that’s it, I've got the right
feeling about that]. Even in those extreme conditions, Vojna i mir
turned out to be the ultimate word “o MyxecTse, o Yenoseke, nena-
iowuM obliee nelo HapoiHoH BoiHbL” [On courage, on man engaged in
the common endeavour of a people’s war].l Ginzburg’s memoirs ap-
peared in print only in 1984 (in the journal Neva), but a scholarly

'[But how did it happen that this old man [Kutuzov], alone, in opposition to
the opinion of everyone else, could discern, how could he so truly discern the
national meaning of the event that not once in all his activity was he untrue to
it? § The source of this extraordinary power of penetration into the meaning
of what was happening lay in that national feeling which he carried within
himself in all its purity and strength.] — War and peace, Vol. 4, Bk 4, Ch. 5.

1In L. Ja. Ginzburg, Chelovek za pis’mennym stolom (Leningrad, 1989): 517.
Unless otherwise indicated, all translations in this essay are mine.
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52 Dorma Orwin

and patriotic companion piece was publis issue of the Red Army
journal Zvezda [Star]. “O romane L’va Tolstogo «Vojna i mir»” [On
Tolstoy’s novel War and peace] ends with both a call to arms and a
direct reference to the special viewpoint of contemporary Soviet
readers of Vojna i mir.

DBuiTh MOMWeET, ¥ BEJMKOro poMaHa He OblsIo M He GylerT NydmMx 9uTa-
Tellel, 9em coBeTckue moau 3noxu OredecTBEHHON BOIHBI, 9eM JIOMH,
KOTOpbIE TYTeM HEMMOBEPHOrO 'epOM3Ma, HEMMOBEPHOH CaMOOTBep-
MEHHOCTH TNPHILIH K MOHMMaHUIO Wieii: BceHapogHas BOJIA K moGese,
BCEHAapOJHAaR HEHABMCTb K Bpary, yTBepieHWe M 3alluta obuweH
KU3HM.

[Perhaps there have never been and will never be better readers of the
great novel than Soviet people from the epoch of the war of the fath-
erland, people who, by way of unbelievable heroism, unbelievable self-
-sacrifice, came to understand the ideas of the will of all for victory, the
hatred of all for the enemy, the confirmation and defence of life in gen-
eral.]?

The soldier who sacrifices himself for his country, according to
Tolstoy, does so “He moTomy, 9TO B HeM HeT CeOAMOGHA, HO BOMPEKH
CBOEMY ceﬁnnnﬁmo [not because he lacks self-love, but in spite of his
self-love],3 m the name of what Ginzburg called “o6masn xusns” [life
in general].4 This “o6man wuans”, first discovered by Tolstoy, unites
individuals in a common humanity without denying their individu-
ality. The mature Tolstoy depicted “6eckonedno MuorooGpasubie ge-
JIOBEYECKHE CO3HAHMA Kak HocHTenu obuero Guitua” [infinitely var-
ied human consciousnesses as carriers of a common existence].5 He
was therefore especially important for Soviet literature, which had
to portray “orpoMHbi€ MaccoBbl€ ABHKEHHA ... ICHXOJIOrHIO HapOJHOM
BOMHbI H CO3HaHME HOBOTO, TMPEOJOJIEBIIErO WHAMBHAYAIH3M YejioBe-
ka” [enormous mass movements ... the psychology of a people’s war
and the consciousness of the new man, who has overcome individual-
ism].6 Soviet culture, according to Ginzburg, represented the realiza-
tion of “obmaa wu3ns”, which she equated with Russian national
life, the “napoanas wusup” depicted in Vojna i mir. In “O romane
Tolstogo «Vojna i mir»”, she embraced it all, even the mystical nat-
ionalism expressed in Natasha’s instinctive ability to perform peas-
ant dances that she had not been taught.

2Clim:burg, “O romane L’va Tolstogo «Vojna i mir»”, Zvezda, Vol. 1, No 1
(1944): 138.

3Ginzburg, “O romane «Vojna i mir», 137.

4 am using Judson Rosengrant’s translation of this phrase from On Psycholog-
ical prose (Princeton, New Jersey, USA, 1991).

5Ci.ru".burg;, “O romane «Vojna i mir», 126,
6Gi.nzburg, “O romane «Vojna i mir», 128.
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Like Ginzburg in 1944, the Tolstoy of Vojna i mir wore his love of
country on his sleeve. He would not always find it so easy, however,
to justify such patriotism. In the epilogue to Anna Karenina (Book
8), at the apiary, Levin criticizes Russian involvement in the Serbo-
-Turkish War.

«Jla MOA TeopuA Ta: BO¥HA, C ONHOH CTOPOHBI, €CTh TaKOe XHBOTHOE,
EeCTOKOE M YHacHoe Jelio, 9TO HH OJHH YejioBeK, He rOoBOPIO Ywe
XPHCTHAHHH, HE MOXeT JIMYHO B3ATh Ha CBOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTb Hadasio
BOMHbBI, @ MOMeT TOJIbKO NMPaBUTENbCTBO, KOTOpOE MPHIBAHO K ITOMY
W TNPHBOAMTCA K BoiHe Hen3bemno. C Apyroi CTOpOHB, H MO HayKe H
MO 31PaBOMY CMBIC]Y, B rOCY1apCTBEHHBIX Jefiax, B 0COOEHHOCTH B je-
Jie BOWHBI, rpaykiaHe OTPEKalTCA OT CBOeH JIMYHOH BOJIH».

[Well, my theory is this: war, on the one hand, is such a bestial, cruel
and horrible business that not one person, let alone a Christian, could
personally take on the responsibility for starting a war. Only the gov-
ernment, which is called into being for this very purpose, and which is
inescapably led to war, can do this. On the other hand, according to
science and to common sense, in government matters, especially in the
matter of war, citizens abdicate their personal will.] (Chapter 15)7

On ropopus BMecte ¢ MuxaiisiblueM M HapoJoM, BbIPa3HBIIMM CBOK
MbICIb B NpefaHWM o npu3paiuu Baparos: «HumkuTe W Bnageiite
HaMH. Mbl panoctHo obellaem nosHY© nokopHocTh. Bech Tpyxn, Bce
YHHWeHUR, BCe WepTBbl Mbl Gepem Ha cebsf; HO He Mbl CyIHM H
peusaeM». A Tenepwb Hapon, no ciosam Cepredt Meanwiueit, orTpekancs
OT 3TOr0, KYMJIEHHOro TaKOH JOPOrod LieHo#, npasa.

[He spoke together with Mikhailich [the beekeeper] and the folk, who
had expressed their thought in the legend of the summoning of the Va-
rangians: “Reign over us and command us. We happily pledge complete
obedience. All the labour, all the humiliations, all the sacrifices we
will take on ourselves; but it will not be we who judge and decide.”
And now the folk, according to the Sergej Ivanyches, would renounce
this right, bought at such a dear price.] (Chapter 16)

In abbreviated form, Levin is repeating arguments from Vojna i
mir, perhaps borrowed from W. H. Riehl and also from conversations
with the Aksakov brothers in the mid-fifties, that rulers exist to
keep the people from soiling itself with politics.8 He even refers
elliptically to theories from the earlier novel about the mysterious
and inevitable movements of peoples for which governments exist to
take responsibility. What is most striking about this reprise, how-

7Where I quote from well-known works of Tolstoy, I will use chapter numbers
or, in the case of the shorter works, leave it to the reader to find the passage.
All other references to Tolstoy’s writings will be to the 90-volume Jubilee
edition of Tolstoy’s works (Moscow, 1928-1958), subsequently identified by
JE in the text, followed by volume and page number.

8See Donna Orwin, Tolstoy's art and thought, 1847-1880 (Princeton, New Jer-
sey, USA, 1993): 233-34.
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ever, is what Tolstoy chooses to leave out. Here no spark ignites the
people to defend their brother Slavs; Levin states that nothing can
make the narod, as narod, kill.

«Hapon wepreyer W roTOB KepTBOBaTh NJIA CBOed AYIWIM, & He ANA
ybuicTea», — npubGaBun OH.

[“The narod sacrifices and will sacrifice for its soul, but not for mur-
der”, he added.] (Chapter 16)

Tolstoy does not address himself, as he did in Vojna i mir, to the
question of why individuals and whole peoples run amok. The
Russian people are praised rather for insulating themselves from
the bestial horrors of war. In Anna Karenina Tolstoy puts his expla-
nations for mass upheavals in the mouth of the Slavophil intellec-
tual Sergej Ivanovich. Sergej Ivanych says that “arithmetic” cannot
ascertain the “ayx napoga” [spirit of the people].

«3TO 9yBCTBYeTCA B BO3JyXe, 3To 9yBCTByeTcA cepaueM. He rosopio
Ve O TeX MOJBOJHBIX TeIeHHAX, KOTOPble JBHHYJIMCh B CTOAYEM Mope
HApONa W KOTOPble ACHBI IJIA BCAKOTO HenpelyOemneHHOro TenoBeka;
B3TJIAHM Ha OOLLECTBO B TECHOM CMbICIe»,

[It can be felt in the air, it can be felt by the heart. I'm not even talking
about those submerged currents which have stirred in the becalmed sea
of the narod and which are clear to every unprejudiced person; look at
society in the narrow sense.] (Chapter 16)

The metaphysical argument advanced in the first four chapters
of the first epilogue of Vojna i mir is founded on just such a compar-
ison of peoples and historical forces to oceans. It begins with and
then extensively develops the very image employed by Sergej Iva-
nych of a seemingly calm ocean with submerged currents.

"]}DH.I.TIIO CeMb JIET nocCne 12'["0 roaa. BaponnoBanHoe HCTOpHYECKOE
mope Esponbi ynernocs B ceou Gepera. OHO Kasanoch 3aTHXIIHM; HO
TAHHCTBEHHbI€ CHJBl, IBUTawlIHE 9eJl0Be1eCTBO (T&HHCTBGHHHG noTo-
MY, 9TO 3aKOHBbI, ONpeNeNAIHe HX ABHKEHHe, HEU3BECTHBI HaM), Npo-
JNOJKANH CBOe NeHCTBHe.

HecMoTpa Ha TO, 9T0 MOBEPXHOCTb MCTOPHYIECKOTO MOPA Kazajlach

HEMOABHKHOW, TaK e HenpepblBHO, KAK NBHXeHWe BpeMeHH, IBHra-
JIOCh 9€JI0BEYECTBO. Cnaraﬂncs. pai3naranuch pa3jIH9HbIE TpYNNbI
JIOACKUX CuenjieHHH; NOATOTOBAANHCH NMpHIHHBI 06pa303anuﬂ H pa3-
JIOEHUA TOCYAapCTB, MepemMellleHHid Hapoaos.
[Seven years passed after 1812. The agitated historical ocean of Eur-
ope settled back in its banks. It seemed calm; but secret forces moving
humanity (secret, because the laws that govern their movement are un-
known to us) continued their activity.

Despite the fact that the surface of the historical ocean seemed
motionless, just as unceasingly as the motion of time, humanity went on
moving. Various groups of people formed and disintegrated; the
reasons for the formation and the disintegration of states, for the
displacement of peoples were in the process of being prepared.]
(Chapter 1)
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In Anna Karenina Levin attributes this kind of metaphysical
speculation about historical forces to “Ta camaa ropaocTb yma, Koto-
pas 1yTh He morybuna ero” [the very pride of mind that had nearly
killed him] (Chapter 16). Levin, and Tolstoy with him, objects to
the hubris that leads Sergej Ivanych to suppose he and others, how-
ever “unprejudiced”, could fathom the intentions of Providence. The
telling, and killing, word in Sergej Ivanych’s speech is “acnbl” [clear]
— as if God’s intentions could ever be clear to mankind.

A few years later, speaking in his own voice in Ispoved’ [A Con-
fession], Tolstoy rejected his former belief in “ideals” that guided
humanity as a whole. Theories about the activities of “senoBesecrt-
B0” [humanity] could not explain the meaning of the life of each in-
dividual:

[lna Toro, 9T0Gbl NOHATH, 9TO OH TaKoe, 9e/0BEK NO/KeH Mpexne Mo-
HATb, 9TO TaKOE BCe 3TO TAMHCTBEHHOE 4e/0BEeYecTBO, COCTOALlee M3
TaKHX We Jofel, Kak M OH CaM, He MOHHMAMLIHX CaMHX ceba.

Jomxen coswaTbca, 9To GblJIO BpeMa, KOTma A BEpHA 3TOMY. ITO
6bI0 TO BpemsA, Korpa y MeHA ObUIM CBOM HamoGieHHble Haealbl,
OMpaBlblBaBIIHE MOW MPHUXOTH, H A CTApaJiCA MPUIYMATh TAKYl0 Teo-
PH0, N0 KOTOPOH & Mor Gbl CMOTPeTb Ha CBOM NPHUXOTH KaK Ha 3aKOH
qeaoBe9ecTBa.

[In order to understand what he was himself, a person had beforehand
to understand this mysterious humanity, made up of people like himself,
who did not understand themselves.

I have to admit that there was a time when I believed this. This was
the time when I had my own beloved ideals, which justified my whims,
and I was trying to think up a theory according to which I would be
able to regard my whims as a law of mankind.] (Chapter 5)

The “theory” which Tolstoy belittles in Ispoved” had led to the
creation of Vojna i mir, with its Geethean tolerance of everything
human, including even war. In a letter to A. A. Tolstaja in the early
1870s (JE, 62:9), Tolstoy characterizes Vojna i mir as a gigantic orgy,
an intoxication which had only temporarily distracted him from his
quest for the real meaning of life. In it, natural-historical forces jus-
tify even savage behaviour in wartime, and these same forces would
seem to give rise to a nationalism, what Tolstoy called “swarm-
-life”, that he either ceased to believe in or at least never again
explicitly depicted after Vojna i mir. Contrary to what Ginzburg
suggests in her article, therefore, “national life”, the “napoanas
ugea” as Tolstoy defined it in Vojna i mir, was not his final solution
to the problems of individualism. In later works, in fact, national-
ism is shown to interfere with obshchaja zhizn’, which does not
distinguish one people from another.

But so what? As the reaction of the beleaguered inhabitants of
Leningrad to Vojna i mir proves, even an author as critic of his own
works cannot take back words once spoken. Ginzburg is certainly
right that the “o0waa xu3us” of Vojna i mir includes the patriotism
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activated by the French invasion and destruction of Russia. In the
rest of this paper I shall look at a possible theoretical justification
of the patriotism that was essential to the novel but rejected in the
decade after Tolstoy finished it.

In Ispoved’, Tolstoy says that “cosepumencrsosanue” [pursuit of
perfection], was the goal of his life until he moved to St Petersburg
in 1855. He then took a wrong turn, and over the next 25 years, during
which he wrote both Vojna i mir and Anna Karenina, he travelled a
dead-end road. Ispoved’ itself recounts his return to the “HpaBcTBen-
Hoe cosepilencTBoBaHHe” [pursuit of moral perfection] of his youth
after his spiritual and intellectual crisis in the late 1870s. It also
explains, in general terms and without naming names, how he lost
his way in 1855. This happened when he arrived in the capital
straight from the front in Sevastopol and met writers and intellectu-
als who introduced him to new ideas.

Barman Ha u3Hb 3THX J0feH, MOMX COTOBapHileld MO MUCAHHIO, CO-
CTOAN B TOM, 9TO ¥H3Hb BoOOlle MIeT pa3sBMBafCb M 9TO B 3TOM pas-
BUTHH T/laBHOE Y9aCTHe NMPUHMUMAaeM Mbl, JIOAH MBICIH, a M3 JojeH
MBIC/IH TJ1aBHOE BIHAHHE WMeeM Mbl — XYNOWHHMKH, noatshl. Hawe
npu3BaHMe — y9uTb Mojeii... Bepa sTa B 3HaveHHe NMO33IUU W B Passu-
THe WHU3HU Obina Bepa, ¥ A GblN OHMM W3 KPeUoB ee.

[The attitude toward life of these people, my writer colleagues, was
that life is always developing and that in this development we, thinking
people, play the main part, and that among thinking people we — artists
and poets — have the major influence. Our role was to teach people....
This belief in the meaning of poetry and in the development of life was a
belief, and I was one of its priests.] (Chapter 2)

This polemical summary of the bare facts of the German philoso-
phy that Tolstoy encountered in the mid-1850s bears as much rela-
tionship to it as the summary of King Lear in Chto takoe iskusstvo?
[What 1s art?] bears to Shakespeare’s play. What seemed inade-
quate to Tolstoy in the 1880s originally attracted him not as flattery
but as a solution to certain problems. In Sevastopol he had witnessed
the lows and highs of war and responded to them in various ways.
On the one hand, as satirist and reformer he had written memos ex-
posing the corruption of the Russian army and its soldiers.? On the
other, he had written the patriotic Sevastopol” v dekabre mesjatse
[Sevastopol in December]. On the one hand, he had gambled so reck-
lessly that, in January, he had lost his house at Jasnaja Poljana. On
the other, serving on the fourth bastion, he had felt so spiritually
exalted that he contemplated devoting the rest of his life to found-

91t is most interesting to read the longest of these, the so-called “Zapiska ob
otritsatel’'nykh storonakh russkogo soldata i ofitsera” (JE, 4:285-394). In-
tended as part of a recommendation for army reform to be submitted to one of
the sons of Nicholas I, it supplies a typology of the Russian soldier that
mirrors the one in Rubka lesa [The Woodfelling] but is brutally negative.
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ing a new religion. In battle he had seen the strength of natural self-
-love and unnatural vanity and acts of genuine self-sacrifice. In all
his war stories before his arrival in Petersburg, these contradictions
coalesce around the issue of courage. Each of these stories debunks
romantic notions of courage while attempting a new realistic defini-
tion of it. But none of them entirely succeeds at this second goal.
None, to use Ginzburg’s terms, satisfactorily explains how a soldier,
once he truly understands the dangers facing him, overcomes his self-
-love sufficiently to sacrifice himself on the battlefield. None sup-
plies a justification for patriotism.

In the first story, Nabeg [The Raid], written in the Caucasus and
published in Sovremennik in 1853, Captain Khlopov serves out of
duty, because “Hano xe cayxuTts” [you have to serve]. In addition to
a sense of duty, which is shown in action but which is never
explained psychologically, there are references in Nabeg to one, and
possibly two other sources of courage in battle. I refer to the high
spirits of Ensign Alanin, whose death anticipates that of Petja Ros-
tov, and to an unelaborated assertion in Chapter 10 of the strength to
perform great deeds resident in the Russian soul.

The next military tale to appear (in the June 1855 issue of Sovre-
mennik) was Sevastopol in December [Sevastopol’ v dekabre mesjat-
se]. Tolstoy finished it while serving on the fourth bastion, the most
dangerous spot in Sevastopol, and it reflects those heightened spir-
its in resistance to danger which he loved to depict in his soldiers
and which he had experienced himself. Even as he expresses these
feelings in the ecstatic tone of the story, he analyses them, achiev-
ing a more concrete psychological realization of them than he had
been able to do in Nabeg. We feel most alive when our lives are most
threatened: this is why young soldiers seek out danger and even
older ones find it seductive.10 This kind of courage, inspired by the

10The narrator explains how “you” feel under fire. First you are afraid, but
you hide your feelings out of vanity: “Ho 3aTto, korna chapsn npojeren, He
3ajleB BAC, Bbl OMUBAETE, H KaKOe-TO OTPajlHOe, HeBbIPa3UMO MPHATHOE HYB-
CTBO, HO TOJLKO Ha MIHOBEHWE, OBJlaleBaeT BaMH, TAK 9TO Bbl HAXOAHTe
KaKyio-T0 0COOeHHYI0 NpejiecTb B ONMACHOCTH, B 3TOH HIpe MU3HBI H CMep:
TbIO; BaM XoueTcd, 4Tobbl ewe W ewe nobGaume ynanu OKOJO Bac ALPO H
Gomba.” [But then, when the missile has flown by without touching you, you
revive, and a kind of joyful, inexpressibly pleasant feeling, but only for a mo-
ment, comes over you, so that you find a kind of special charm in danger, in
this play of life and death; you want a bomb or a ball to fall near you again
and closer.]
Gary Saul Morson points out the moral ambiguity of the reader as tourist
wanting to experience this thrill at the expense of the possible death of sol-
diers. See “The Reader as voyeur: Tolstoy and the poetics of didactic fic-
tion,” in Leo Tolstoy: Modern critical views, edited by Harold Bloom (New
York, 1986): 183. Morson's account, however, does not explain either the ec-
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same life force that makes us love ourselves, is perfectly understand-
able, especially in the young, who do not sufficiently fear death.
Sevastopol’ v dekabre mesjatse also enlarges on the concept of duty
introduced in Nabeg. A soldier in hospital who has just lost a leg
advises the narrator that the soldier stays brave by not thinking.
But this soldier does more than just stand firm on the battlefield.
His wife relates that, though now crippled, he has asked to be sent
back to the fifth bastion to teach if he cannot work there. To account
for this, Tolstoy falls back on generalities such as those in Chapter
10 of Nabeg.

..Bbl MOJI9a CKJIOHAEeTe Mepel 3THM MOJYaiMBbIM, Gecco3HaTeNbHbIM
BEJHIHEM M TBEPAOCTBIO J1YyXa, 3TOW CTHIANHBOCTLIO Mepel CoGCTBeR -
HbIM JIOCTOMACTBOM.

[you bow without words before this taciturn, unconscious greatness
and firmness of spirit, this bashfulness about one’s own worth.]

Toward the end of Sevastopol’ v dekabre mesjatse, Tolstoy does
venture one explanation for heroism; namely, “9yBcTBO 310081, MUIE-
HHA Bpary, KoTopoe TauTca B nywe kakioro” [the feeling of anger,
of vengeance toward the enemy, that hides in the soul of each]. Be-
yond that, however, he sfpeaks, again vaguely, of a “consciousness of
one’s own dignity and of high thought and feeling” and, this for the
first time, of “nyxom sauurnukos Cesactonona” [the spirit of the de-
fenders of Sevastopol]. This last he locates in a feeling — “ni0608b K
poaune” [love of country] — “nexauiee B rnyoune aymu kaxporo” [re-
siding in the depths of each soul]. The hero of the Sevastopol “epic”
is “napon pycckuii” [the Russian people], which under no circumstan-
ces will give up the city. Reporting from the fourth bastion, a parti-
cipant in fierce fighting, Tolstoy allows himself simply to assert the
existence of patriotism without grounding it philosophically or
psychologically.

The last two war stories to appear before Tolstoy’s arrival in Pe-
tersburg were written in calmer circumstances.!! In Rubka lesa, Tol-
stoy, now a seasoned warrior, dug deeper into the psychology of the
battlefield, producing a typology of the soldier that was much ad-
mired by his contemporaries. In this story Tolstoy also unwittingly
laid the groundwork for a new, non-psychological justification of
military spirit [1yx] and patriotism. I am referring to the poetic tone
and structure of the story, which, as Tolstoy himself acknowledged

static reaction of the wounded soldier or the final elevated mood of the reader
as expressed in the story’s penultimate chapter.

11Rybka lesa had been begun in the Caucasus in 1853, but was finished in Se-
vastopol on June 18, 1855, only a day before Tolstoy launched into his sec-
ond Sevastopol sketch, Sevastopol’ v mae, which he wrote at white heat in
only eight days. He was stationed at the time twenty versts from Sevastopol,
near the Bel’bek river.
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in dedicating it to Turgenev, owe much to Zapiski okhotnika [A
Sportsman’s sketches].12” Without realizing the full significance of
this change, Tolstoy, by imitating Turgenev, went beyond his early
determination to describe nature unpoetically, that is, concretely,
through the senses of an observer placed in the scene.13 For the first
time, nature creates or contributes to a mood which unites all the sol-
diers sitting around the fire. This mood is seconded or echoed by An-
tonov’s song “Berezushka”. Through Turgenev, Tolstoy was already
tapping into an idealism, or romanticism, that he would soon con-
sciously embrace. As this story was being completed, in fact, Vasilij
Botkin was plotting a romantic realism which would counter Nikolaj
Chernyshevskij’s idea of art as merely “a surrogate for reality”.
Chernyshevskij’s realism would only copy nature in its external de-
tails. True poetry does not disdain nature, as Botkin wrote Turgenev
on July 10, 1855, but penetrates to its deeper meaning:

«».MIO33IHA ... MpPOIpEeHHE B COHPOBBHHEF!H.[}']O CYWHOCTE Bewlel.. T. e.

neiicTBuTenbHocTh. Hapneitne rie-To roBoput: «cepaue npupoasl —

ECTh BCIOAY MY3IbIKA — NOCTAHLTE TOJBKO 00 Heros.

[poetry is insight into the innermost essence of things, that is, into real-

ity. Carlyle says somewhere, “nature’s heart is everywhere music —

you need only reach it”.]'4

Botkin especiallg. admired Turgenev’s Pevtsy [The Singers] from
Zapiski okhotnika,1> because of its lyric realism; and critics agree
that Pevtsy was the sketch that most influenced Rubka lesa. In the
one, country bumpkins, in the other, peasant soldiers combine realism
with poetry by singing. Nature speaks through song, and unites indi-
viduals in a common mood.1® This mood bespeaks an underlying nat-

120n this subject, see Boris Eikhenbaum, The Young Tolstoy (Ann Arbor,
1972): 85-87; Eikhenbaum, Lev Tolstoj, Vol. 1 (Munich, 1968): 166-67; R. F.
Christian, Tolstoy: A Critical Introduction (Cambridge, 1969): 56-58.

13As E. N. Kuprejanova points out, however, already in Nabeg the observer
does synthesize different sense perceptions into one overall impression, in
this case, an “o6pa3 HouHoi THwMHBI” that was completely new in Russian
literature. Kuprejanova understands this new type of landscape as an ex-
pression of the interaction between subjective and objective, the so-called
“dialectic of the soul.” See Estetika L. N. Tolstogo (Moscow-Leningrad, 1966):
138-39.

14y, p, Botkin i I. S. Turgenev: neizdannaja perepiska, 1851~1869 (Moscow-
-Leningrad, 1930): 62.

15¢e the unpublished Ph.D. dissertation of George Raymond Motolanez, Bot-
kin as literary critic (New York University, 1970): 130.

16 ater, in his essay on Fet acclaimed by Tolstoy, Botkin makes this all expli-
cit. Human beings are themselves nature, “but animated and conscious of our-
selves. The dumb poetry of nature is our conscious poetry: it is given to us to
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ural unity of human souls that becomes the basis of patriotism as
Tolstoy conceived it.

Sevastopol’ v mae, which appeared as the lead story in the same
September Sovremennik as Rubka lesa, is even darker in mood than
the Caucasian tale. This may be because it mainly concerns, not ordi-
nary soldiers, but commissioned officers. The story begins with the
omniscient narrator asking how the carnage at Sevastopol could con-
tinue for so long. He answers his own question at least in part in
Chapter 3 with his digression on “Tmecnasue” [vanity], the “xapak-
TEPUCTHYECKaA YepTa H ocobennana Gonesnb Hamero peka” [the char-
acteristic feature and special disease of our age]. Vanity turns every
officer into a ”little Napoleon” who would promote war for glory.
Countering vanity and the simple fear of death is only that sense of
duty introduced in Nabeg. In keeping, however, with the Thacker-
ian satirical tone of Sevastopol” v mae, duty itself is merely a kind
of inner negative compulsion. Speaking of Staff Captain Mikhajlov,
who overcomes fear to return to check up on Praskukhin, the narrator
explains that duty is particularly strong in people of limited intel-
ligence (Chapter 4). Mikhajlov’s unquestioning religious faith is
present without being overly emphasized or even elevating him
that much above other officers.

In the four war stories written before his arrival in Petersburg,
Tolstoy was as interested in examples of genuine as of false courage.
The charm of war, its natural attraction to a youth wanting to try
his strength, is more thoroughly accepted as a fact and investigated
by this future pacifist than by any other modern writer. Beyond
high spirits, which carry a soldier only so far, there is another,
steadier courage that Tolstoy identifies as particularly Russian.
This courage is silent: it manifests itself in deeds, not words. It is
philosophical in the Socratic sense that it depends on an absolute
acceptance of personal mortallty that frees one, even if momentar-
ily, from fear of death.1” This is how, at any rate, Tolstoy explains
the courage of ordinary soldiers in Pierre’s climactic dreams in the
inn-yard after the battle of Borodino. These first two types of cour-
age make psychological sense for the individual, although the sec-
ond already requires him to use his reason, however unself-conscious-
ly, to prevail over his instinct for self-preservation. The third kind
of courage in the war stories, based on duty, is harder to fathom. In
Sevastopol’ v mae, Mikhajlov’s sense of duty is linked to strong and
unquestioning religious faith; while in the more positive Sevasto-

express this dumb poetry of nature.” See Botkin, Sochinenija. Stat'i po litera-
ture i iskusstve. Pis'ma, Vol. 1 (St Petersburg, 1891): 358.

17 am convinced that Tolstoy developed this definition of courage under the
influence of Plato, whom he read intensively in the early 1850s. The narrator
in Nabeg quotes a Platonic definition of courage.
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pol” v dekabre mesjatse, it is linked to patriotism. Patriotism is
present, then, but only as a motivation for heroic action, not as a
object of study in its own right.

Sevastopol” v mae, the best of the pre-Petersburg war stories, is
also the most sombre. In mid-December, a month after his arrival in
the capital, Tolstoy sat down to write his third and last Sevastopol
sketch, Sevastopol” v avguste [Sevastopol in August] which depicted
the actual fall of the city. Given the circumstances, one would ex-
pect this tale to be as bleak as its predecessor. But this is not so.
While the theme of Sevastopol’ v mae was vamty, that of Sevasto-
pol’ v avguste is heroism, which is shown in its various false and
then its true aspects. It opens with an officer, Mikhail Kozel’tsov,
returning to the front from hospital after having been wounded on
May 10, the date of the action described in Sevastopol v mae. Hav-
ing denied the existence of heroes in that story, Tolstoy pointedly
makes one of the two main characters in Sevastopol’ v avguste some-
one who fought on May 10, and who chooses to return to battle even
before his wound is entirely healed. Whereas in the famous finale
to Sevastopol” v mae the narrator declares that there are no heroes
in wartime except “truth”, the narrator in Sevastopol” v avguste
claims that each of the participants has the potential to be a hero.

Ha nne aywu kawnoro nesxut Ta GraroposHas McKpa, KoTopas ciena-
€T M3 Hero repos; HO MCKpa 3Ta yCTaeT ropeTb ApKO, — MPHAET POKO-
BaA MHMHYTA, OHa BCIBIXHET NJaMeHeM M OCBETHT BelHKHe jela.

[At the bottom of the soul of each of them lies that noble spark that will
make of him a hero; but this spark tires of constantly burning brightly.
Let the fateful minute come, it will burst into flame and illuminate great
deeds.] (Chapter 18)

It is to this passage, not to one in the more positive first Sevasto-
pol sketch, that the canny Nikolaj Strakhov, reviewing Tolstoy’s
collected works in 1866, rightly pointed as proof that despite Tol-
stoy’s debunking of courage in his war stories, he still believed in
heroism.18 What Strakhov does not say, because it does not suit his
purpose, is that Sevastopol” vavguste is qualitatively different from
earlier military tales in a way that makes heroism easier to defend.
As we have seen, Tolstoy believed before in the higher feelings of
courage and self-sacrifice: he had read about them in Lermontov
and, more importantly, he had seen them in others on the battle-
field and felt them himself. He had not, however, been able to ac-
count for them satisfactorily in his earlier stories. In Petersburg,
where Tolstoy finished up Sevastopol” v avguste, he came under the
influence of that idealist philosophy to which he so disparagingly
refers in Ispoved’. By providing a metaphysical justification for pa-

18”50Chinenija grafa L. N. Tolstogo,” in Kriticheskie stat'i ob 1. S. Turgeneve i
L. N. Tolstom (1862-1885), Vol. 1 (The Hague-Paris, 1969): 174-78.
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triotism, this philosophy tranformed the facts of war as he had
hithertofore observed and analysed them.

The person ultimately most responsible for this change was Vasi-
lij Petrovich Botkin.1? Tolstoy’s first mentor, other than Turgenev,
with whom he lived for the first while in the capital, was not Bot-
kin, but the critic and writer A. V. Druzhinin. We can be sure, how-
ever, that — through Druzhinin, Turgenev, Nekrasov and others —
Tolstoy heard about the famous intellectual and bon vivant Botkin.
Botkin knew of Tolstoy’s writings, of course. (He had commented
favourably on both Sevastopol sketches in letters to Turgenev.20)
On November 24th, five days after Tolstoy’s arrival in the capital,
Botkin had received an ecstatic letter about the fledgling writer
from Nekrasov.2l The two finally met on December 14th,22 just
when Tolstoy was working intensely on Sevastopol’ v avguste.23
They became close friends, with Tolstoy in 1857 designating Botkin
“Moi moOuMBIH BooGpamaemblit wuTatens” [my favourite imaginary
reader] (JE, 60:214); and declaring Botkin’s article about poet A. A.
Fet (published in Sovremennik in January, 1857) a “catechism of po-
etry” (60:152).

19Botkin’s role in Russian literary life in general, and in Tolstoy’s develop-
ment in particular, has been systematically underestimated by both Soviet and
Western critics. Born in 1811, Botkin, the son of a wealthy merchant, was an
early raznochinets who, after becoming a member of Stankevich’s circle at
Moscow University in 1835, contributed in various important ways to Rus-
sian cultural life for three decades. He knew European literature well, and
helped acquaint his compatriots with it. An excellent linguist, he translated
literary and critical works from German, English and Spanish. He nourished
home-grown talent as well, becoming the confidant of Turgenev, Druzhinin,
Fet, Nekrasov (for a while) and Tolstoy. Botkin loved music, and published
several important articles about it. He was also an accomplished art critic,
one of the first, for instance, to notice the work of sea-scapist I. K. Ajvazov-
skij. In addition to all this, he was a sophisticated reader of contemporary
and especially German philosophy. (As is well known, he served as the
philosophic mentor of Belinsky, who knew no foreign languages.) His philo-
sophic training and the breadth and depth of his artistic interests made him a
formidable zesthetician, much respected by contemporaries. Extremely intelli-
gent, sensitive to both music and art, learned, Botkin was a midwife at the
birth of the great age of Russian prose. For more on Botkin and Tolstoy, see
Orwin, Tolstoy’s art and thought, 1847-1880, 55-60.

20y, p. Botkin i I. S. Turgenev: neizdannaja perepiska, 1851-1869: 64, 68-69.

215ee N. N. Gusev, Lev Nikolaevich Tolstoj: materialy k biografii s 1855 po 1869
god (Moscow, 1957): 3-4.

22500 Gusev, 5.

23He read the beginning of Sevastopol’ v avguste to Druzhinin on December
19th. See Gusev, 16.
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When the Tolstoy of Ispoved” disparages the “theories” of his
youth, these must include those of Thomas Carlyle, communicated to
him by Botkin. In the fall of 1855 Botkin was in the throes of a new
enthusiasm for Carlyle. In December, when he and Tolstoy met, he
was translating a chapter (“The Hero as Poet. Dante; Shakespeare”)
from Carlyle’s On Heroes, hero-worship, and the heroic in history.
This chapter begins with the assertion that all great men, whatever
their profession, are poets in a deep sense. There follows a descrip-
tion of what Geethe called the “open secret” of all appearances as
manifestations of God’s thought, organized around principles of mus-
ical harmony.24 (It is from here that Botkin takes his quote about
the musicality of ideal reality in the July 1855 letter to Turgenev
cited above.) Because it is musical, reality is more accessible to the
poet than to the philosopher. Botkin would have supplied the the-
oretical underpinnings of that idea, scorned by Tolstoy in Ispoved’, of
the poet as spiritual leader. In a letter from 1862, Botkin described
Tolstoy’s own gaze in terms taken directly from Carlyle, as a window
to the “6eckoneanoe npocrpancto” [infinite expanse] within him.25
Tolstoy may eventually have discarded the priestly robes bestowed
on him by Botkin, but at the time he was as enamoured as Botkin of
the Carlylian vision of harmonious reality and the “musical thought”
needed to comprehend it. This ideal reality informs not only such
stories as Ljutsern [Lucerne] and Al’bert [Albert] in the 1850s, but Voj-
na i mir and Anna Karenina as well.

As a student of German thought, Carlyle believed in progress
through historical evolution. He argues in On Heroes that great men
shape history through the thoughts that they introduce into the
world. The metaphysical force behind history is time, which Car-
lyle compares to a “BcecObemmomnii okean” [an all-embracing ocean]:

It1o GearpaHWuHOe, HeMoe, HeNpepbIBHO CTpeMAllleecA eews, Ha3BaH-
Hoe Bpemenem! Heorpasumo, 6uicTpo, MoN9a HeceTcA OHO, KAaK Bce-
00BbeMA0IHI OKeaH, HA KOTOPOM Mbl M BCA BCeJIeHHaA NJlaBaeM Kak
ABNEHHUA, KOTOPbl€ NOKA3BIBAKTCA — M H31€3al0T.

[This limitless, dumb, ceaselessly flowing thing called Time! Inexpres-
sibly, quickly, silently it rushes, like an all-embracing ocean, on which
we and the whole un:verse swim as apparitions which show them-
selves and disappear.]?6

24Carlyle also cites Fichte as another source of his thought. See Sovremennik
(January, 1856), 2:35.

25perepiska L. N. Tolstogo s V. P. Botkinym (Moscow, 1923): 85.

265ovremennik (October, 1855), 2:100 (emphasis Botkin’s). The language of
this passage is reminiscent, of course, of Tjutchev, whose poetry was much
admired and promoted by Tolstoy’s new friends. Tolstoy himself became
acquainted both with Tjutchev’s poetry and with him personally at this time.
Tjutchev, as Tolstoy recalled in 1904, “cnenan emy sects” [did him the hon-
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This specific passage appears in the first chapter of On Heroes,
hero-worship, and the heroic in history, which Botkin had pub-
lished in translation in the October 1855 Sovremennik. The title
alone of Carlyle’s book, shortened in Russian to O gerojakh i geroi-
cheskom v istorii, 27 would have been enough to draw Tolstoy’s at-
tention. Preoccupied himself with the theme of heroism and famil-
iar with Botkin’s reputation, he would have read this translation.
He certainly discussed it with friends and with Botkin himself
when they met in December. So here, in the two chapters from On
Heroes translated by Botkin, in a nutshell, are the ideas — the poets
as prime movers in an infinitely developing world — that Tolstoy
claims in Ispoved’ to have encountered in Petersburg.

The theme of Carlyle’s first chapter, the one published in Octo-
ber, is paganism, and the hero as divinity. Carlyle poses a question
as relevant today as it was in the nineteenth century. How could
people in the past believe in religions that strike us today as sim-
ple-minded? He vindicates these early people as more open to won-
der, and to that extent more profound, than we are. A man’s religion,
no matter what kind, he says, “ecTb camoe riaBHoe, CyLIeCTBEHHOE B
HeM” [is the chief fact with regard to him].

lon cnosom «penurus» pasymeio s 3gech He OAHY UEPHOBb, — Mbl BH-
IWM J0Jled BCAKUX BEPOMCMIOBENAHUI, KOTOpPble CTOAT HA BCEX BOIMOK -
HBIX CTYNEeHAX NOCTOMHCTBA, — NOA CIOBOM ])&JIH[‘HH paiyMe A elle
M TO, 9TO 9eNIOBEK WUCKPEHHO M npakmuuecku NPUHUMaeT K Cepauy,
KAK HeNpenokHyl [A0CTOBEPHOCTb, KAK HEONPOBEPKMMYIO MCTHHY B
CBOMX OTHOIIEHHAX K 3TOMY TAWHCTBEHHOMY LI€lOMY — KO BCeJIeHHOW,
K CBOeMY JONrY, K CBOBMY Ha3HAYeHWIO B MHPpe.

[By the word “religion” I understand here not just the church — one
sees people of every faith of every degree of worth — by the word reli-
gion I also understand that which a person sincerely and practically
takes to heart, as unalterable authenticity, as irrefutable truth in his
relations to this mysterious whole — to the universe, to his duty, to his
meaning in the world.]%

our] of calling on him first as the writer of the Sevastopol sketches. Tolstoy
was struck at Tjutchev’s appreciation of the subtleties of Russian in the
story. See Gusev, 13. Despite his abandonment of German idealism, Tolstoy
was a life-long devotee of Tjutchev’s poetry.

27 As Botkin changed the title, so did he loosely translate the chapter and
change passages, sometimes in deference to the censor, but also perhaps to
make Carlyle’s arguments more relevant to the Russian situation. I therefore
translate Carlyle’s text back from Botkin’s Russian when necessary. Where
Carlyle’s text differs markedly from Botkin’s translation, I will include the
original in a footnote.

2850premennik (October, 1855), 2:95, emphasis Botkin’s. Carlyle’s original is
quite different in this place. “By religion I do not mean here the church-creed
which he professes, the articles of faith which he will sign, and, in words or



Tolstoy and patriotism 65

Actions flow from thoughts, thoughts from feelings, feelings from
religion understood in the broad sense elaborated above: so an indi-
vidual’s relation to the “Unseen World” determines everything else.
Paganism in all its forms represented for Carlyle the first penetra-
tions of the “Unseen World” behind nature.

Everything — nature, time, the universe and mankind itself —
presents itself to the pagan mind as forces [CHJ’ILI] that move and de-
velop mysteriously. At bottom everything is coanaane BCEMOTYHIErO
Bora” [the creation of an All- powerful God].2? In the hero the pa-
gans worshipped the Godlike in man. As an example Carlyle dis-
cusses Odin, whom he assumes originally to have been a hero:

..BeJIMKaA, rayGoKas nymia, KMMAWAA SHTY3HAIMOM, MOJIHAA HEONOJIH-

MblX BHYTPEHHMX CTpeMJieHHii; OH He 3HaeT CaM OTKyla 3TOT MOTOK,

OH GECI'I])OCTBIIHO 3arajika A8 camoro ceba, on ana camoro cebGs He-

9T0 B pojie yHaca H 1yla.

|a great deep soul, bubbling with enthusiasm, full of internal impulses;

he does not know himself whence this stream. He is constantly a mys-

tery to himself, he is something in the nature of a horror and marvel for

himself.]*

His new friends saw Tolstoy himself as just such a “Benukas, ray-
6okas nywa” [deep, great soul]. From them, Tolstoy learned about
the “Unseen World” which would at last tie the heights and the
depths of his wartime experience together. Crucial to his accep-
tance of it, and something he left out in recounting it many years
later, was its religious and moral colouring. It is no accident that
Carlyle was a favourite author of Tolstoy in his last years.3] The
same Victorian obsession with virtue that appealed to Tolstoy then
would have attracted him in On Heroes. At the same time, Car-
lyle’s Norsemen resemble Slavs. (According to one of Carlyle’s

otherwise, assert; not this wholly, in many cases not this at all. We see men of
all kinds of professed creeds attain to almost all degrees of worth or
worthlessness under each or any of them. This is not what I call religion, this
profession and assertion; which is often only a profession and assertion from
the outworks of the man, from the mere argumentative region of him, if even so
deep as that. But the thing a man does practically believe (and this is often
enough without asserting it even to himself, much less to others); the thing a
man does practically lay to heart, and know for certain, concerning his vital
relations to the mysterious Universe, and his duty and destiny there, that is in
all cases the primary thing for him, and creatively determines all the rest.”
Botkin then omits a sentence about scepticism as itself a possible relation to
the “Unseen World”.

2950wemenm’k, 2:101.
305ovremennik, 2:113.

31There are many quotations from Carlyle in the daily readers that Tolstoy
compiled from 1904 to 1908.
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sources, they may have come from a Black Sea tribe.32) Like Rus-
sian soldiers as Tolstoy presents them in his war stories, the Norse-
men’s defining characteristics were “kakaa-to cepaesnas aoGpoco-
BECTHOCTh, HEYK/IIOXad CH/la, KaKaf-TO BelMKad, rpybGas McKpeH-
noctes” [a certain heartfelt conscientiousness, an awkward strength, a
certain great rude authenticity].3> These qualities informed their
myths and made valour [xpaGpocTs] their principle passion, associ-
ated, as in Tolstoy, with fire. Their chiefs, when dying, had them-
selves placed in ships to be burned at sea.34

Tolstoy wasted no time incorporating lessons gleaned from Bot-
kin’s translation into Sevastopol” v avguste. Like Carlyle’s Norse-
men, his Russian officers combine rude physical strength with spiri-
tuality, mostly in the form of courage. The “Unseen World” of Ger-
man idealism makes its first appearance in this text and in Tolstoy’s
fiction as a whole in that allegorical spark that Strakhov discerned
hidden in Tolstoy’s officers. Tolstoy had been present at the capitu-
lation of Sevastopol, and had written an official report of it for Gen-
eral N. A. Kryzhanovskij. As a result Sevastopol’ v avguste is
factual to an unusual degree.3> The story is also realistic in another,
typically Tolstoyan way: settings, action and characters are all ren-
dered concretely. The realism of the story is almost exaggerated, as
Tolstoy for the first time self-consciously sought to portray the spiri-
tual incarnated in the physical world. It is no accident that the ref-
erence to the spark in each soul comes at the end and in justification
of a drunken brawl over cards. The same physical energy that flares
up chaotically in the bunker will “illuminate great deeds”.

The co-heroes of the story are examples of the relation of physi-
cal to spiritual energy. The long description of the older brother Mi-
khail in the first chapter stresses his sturdy build, his good looks,
small “insolent” [warasie] eyes, his thick moustaches; while 17-
-year-old Volodja, bubbling with unself-conscious energy, is a naive
version of his older brother (Chapter 6). The brothers’ last name,
Kozel'tsov, with its reference to goats, discreetly underscores their
animal spirits.

Volodja resembles Ensign Alanin in Nabeg. Mikhail, although
he is an officer’s version of the “desperate” [oTwaannbii] type de-
scribed in Rubka lesa, does not descend from any one character in ear-
lier stories. Tolstoy seems deliberately to contrast Mikhail with
the mediocre Mikhajlov of Sevastopol’ v mae.

325ovremennik (October, 1855), 2:112.
3350vremennik, 2:108.

34Savremennik, 2:117.

35V. 1. Sreznevskij gives details in JE, 393-94.
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Ero narypa Gbina goonbho Gorata; oH Gbil HErNYN M BMeCTe C TeM
TANaHT/IHB, XOPOIWO Mej, Urpajl Ha THTape, roBOpHN ovYeHb GoWKO M
nUCcal BecbMa Jierko, ocobeHHo KaseHHble Gymard, Ha kotopble HaGun
PYKY B CBOIO OLITHOCTb MOJIKOBbIM albIOTAHTOM; HO Gonee Bcero 3ame-
gaTenbHa Gbisa ero HaTypa camonio0GMBOM 3Hepruei, KOTOpas, XOTA H
Gbina Gonee BCero OoCHOBaHa Ha 3TOH MeJIKOH NapoBMTOCTH, Obina ca-
Ma no cebe 9epra pe3nas M MOpa3HTeNbHaA.

[His nature was quite rich; he was not stupid and was talented besides,
he sang well, played the guitar, spoke with great verve and wrote very
fluidly, especially official papers at which he became a practised hand
during his stint as regimental adjutant; but most remarkable in him was
his proud energy which, although it was most of all based on this minor
giftedness was itself a sharp and striking feature.] (Chapter 1)

Mikhail Kozel’tsov, as befits a Carlylian hero, is a poet: he
sings, plays the guitar and writes well. His superiority, of which he
himself and others are aware, makes him a natural leader: “ox ne-
nan BCe, YTO €My XOTeNOCh, a APYTHE YK lelallH TO e caMoe M
Obian yBepewbl, 9To 310 Gbino xopowo” [he did everything he want-
ed, and others did the same things and were convinced that it was
good]. He lives for glory as the proper fulfilment of that “camonio-
Hupas aHeprua” which is his most salient feature. The suggestion
is that Mikhail’s nature is all of a piece, spun out of a physical
strength infused with spirit from that musical, poetic “Unseen
World” of which Tolstoy had recently become aware. Like one of
Carlyle’s Norsemen, Mikhail dies happily in battle with “HeBbi-
pasMMblii BOCTOPT CO3HAHMA TOrO, YTO OH Cflelall Tepoickoe neno”
[the inexpressible joy of the consciousness that he had behaved
heroically] (Chapter 25).

At the same time, Mikhail’s deepest personal satisfaction as he
lies dying is “4TO OH MCMOJHKI CBOK JOAT, 4TO B NEPBbIA Pa3 3a BCIKO
cBOIO CykKOy OH MOCTYNMJ Tak XOpPOWO, KaK TOJBKO MOXHO Gbino,
WU B YeM He mower ynpeknyTh ceGa” [that he had fulfilled his duty,
that for the first time in all his service he had acted as well as pos-
sible and had nothing to reproach himself for]. His sense of duty
presumably comes from the same ”Angel-Comforter” sent by God to
bring “Tepnenne, 9yBCTBO 10Jra M OTpaly Halewxisl” [patience, a
feeling of duty and the joy of hope] (Chapter 14) to give courage to
Volodja Kozel'tsov. But duty in Sevastopol’ v avguste is anchored in
a patriotism that requires more than self-satisfaction for fulfilment.
Mikhail dies joyfully because of his mistaken perception that the
French have been repelled, in part by his efforts, from the bastion.
He fulfils himself as one part of the Russian army, which Tolstoy
for the first time, in the closing lines of the story, compares to an
ocean current. This image resonates with those lines, quoted above,
from the first chapter of On Heroes, in which time, the natural force
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behind history, is embodied as an ocean.3¢ According to Carlyle,
each “napon” [people], like each individual, through its “religion”,
understood in the broad Carlylian sense, is part of the “mysterious
whole” which underlies external reality.37 "As such, it participates
in history as a kind of force or current in its own right. And each per-
son is connected to the “mysterious whole” directly and indirectly as
well, through his membership in a people. If each individual is
spiritually joined to and ultimately defined by a nation that itself
exists as a metaphysical force, then duty, service to the nation, even
if it seems to contradict the interests or the morality of the individ-
ual, makes psychological sense.

Just as in Carlyle, a poetic “Unseen World” embodied in primal
images of fire and water underlies the sternly prosaic details of Tol-
stoy’s text. As in Carlyle, the complexion of this “Unseen World” is
religious and moral, the source of duty as well as of personal courage
and vitality. Drawing on Carlyle, in Mikhail Kozel'tsov for the
first time Tolstoy combined the energetic self-loving man with the
man of duty. Because of the Russian context, and because of Botkin’s
translation, there is more of a stress on the people, the narod, than in
Carlyle, but as in Carlyle, the people are understood as a religious
entity, bound together by an idea as well as by blood. Newly under
the spell of Carlyle, in Mikhail Kozel’tsov Tolstoy for once created
a natural leader whom he did not debunk. In this sense, Kozel tsov
is a predecessor not only of Denisov but of Kutuzov as well.38 Even in
Sevastopol v avguste, however, Tolstoy draws his hero from the line

361 olstoy’s comparison of the troops to an ocean was added after the Sovre-
mennik version of the story, which ended with the lines “«Wasectno, Gyner!»
— cKa3san apyroit ¢ y6ewnenuem” [“There sure will!” said another with con-
viction] The rest of the story appeared only in the May 1856 edition of Tol-
stoy’s collected war stories, at a time when Tolstoy was already very close
to Botkin. See Sreznevskij’s account of the complicated history of Sevastopol’
v avguste (JE, 4:395-96).

374310 paBHO OTHOCHTCA, KAK K KAWIOMY 9el0BEKey OTAENbHO, TaK M K Ue-
noii Hauuu, K Hapoay” [This is true as well of each individual person as of
the whole nation, the people]. Sovremennik (October, 1855), 2.:95.

38The great Soviet critic A. Skaftymov has shown that, far from being merely
passive, Kutuzov actively leads his troops in accordance with his privileged
understanding of the real meaning of the war. See his “Obraz Kutuzova i fi-
losofija istorii v romane L. Tolstogo «Vojna i mir»”, in Skaftymov, Nravst-
vennye iskanija russkikh pisatelej (Moscow, 1972): 182-217. Skaftymov sug-
gests that Tolstoy’s idea of the leader came from Hegel, with whom he polemi-
cizes in his novel. A more likely source is Carlyle, whose leaders are con-
ceived as bound by moral law while Hegel’s are not. Kutuzov alone under-
stands that “naponnoe wyscTec” [national feeling] underlies the events of
1812, because as a Carlylian hero he alone “carries [it] within himself in all
its purity and strength” (Vol. 4, Bk 4, Ch. 5).
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officers on the front rather than the general’s staff. He suggests,
typically, that all of us, from generals on down, can behave hero-
ically at the right moment.

Tolstoy’s individualism, his democratic tendencies and his conse-
quent ultimate rejection of Carlylian hierarchies eventually moved
him closer to Ralph Waldo Emerson, the Carlyle of the New World,
than to Carlyle himself. Tolstoy knew about Emerson in the 1850s,
but may not have read him until much later.3% In 1884 he did read
Emerson and singled out the essay Self-reliance for special praise.
Tolstoy recognized the kinship of Emerson’s Transcendental philoso-
phy to the German idealism of the “people of the 1840s” who had
influenced him in his youth. Interpreting the philosopher through
his writing, Tolstoy commented that “IMepcor CH/IbHbINH Y€/0BEK, HO
c aypsio mogeit 40-x rogos” [Emerson is a strong man, but with the
foolishness of the people of the 1840s] (JE, 49:94). Both in Carlyle
and again in Emerson’s Transcendentalism, Tolstoy was attracted to
the Kantian defence of individual moral freedom while rejecting a
belief in an “Unseen World".

In the 1850s, the Carlylian vision of the “Unseen World” func-
tioned for Tolstoy as a natural religion that allowed him to broaden
his focus from the individual to the nation. He thereby found a the-
oretical justification for a love of country that reached its peak dur-
ing the Crimean War. As critics from Viktor Shklovsky to Kathryn
Feuer have maintained, there is a strong emotional link between
Tolstoy’s wounded patriotic feelings at Sevastopol, and Vojna i mir,

390n March 24, 1858, Tolstoy made a note in his diary of two essays of Emer-
son (on Geethe and Shakespeare) in German translation, mentioned in a Ger-
man journal (Literarisches Zentralblatt, 1858, No 11 [13 March]: 48:11).
George Motolanez claims to have found proof in unpublished letters that
Botkin knew Emerson’s essays (Botkin as literary critic, 25-29). Motolanez
(165) also contends that Son [Dream], a highly allegorical fragment written by
Tolstoy in the late 1850s, was influenced by Emerson’s essay The Poet. Moto-
lanez’s arguments are confusing, and I have been unable to find decisive evi-
dence that Tolstoy actually read Emerson in the 1850s. Galina Alekseeva,
Head of the Research Section of the Tolstoy Museum at Jasnaja Poljana, has
informed me that the relevant issue of Literarisches Zentralblatt is not in Tol-
stoy’s library. The library does contain an edition of Emerson’s Representa-
tive men published in Germany in 1856 (R. W. Emerson, Representative men:
Seven lectures [Leipzig: Alphons Diirr, 1856], Vol. 22 of Diirr’s collection of
standard American authors, edited by William E. Drugulin). Although the
pages of Representative men are cut, there is no other indication that Tolstoy
might have read the essays on Geethe and Shakespeare. We also do not know
when Tolstoy actually acquired this book.
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in which the Russians defeat a foreign enemy.4 Revised and great-
ly expanded, the ideas that finally ground and validate patriotism
in Sevastopol’ v avguste become the theory about historical forces
and the relations of nations to them in Vojna i mir. In that novel,
characters are portrayed both as individuals, and as citizens or sol-
diers who may do things contrary to their individual interests or
even morality. In Ispoved’, by contrast, Tolstoy wrote that one can-
not define the individual in terms of a “TanHCTBeHHOE ¥€OBETECTRO,
COCTOAIlllee W3 TAKMX e NoJed, KaK W OH CaM, He MOHHMAUMX ca-
Mux ceba” [mysterious humanity, made up of people like himself,
who didn’t understand themselves] (Chapter 4). When, in Chapter
12 of Ispoved’, he turned to the Russian people for guidance, he ap-
proached them not as a unique spiritual entity, but as “npocroi Tpy-
nosoi Hapoa” [the simple working people] who happened to be at
hand. By the time he wrote Tsarstvo Bozhie vnutri vas [The King-
dom of God is within you] (1890-93), he stated outright his belief
that patriotism was impossible. (It spread self-love too thin — see
JE, 28:82.) He could no longer look for self-understanding or morality
to any human entity, be it a nation or all humanity, larger than the
individual human soul.

40see Shklovskij, Mater‘ial i stil’ v romane L'va Tolstogo «Vojna i mirs (Mos-
cow, 1928) and Feuer, Tolstoy and the Genesis of War and peace (upcoming
from Cornell University Press, autumn 1996).
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