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he title of this essay has an old-fashioned ring, intended
to evoke the critical encomia long heaped on the author
of War and Peace and Anna Karenina for his masterful
portrayal of the human body. With this mildly ironic
gesture, the present essay sets out to question a long-standing tradi-
tion of critical response to “Tolstoy the Artist,”! a tradition traceable
to the first reviews of War and Peace, and one that, without fundamen-
tal revisions, continues to be viable in contemporary scholarship on
Tolstoy. For more than a century, Tolstoy has been praised for his
“oift of insight into the body” (Merezhkovskii 176; emphasis in the origi-
nal), and even his critics have lauded the “physiological truth” of his
portraits (Leont’ev 75). These hosannas, however, have yielded
enigma sooner than illumination: a present-day student of “Tolstoy
the Artist” still does not know the answer to the most important ques-
tions and gradually realizes that the tradition of praise, in fact, poses
questions rather than providing answers. How is one to understand
that “startling truth” of the Tolstoyan body (Merezhkovskii 188)?
How are Tolstoy’s portraits “physiologically truthful”? Truthful to
what? Are they truthful to reality (whatever that may mean)? Such a
notion defies comprehension and will continue to do so until some-
body develops a method that allows us to weigh on the same scales
real-life appearances and verbal descriptions. Or are we to think that
the fictional bodies in Tolstoy are truthful to their correlatives—the
fictional constructs we call “characters”? And, in that case, what
would be the standard of their truth? Are we to understand that Tol-
stoy saw some immanent link between the ethical and the physical,
and that it is this suddenly revealed immanence that radiates with
truth? The last seems to be Merezhkovskii’s assumption, and, as the
priest initiating the cult of Tolstoy as the “seer of the flesh,” he serves
as the point of departure for the ensuing discussion.
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A Pair of White Hands

At one moment in his Tolstoy as Man and Artist, Merezhkovskii
cites the following passage from War and Peace:

“Prince Andrei watched all Speranski’s movements;
[until recently] he [had been] an insignificant seminar-
ist, and now in his hands, those white plump hands, he
held the fate of Russia, as Volkonski reflected.” “In no
one had the Prince seen such delicate whiteness of the
face, and still more the hands, which were rather large,
but unusually plump, delicate and white. Such white-
ness and delicacy of complexion he had only seen in
soldiers who had been long in hospital.” A little later
he again “look[ed] involuntarily at the white delicate
hands of Speranski, as men look generally at the hands
of people in power. The mirror-like glance and the
delicate hand somehow irritated Prince Andrei.” (172-
73)2

According to Merezhkovskii, Speranskii’s white hands
“denote the upstart hero who exploits the masses” (172). Quite apart
from the fact that, with this “denote,”3 Merezhkovskii completely
misses the point about the relation of a fictional body to character, it
is as a seer of seeing that he fails most dramatically. Nowhere does
his text show awareness of the fact that the novel focuses on Speran-
skii’s hands specifically through Andrei Bolkonskii’s eyes. Cleatly, it is
one thing to have the body presented to us “directly,” without media-
tion by any particular gaze except that of the omniscient narrator, and
quite another—to have it “seen for us” through one of the characters
in the text. It is not that such optics necessarily “distort” the image
they produce and make generalizations such as Merezhkovskii’s inva-
lid in advance. In the episode discussed here, we have no reason to
doubt that Speranskii’s hands are indeed white, large, plump, and deli-
cate. It is also quite possible to imagine that, even without Bolkonskii
as an intermediary, the narrator could have presented these hands with
the same—one is tempted to call it “fetishistic”—fixation and repeti-
tiveness (after all, the pages of War and Peace abound in examples of
similar portraits, drawn independently of any character’s field of vi-
sion). But, then, it becomes even more urgent to seize the opportunity
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that this convergence of gazes offers and question the character in ot-
der to find out more about his master, the “Great Seer.” For the sim-
ple fact that Speranskii’s hands are given to us in the perception of
Andrei Bolkonskii provides an additional piece of information. Even
though, or, better, just because, the eye of the narrator could have
seen what the character sees and in the way the character sees it, we
need to separate the two and question the latter. Such an interrogation
should enable us to see the Seer, to throw light upon the eye. For it is
with this eye that we watch the spectacle unfolded by the text and, as a
consequence, it is the eye itself that we fail to see. By failing to sepa-
rate the two gazes, Merezhkovskii and, after him, all Tolstoy scholars
who have written on the subject miss an opportunity and realize the
Biblical saying, “They have eyes that they might not see.”

Now, if we take a look at Prince Andrei as he watches Sper-
anskii, what do we see? First of all, of course, we see that for Prince
Andrei Speranskii’s plump white hand does not denote anything. If it
were similar to the military uniform, which denotes the soldier, or to
the painted face, which denotes the clown, one would have trouble
understanding the compulsion that keeps bringing Andrei’s gaze back
to Speranskii’s hand. Yet if Tolstoy’s text makes anything clear at this
point, it is the unreadability of this hand, its absolute opacity to the
observer’s eye. It is that which resists signification and is impenetra-
ble to any knowledge. That is why this hand remains and returns after,
and, one might say, “in addition to,” everything that Prince Andrei
knows about Speranskii. It is precisely the fact that nothing of what
Bolkonskii knows about Speranskii can “explain” this white hand that
turns it into a spectral fazum for him. For if, with its every appearance,
the hand says no more than what is already known, something to the
effect that “Yes, I am here, because all upstarts have white hands” (let
us, for a moment, suppose that this is indeed so, at least in Tolstoy’s
fictional world), what will be the impulse that forces Andrei to recall
this simple “truth” of Speranskii’s body over and over again in his
perception? The truth is different: Speranskii’s hands represent what
in Speranskii is more than Speranskii (to borrow Slavoj Zizek’s ex-
pression), the Speranskii surplus, so to speak.

The last sentence omits a necessary specification, namely, that
it is for Bolkonskii that the white hands of Speranskii represent Sper-
anskii’s surplus. Let this seeming logical gap remain an open door
through which I shall return later, to suggest that we can use the char-
acter’s way of seeing the body as an effective link to the general mode
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of representing the physical in Tolstoy’s texts. But now, let us move
on to Anna Karenina, where we find a similar situation: a pair of white
hands, a government official, and a nervous observer.

Another Pair of Hands

Stiva Oblonskii has just led his friend, Konstantin Levin, into
his office, supposedly a safe and friendly haven, where Levin will find
protection from the phobogenic effects of public space. At this point,
just when it seems that Levin has been saved (“Creman Apkaapud . . .
BeioycTH[A] pyky AeBuHa, Kak OBl 9THM IIOKA3bIBad, YIO TyT
omacHOCTH KOHYHAUCH # [22]), he is again trapped, this time by the
“gaze” of a hand:

A\eBHH MOAHYAA, IIOTASABIBAS HA HE3HAKOMBIC CMY
Anra AByX ToBapuireii OOAOHCKOIO U B OCOOCHHOCTH
Ha PYKy SACTaHTHOIO |'prHEBHYA, C TAKUMH OEABIMH
TOHKUMH TTAABIIAMU, C TAKAMU AAMHHBIMH KEATBIMI,
3arnOABIIMMUCA B  KOHIIE HOITSAMM M TAKUMU
OTPOMHBIMH OAECTAIIIUMI 3aIIOHKAMH Ha PyOAalIlIKe,
YTO 3TU PYKH, BUAUMO, IIOTAOIAAH BCE €T0 BHUMAHHE
M HE AABAAU €MY CBOOOABI MBICAH . . . .

—JVmero wectp 3HaTH Bamrero Opara, Cepres
MBanbraa,—ckasaa ['puHeBHd, OAaBas CBOIO PYKY C
AAVHHBIMUA HOITSAMH . . . .

—DOre-re! Aa TBI, BIKY, OIATE B HOBOI (pase, B
KoHcepBaTuBHON,—cKkasaa Creman Apkaksna.—Ho,
BIIPOYEM, IIOCAE OO 3TOM.

—Aa, mocae. Ho mHe HyxHO OBAO TEOHA
BUAETh,—CKa3aA /\€BUH, C HEHABUCTHIO BIASABIBASICH B

pyky I'punenrraa.’ (22-23)

It is here, with this passage, that one can finally agree with admiring
readers of the Tolstoyan body. The words of all those who assert that
the physical detail is “bound up with deep-seated spiritual characteris-
tics of the dramatis persona¢” (Merezhkovskii 167) or that it “reveals the
moral essence of the hero” (Ardens 280-81), “captures an essential
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attribute of the character” (Sankovitch 57), and “distills” the character
(Christian 148); all these words now begin to “make sense.” It is here,
and not in the passage from War and Peace (and all of the above quoted
authors use primarily War and Peace to illustrate their theses), that the
white hand may be said to “denote” something. Unlike Speranskii’s
hand, that of Grinevich is perfectly transparent, readable, and, several
pages later, Levin himself provides us with the reading:

—A Tl He ArOOHIIG ycTpHubrP—Cckazaa Cremax
APpKaApHY, BBIIUBAA CBON OOKAA,—HAHM ThI 03a00YEH?
AP ...

—S? Aa, a1 03aboveH; HO, KpOME TOrO, MEHA TO
BCE CTECHAET,—CKa3aA OH.—1Bl He MOJKEITTh
IIPEACTABUTD Ce0e, KaK AAfl MEHf, AEPEBEHCKOIO
JKUTEAS, BCE 3TO AMKO, KAK HOITH 3TOIO TOCIIOAWHA,
KOTOPOIO f BUACA V T€OA. . .

—Aa, # BHAEA, uTO HOrTH OeaHoro I'puneBmua
TeOsA OYEHDb 3aMHTEPECOBAAN,—CMEACH, cKazaA Creman
ApxaApId.

—He mory,—orBeuan Aesun.—Tb mocraparics,
BOMAH B MEHS, CTAHb HAa TOYKY 3PCHHUA ACPEBEHCKOIO
xuTeAs. MBI B AEpeBHE CTapaeMcsi IPHBECTH CBOU
PYKH B Takoe IIOAOMKeHHe, 9T0O YAOOHO OBIAO MMH
paboTarp; AAf 9TOrO OOCTPHUIAEM HOITH, 3aCy4HBAEM
pykaBa. A TyT AFOAH OTIIYCKAIOT HOITH, HACKOABKO
OHH MOIJT ACP/KATBCA, M IPHICIASIOT B BHAC
3AIIOHOK OAFOACYKH, 9TOO YK HHYErO HEAB3A OBIAO
AeAaTb pykamu.© (39)

I by no means suggest that the body in .4#na Karenina pro-
vides some kind of iconic translation of its ownet’s characteristic at-
tributes. In the case of Grinevich, one thing that is conspicuously
missing is the character of Grinevich himself. We have very little in-
formation about him. Who knowsP—maybe Grinevich loves manual
work and, during the summer, throws away his saucer-like cuff links,
cuts his finger nails, and works all day in the garden. The “moral es-
sence” that Grinevich’s hands reveal, the character they “distill,” be-
longs not to the one who is looked at, but to the one who is looking.
Grinevich makes his episodic appearance on the pages of Anna Kare-
nina in order to shed light upon the character of Levin. To put it sim-
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ply, he is there to be seen by Levin, so that we can better see Levin. In
Apnna Karenina the body mediates a representation of consciousness, a
consciousness that is not contained within this same fictional body,
but is always the consciousness of someone else, somewhere else.

What is this juxtaposition of passages from the two novels
aiming at? If the present essay attempts to “make a point” about a
substantial difference between the modes of seeing the body in War
and Peace and Anna Karenina, this point cannot possibly hinge on a con-
trast between two randomly selected scenes. One will be justified in
observing that Andrei Bolkonskii is not Konstantin Levin, and Spe-
ranskii, of course, is not Grinevich; that Tolstoy pursued different
goals in constructing the two episodes and that, therefore, they cannot
be easily compared and used to make generalizations about the texts
to which they belong. On the other hand, it would be absurd to search
for two identical characters—one from War and Peace and one from
Apnna Karenina—in the role of observers, paired with two identical fig-
ures to be observed, and placed in identical situations. Rather than
pursuing this cause, the following discussion will analyze, for each of
the two novels, typical instances of seeing, paradigmatic visual en-
counters within the diegetic world that reveal to us what, for the par-
ticular text, is the underlying mechanism for representing the body.
Thus, the argument will proceed from the specific to the general, from
the character and his/her perception—to the author and his represen-
tations.

For both novels the focus of interest will be one particular
type of physical portrayal—what I call the “synecdochic body.” In this
mode of its existence, the fictional body is represented by one of its
parts, which becomes a spectral leitmotif in the field of vision of a
character and/or the narrator. The discussion thus excludes the more
conventional physical descriptions in Tolstoy, which, by virtue of their
conventionality, reveal much less of what is a uniquely Tolstoyan way
of “seeing the flesh.”

One Chin with a Dimple and One Lip with a Mustache

During the battle at Ostrovna, Nikolai Rostov pursues and
captures a French dragoon officer. The moment Rostov sees the
Frenchman’s face is also the moment when the physical detail
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“irrupts” and captures Rostov:

OH, HCIYyraHHO IIYPACH, KAK OYATO OMKHAAA BCAKYIO
CEeKYHAYy HOBOTO yAapa, CMOpPINUBIIHUCH, C
BBIPAXKEHIEM yKaca, B3STAAHYA Ha Pocrosa. Auro ero,
OaeaHOE ©  3a0pBI3rAHHOE  IPA3BIO, OEAOKYpOE,
MOAOAOE, ¢ 0bipouKodl Ha #0060podke ¥ CBETABIMHE
FOAYOBIMH TA23aMH, OBIAO CaMOE IIPOCTOE, KOMHATHOE
anmo.” (2: 68; emphasis added)

As he rides back from the battle, Rostov is beset by a feeling of de-
pression, “something vague and confused, which he could not at all
account for” (581).8 This feeling persists even after Rostov is praised
by General Ostermann for his bravery and promised an award:

[H]o Bce TO e HempHATHOE, HEACHOE YYBCTBO
HPABCTBEHHO TOINHHAO eMmy. “Aa 9ro Ommup MeHs
My4aeTP—CIIPOCHA OH ceOs, OTBE3KAA OT reHepard.—
WNapur? Her, or mea. Ocpamuacs s 9eM-HHOYAB?
Her, Bce me Tol—YTO-TO Apyroe Mydmao ero, Kak
packasame.—Aa, Aa, 3TOT (PpaHIy3CcKHH odurep ¢
ABIPOYKOH. M A XOpOINO IOMHIO, KaK pyKa MOf
OCTaHOBHAACH, KOTAQ f ITIOAHAA ec”.

PocroB yBHAaA OTBO3HUMBIX ITAGHHBIX U IIOCKAKAA
32 HAMH, 9TOOBI IIOCMOTPETH Ha CBOEro (hpaHIlysa C
ABIPOYKOI HA IIOADOPOAKE. . . .

PocroB me Ayman 06 sToM cBoem OAecTAIeM
IIOABHIE, KOTOPHIN, K YAUBACHHIO €TI0, IIPHOOPEA eMy
I'eoprueBcKHIl KpecT M AQXKE CACAAA €My PEIIyTALIHIO
xpabpera,—u HHKAK HE MOI IOHATH 4ero-1o. “Tax u
oHH erre OOAbIIe HaIero dosrcal—aAymaa oH.—Tak
TOABKO-TO H €CTh BCEIO TO, YTO Ha3bIBACTCA
reporictBoM? M passe f 910 Aeaaa AAf oTedectBa? VB
9YeM OH BHHOBAT C CBOCIO ABIPOYKOH H TOAYOBIMU
raazamu? A kak oH uciyraacs! OH AymMaA, 9TO 5 yObIO
ero. 3a 49ro K MHe yOuBare ero? Y MeHA pykKa
AporuyAa. A mue Aaau ['eopruesckuii kpecr. Hugero,
Hrraero He moHnmaro!™? (2: 68-69)

One can say, along with Viktor Shklovskii, that the dimple is
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a mark meant to single out the French officer, to individualize him,
and evoke pity for him on the part of the reader (Mater'ial i stil” 93).
Such a reading, while basically sound, seems insufficient. Having
quoted the same passage in the novel, Shklovskii concludes with these
words: “Kak BmanTe, BECb CMBICA 3TOrO KyCKa B TOM, 94TO TOACTOI
HAIlAA HE IIPOCTO Ha (ppaHirysa, a Ha (ppaHIy3a C ABIPOYKOH Ha
moabopoaxe” (93).10 Shklovskii’s remarkable slip of the tongue—the
substitution of Tolstoy’s name for that of his hero—is symptomatic
of a problem discussed above: we are given an account of how Tol-
stoy’s device works on the reader, but we are not told how the dimple
works on Rostov.

How does Rostov’s eye choose the dimple as a point of fixa-
tion? It does not: it is simply “hooked” by it. It is not that the dimple,
more than any other part of the Frenchman’s body, symbolizes for
Rostov his innocence, nor does it necessarily make for a “homey” face
(komnatnoe litso; Stalin, as we know, also had a dimple, which did not
prevent him from sending millions to the camps). It is chosen only
because it is an uneven spot, something that sticks out or, rather,
“sticks in”: it is—to play on the double meaning of the word—an in-
trusion. Like the branch that hooks one’s dress, the dimple just
“happens to be there,” obstructing the way of the look. Nothing ne-
cessitates its presence, it is absolutely fortuitous, accidental, in short—
a nuisance.

Once it is there, however, the dimple becomes for Rostov
contingently tied to the traumatic content of the scene, to the sense of
guilt he experiences toward the French officer. And Rostov snatches
atit: being hooked on it, he clings to it, because there is something in
his encounter with the Frenchman that has to be symbolized but re-
sists symbolization; there is a drop of nonsense that keeps spilling
over the brim of comprehension—this something that will always
evade Rostov’s grasp, this obstinate nonsense, can only be symbolized
by nonsense, the gap can only be represented by a gap (dyrochka). That
is why Rostov clings to the dimple: it appears every time a void of si-
lence threatens to open in his monologues. The void is filled, but the
meaning still remains absent: “V1 B 4YemM OH BHHOBAT C CBOCIO
ABIPOYKOIL. . . ?” It is the dyrochka that causes this sentence to implode
so spectaculatly into absurdity. Rostov is not asking what is the actual
guilt of this particular Frenchman; this would have still left some pos-
sibility for an answer (Rostov could have discovered that the dragoon
was, in fact, a merciless killer, a rapist, etc.); but he wants to know
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how can be, with bis dimple, be guilty. There is a double meaning to this
question, a split that the English translation cannot reproduce. “§
svoein dyrochko?’ is at odds with the intentional content of what pre-
cedes it, because it reverberates with personal attitude. This use of the
reflexive possessive in Russian—not to be confused with such con-
structions as “On, s svoel mamoi, poshel v tsitk”—is meant to convey
that the particular attribute of the person (the thing possessed, in this
case—the dyrochka) is all too familiar to the speaker. “All too” is im-
portant here. It is this “all too” connotation that, in spite of even the
most reverent of intonations, in spite of every positive attitude the
speaker may want to express, preserves something spoken with spite,
an involuntary twitch, a jerk. As much as he wants to praise the par-
ticular attribute of his referent, the speaker cannot but betray the fact
that this attribute occupies his attention, that it has him “hooked,” so
to speak. Hence, the feeling of contradiction imparted by Rostov’s
words. What he is, in fact, asking—and it is hardly a question at all—
is, “How can he be guilty, with his dimple that does not let go of me?”
This is the chasm of nonsense around which Rostov continues to cir-
cle in an attempt to verbalize it, make sense of it. At times, indeed, it
seems to him that the dimple can bridge the chasm, that it can serve
as a guarantee of meaning. Then he tells himself that a man with a
dimple cannot but be a good fellow; that his goodness is “written on
his face” and is obvious to everybody, just as it is obvious that Nikolai
Rostov read his face, and the thought of killing this good fellow never
crossed his mind (“Or Aymaa, ¥to s yOBIO €ro. 32 9TO MHE yOHBATDH
ero?”).

Reading the psyche of literary characters is not a rewarding
job and is, definitely, not the purpose of this analysis. The psychologi-
cal process by which the synecdochic body of the Frenchman pro-
duces “truth” for Rostov interests me here only as a symptom—
indeed, a dramatic enactment of the way in which the truth of the
body in War and Peace is “made” for us as readers. This mechanism
may be described aphoristically as follows: A piece of nonsense be-
comes a nuisance, and, thus, elicits truth. If we forget for a moment
the character Nikolai Rostov, and see him only as a reader, we will
also see that he does what every reader does: he writes. The nagging
reappearance of the Frenchman’s dimple in the window of Nikolai’s
consciousness is a sign for him that here, within this recess in the
chin, lies the meaning so inaccessible to him. And he throws himself
headlong, in an attempt to fill the recess with meaning: out of the
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meaningless piece of flesh there emerges the character and his truth—
the good fellow dressed as a French dragoon—and this character is
Rostov’s creation. Our position as readers of the body in War and
Peace does not differ much from that of Rostov. Tolstoy’s synecdochic
figures are for us the veil of Parrhasios;!! it is our job to paint the pic-
ture behind it.

The assertion that the readers of Tolstoy are called upon to
create his characters in an empty spot veiled by a synecdochic body is,
of course, a deliberate exaggeration. The “spot” is rarely empty (i.e. we
are given a character portrayal independent of his/her physical de-
scription) and the “veil” is rarely just a veil (i.e. the physical detail
rarely functions just as a “cover” meant to suggest that there s some-
thing covered). But in the rare instances when the exaggeration actu-
ally approaches the truth, we are given an unusually clear, “laboratory”
sample of Tolstoy’s method. On the pages of War and Peace one occa-
sionally encounters these episodic appearances—not more than shad-
ows flashing across the landscape of the novel—lacking any charac-
terization whatsoever, but giving, nevertheless, an impression of a dis-
tinct individual presence. Tolstoy’s procedure of extracting truth from
these fleeting figures is admirably described by Shklovskii:

AAf Bo3OyAeHNA AOBepHA dUTATEAA, eMy [ToacTomy]
HY}KHO COOOIIUTH AHIIHEE, 3TO KaKad-TO OBITOBAf
mnponucka Ha QaspimuBoM macropre. Kpome Toro,
COOOINEHHE YEPTH  BBI3BIBACT Y  UHTATEAA
BIICYATACHUE CO3AAHHOIO IIOPTPETa, M €My KaKeTCH,
9YTO OH BHAHUT AeHcTByrommee Ammo. OTCioAa 9TH
KYIIIIBL, ITOABAAIOINMECA HA ABE CTPOYKH BO Bpemsd
pasrpomMa MOCKBBI, HO TOSBAAIOTCA C aBTOPCKUM
YIIOMUHAHHEM IIpbIeil okoAo ux Hoca.\2 (Material i

st/ 102)

The registration (propiska) on a fake passport that Shklovkii
talks about is exactly that “piece of nonsense” discussed earlier. It is
its nonsensicality, the superfluousness of the propiska, that becomes an
unexpected guarantee of truth. Under a suspicious eye (for example,
that of a policeman), what makes the fake passport look convincingly
real is not that it is a good imitation, but that it contains something
unnecessary, an excess (/Zshnee). Shklovskii understands “excess” here
in comparative terms, as mismatch, incongruity; the two things com-
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pared are, of course, physical representation and representation of
character (psychological portrayal); the physical detail is felt to be “in
excess” because its particularity is matched by the almost complete
absence of character.

Taking Shklovskii’s insight a step further, beyond the realm
of marginal appearances, I would like to suggest that, even in those
cases when a particular figure in War and Peace is sufficiently character-
ized, whether directly or “through action,” the mechanism of the non-
sensical propiska continues to work, albeit in a more disguised fashion.
This is by no means to say that the physical detail in the novel is
meaningless. On the contrary: what is referred to here as the synecdo-
chic body is felt to be—for every single character represented in such
a way—the point of maximal concentration of meaning. The reader,
indeed, feels that the character is—to quote again Christian’s expres-
sion—*“distilled” in a hand, in a neck, etc. This is what allows N.
Sankovitch to say that the upper lip of Lise Bolkonskaia is meant to
express her “charming beauty,” but also her “garrulity and sociability,”
and, in addition, her “childlike happiness and frivolity” (61). Here we
have a case where all attributes of the character are literally sucked
into a single piece of her body. Such an effect on the reader ultimately
testifies that Tolstoy’s method has succeeded. The body has produced
its truth. This truth, however, is by no means pre-given. It is a result
of an artistic procedure whose starting point is a moment of radical
semantic destabilization. Simply put, the physical detail has to, first,
stop making sense in order to make sense. In Shklovskii’s terms, the
detail is “defamiliarized” or “made strange.”

In one of its possible interpretations, defamiliarization may be
understood as marking the moment when the thing given in represen-
tation and effaced through representation is restored to its
“thingness.”!? Through the very signifying operation, the thing is able
to become an-other to itself, in a sense, more than itself. This other-
ness, “strangeness,” is what will prolong for us the moment of percep-
tion, as we are asking ourselves, “What is it? What is going on?” (And,
even while we ask, we already will be giving answers, filling from out-
selves the void of the strange, thus making it less strange, familiarizing
it once again, so that the phoenix of form can relive all of its seasons
and find, at their end, a new death and the promise of a new life.)

Slavoj Zizek, using the insights of Jacques Lacan, has detected
a strikingly similar moment in the field of ideology (evidencing once
again the connection between the Russian Formalists and their struc-
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turalist and post-structuralist successors). This is the effect of what
Zizek calls a “pure signifier” or “rigid designator”: “The ‘rigid desig-
nator’ aims . . . at that impossible-real kernel, at what is ‘in an object
more than the object’, at this surplus produced by the signifying op-
eration” (97). If by being defamiliarized the object acquires a thing-
like quality, by becoming a pure signifier the object takes on the status
of he thing. Taking as an example one of the “mass-media symbols” of
America, Coca-Cola, Zizek explains the mechanism of the pure signi-
fier as follows: People perceive Coca-Cola as an emanation (ot, better,
distillation) of the character of America, because the object “Coca-
Cola” has been taken out of the order of things to become “the real
thing.” Through advertisement, the signifier Coke is semantically dis-
placed, so that it no longer refers merely to a particular type of drink,
which, as Zizek reminds us, “could suddenly turn into an excrement,
into undrinkable mud” (96). By detaching itself from every empirically
attestable referent (the drink, the company, etc.), that is, by becoming
nonsensical, Coke attains the status of a pure signifier: it is no longer
this or that thing, but simply “it” (“Coke, this is it!”), “the real thing,
the unattainable X, the object-cause of desire” (Zizek 96). It is only at
this point that Coke is saturated with meaning, which, moreover, ap-
pears to have always been there.

The representation of the synecdochic body in War and Peace
uses a mechanism very similar to the one described above. The synec-
dochic body itself is that rigid designator (the designated thing being,
of course, the fictional character) whose “life” unfolds between se-
mantic erasure and semantic hyper-saturation.

When we are first introduced to Princess Bolkonskaia, at
Anna Sherer’s soirée, we learn that she has a short upper lip with a
tiny black moustache. It is not that Tolstoy’s choice of this detail is
absolutely random; nor is it that it elicits in us no associations prior to
our acquaintance with the character of Lise. Let us assume that for
Tolstoy and for the majority of his readers a short upper lip has quite
stable semantics, that it is unmistakably associated with childishness,
innocence, or whatever else one might imagine. But then Lise appears
on no more than thirty pages in the novel, and, in these thirty pages,
her lip is mentioned twelve times. Even after she dies, her lip contin-
ues to appear: first, on the face of the marble angel decorating the
monument on her grave; then on the face of Lise’s son, Nikolai. The
obstinacy of this recurrence cannot but unsettle whatever semantic
stability the object has enjoyed. Such repetition creates the irritating
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surplus X, the excess (/shnee); we are not simply given this detail of
Lise’s appearance: we are made to know it “too well” (“Lise so svoez gub-
kol one might exclaim).

Contemporary scholars of War and Peace have lost the healthy
ability to get irritated by Tolstoy’s repetition of detail—an ability that
the first generation of his readers displayed openly.’* “And how tor-
turous are these deliberate, stubborn repetitions of one and the same
trait: the little mustaches on the upper lip of Princess Bolkon-
skaia. . . .” writes the exasperated Turgenev in a letter of 1868 to
Annenkov (Turgenev 65). Indeed, “what’s the point” of repeating a
dozen times something that the reader already knows? The point, as
must be clear by now, is that we should be made to ask “What’s the
point?” Tolstoy’s method takes us always beyond “the point,” so that
the physical detail, in the overall image of the character, ceases to be
just a point and becomes the punctum.'> The expetience of the punctum
has no hermeneutic component whatsoever. The hermeneutic is the
realm of the studium (see footnote 15). The only reaction to the puec-
tum 1s that forward leap with which we seize upon the detail, thus
making it a guarantee of the total sense of the image: “This is it! This
is the thing!” At this moment the detail “opens,” to become a point of
extreme suction: in no time it becomes saturated with all the meanings
we can possibly attach to the image. Now the upper lip of the “little
Princess” expresses not only her childishness, but also her garrulity,
her sociability and vulnerability, the charm of beauty, as well as the
ugliness of suffering.

For the effect of the punctum to be realized, however, one
more condition must be met. It is not enough for the text to erode the
extra-textual associations that readers bring to their reading. In order
for the semantic destabilization to be effective, it is also imperative
that the text not create an inner context, a network of semantic corre-
spondences within itself that can “fix” the signifier of the body. This
loosening of the body’s contextuality is achieved in War and Peace, but
is absent from the agenda of Anna Karenina.

Whenever a given physical detail in War and Peace is attributed
to more than one character, it presides, in each case, over a completely
different set of characteristics. Thus the upper lip of Lise may seem to
be “loaded” with a certain set of meanings, but the connection be-
tween them and the physical detail is abolished when we are told that
Dolokhov has a similar lip (1: 46). When we encounter, first, Speran-
skii’s plump white hand, and, later, Napoleon’s “small white



ANNA KARENINA ON PAGE AND SCREEN 43

hand” (repeated five times on the four pages describing the meeting at
Tilsit [1: 522-25]), we can, indeed, sense some common denominator
(white hands as denoting “men who wield power” [Merezhkovskii
171]). But then we see that Anis’ia Fedorovna, the mistress of the
“Uncle” at whose house the younger members of the Rostov house-
hold spend a pleasant evening after the wolf hunt, has the very same
“plump white hands” (1: 640). Finally, we happen to know that in the
Russkii vestnik version of the novel, Prince Andrei also sports a pair of
white hands that “have become so white that there is even a hint that
Andpret is a compulsive hand washer [in the final version, the emphasis
on hygiene will be shifted to Napoleon|; when he joins Piere at his
home after the soirée, he is coming from the lavatory and has
‘evidently, now once again washed his small white hands’” (Feuer
113).

If there is an instance in which War and Peace deviates from
the mode of seeing the body described above and, thus, approaches
the optics of Anna Karenina, that instance is Platon Karataev:

ITaator Kaparae ocrascs HaBceraa B aymre [Ibepa
CaMbIM CHABHBIM H AOPOTHM BOCIOMHHAHHEM BCETO
pycckoro, Aobporo n kpyraoro. Koraa Ha Apyroit
ACHB, Ha paccBere, llpep yBumAEA cBOero coceaa,
IIepBoe BIIEYATACHHE YEro-TO KPYLAOIO
IIOTBEPAUAOCEH BIIOAHE: BcA urypa Ilaatona, B ero
ITOAITOSCAHHOH BEPEBKOIO (DPAHITY3CKOH IIIMHEAH, B
dypaxke m AamrAX, OBIAd Kpyraas, IOAOBa OBIAQ
COBEPIIICHHO KpPyrAas, CIIMHA, IPYAb, IIACYH, AAKE
PYKH, KOTOpBIE OH HOCHA, KaK OBI BCEIAd COOHpPAsACh
OOHATH YTO-TO, OBIAH KPYIAbIE; IIPHUATHAA JABIOKA H
DoAbBIIIIE KapHE HEKHBIE I'Aaza OBIAH KpPyrawe.!6 (2:

457)

The first thing to notice about this physical description, as distin-
guished from those mentioned eatrlier, is that Platon Karataev’s is not
a synecdochic body. It is as though the force that shapes it cannot but
leave the same imprint on every one of its parts. Each of them dupli-
cates all the others and the body as a whole. Here we do not have a
repetition of the body in time, as reappearance: the body multiplies
itself within itself, going deeper, as it were, exhausting its physicality,
until it reaches its point of origin, both inside and beyond itself—the
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idea. Platon Karataev is exactly what Pierre sees him as: an embodi-
ment. What shapes his body also precedes his body. Here we no
longer have the retroactive “quilting” of the character by the punctum
of the body. On the contrary, the body is quilted by something imma-
terial, abstract, something that cannot be round, but is rotundity itself,
and thus occupies a transitional space between the spectral and the
ideological. But, most importantly, the body is quilted in advance:
much before the seer arrives to see it, much before the train reaches
the station.

Jutting Ears, Healthy Bodies

When the train finally reaches the St. Petersburg station and
Anna sees Karenin waiting on the platform, she is struck by the hith-
erto unnoticed shape of his ears: “‘Ax, bowxke moiil Ordgero y mero
CTAAM TaKHe VIOH?'—IIOAYMaAd OHA, TASAA HA €rO XOAOAHYIO M
IIPEACTABUTEABHYIO (DUIYPY U OCOOEHHO Ha IIOPA3UBIIIHE €€ TEIePh
XPAIIH YIIEH, IOAIIHPABIITHE ITOAA KpyrAo# masmsr” (106).17

Once again, we have the moment of spectral fixation, already
familiar from War and Peace, the moment when the eye is arrested on
one particular spot of the other’s body. Once again, as in the case of
Rostov and the French officer, what captures the eye is an unexpected
obstacle, an uneven spot. (And, indeed, what is a jutting ear good for,
if not for hooking the look, for pricking the eye?) But only a poor stu-
dent of fictional physiology will fail to see how different here is the
process by which a part of the body becomes an obstacle.

In the case of the French dragoon, the obstacle is carved out
of flesh. It is a trap dug in the chin. The culprit is Nature Herself, and
Her misdeed is coeval with the body. Rostov’s eye “finds” the trap
where it has always been, ever since the Frenchman was born. The
visual accident between Anna and her husband, however, is somewhat
different. If the dragoon’s dimple recedes into his chin, Karenin’s ears
do not protrude from his head. This protrusion cannot be physically
measured, for it is itself a measure: it indicates Karenin’s non-
coincidence with something that is absent, something that never en-
ters our field of vision, nor that of Anna. It is in relation to another,
absent and abstract body that these ears stick out; the whole of
Karenin that winter morning “sticks out” grotesquely in relation to
another Karenin, whom Anna expects to see, but who simply does
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not come to meet her: “|KJak OyaTo OHa OxMAAAA YBHAETH €rO
Apyrum” (106).18 And it is not surprising that Vronskii, who, other-
wise, is willing to find in Karenin every possible deformity,!? but who
is not privy to Anna’s frame of mind, does not notice anything un-
usual about her husband’s eats.

The little surplus that makes Karenin’s ears stick out at the St.
Petersburg station is immaterial and, therefore, imperceptible to the
eye. If Anna, nevertheless, “sees” them this way, it is because she
watches her husband not with her eyes but with her consciousness
(or, rather, her subconscious). Here is where Awna Karenina differs
radically from War and Peace: its fictional bodies are shaped from the
material of consciousness in order to be seen with consciousness. One
might say that it is consciousness that propels the insistent return of
the dimple in Rostov’s memory; but it would be utterly absurd to say
that it is Rostov’s consciousness that makes him see the dimple on the
Frenchman’s face. Again, the important thing to grasp is that, in
Rostov’s case, what is given in perception (the physical detail) retroac-
tively “quilts” the meaning of the guilt-laden scene. In Anna’s case—
where guilt is again a central motif—the guilt comes first and shapes
the object of perception in advance. In this sense, one may say that
five minutes before Anna’s arrival Karenin’s ears are not waiting at St.
Petersburg’s station: they are still traveling on the train from Moscow.

One more distinction needs to be made between these two
episodes, which, as suggested earlier, are paradigmatic. If the dimple
continues to haunt Rostov’s memories, it is because it is intimately
linked with the cause of his guilt. Karenin’s ears, on the other hand,
are the product, rather than the cause, of Anna’s guilty feelings. For
that reason, there is no compulsion attached to their image, no ur-
gency that calls for their reappearance in consciousness. But they may
be conveniently “reproduced” by Anna whenever her guilt is enacted:

“Bce-Takm  OH XOpOIIMH  YEAOBEK, IPABAWBEII,
AOOpBII M  3aMEYaTeABHBIH B CBoel cdepe,—
ropopuAa ceOe AHHA, BEpHYBIINCH K ceOe, Kak OYATO
3AIMUINAS €O IPEA KEM-TO, KTO OOBHHAA €ro u
TOBOPHA, 9TO €ro HeAb3s AroouTh.—Ho uro 310 yrmm
y HEro Tak crpaHHO Beiaarotcal Vau or obcrpurcs?”’?0
(114)

We have here a clear instance of what psychoanalytic jargon
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calls “projection.” In its standard form, however, projection has at
both ends of its mechanism purely psychic phenomena: desire is pro-
jected into desire, guilt—into guilt, etc. But how can the psychic enter
the field of the visual/physical? As noted earlier, there is a need for a
transitional space, a place where the ideational and the spectral will be
co-articulated e¢# route to the final product—the representation of the
body. In the case of Platon Karataev, this transitional /s is the no-
tion of rotundity, which, in the very same sentence (see the passage
cited on p. 43), is juxtaposed and associated with goodness and Rus-
sianness.

In Anna’s perception of Karenin, it is not difficult to find that
juncture at which what she feels becomes what she finds. The
“turning point” of the projection mechanism is between Anna’s feel-
ing of revulsion toward Karenin and the subsequent vision of him as
something ugly, misshapen, grotesque:

Omna BHAEA2, KAK OH IIOAXOAHUA K Oeceake, TO
CHUCXOAHTEABHO OTB€Yad Ha  3aHCKHBAIOIIHE
IIOKAOHBI, TO APYKEAIOOHO, PACCEAHO, 3A0POBAACH C
PAaBHBIMH, TO CTAPATEABHO BBLKHAAA B3TASAA CHABHBIX
MHApPa M CHHMAas CBOIO KPYIAYVIO OOABIIYIO IIIASIILY,
HAKHMABIILYIO KOHYUKH ero yimeil. OHa 3HaAa BCE 9TH
IIPUEMBL, U BCe OHU it OBbIAM omepamumensiive.?! (208;

emphasis added)

[O]Ha . . . cMOTpeAa Ha MOAXOAMBIIIETO K AOITAAN H
capmBIierocs BpoHcKkoro m B TO e BPEMS CABIIIaAQ
3TOT om6panumenstiviil, HEYMOAKAFOIIIMI TOAOC MYKa.
Oma mygasace cTpaxom 3a Bpomckoro, Ho emre 6oaee
MyJaAaCh HEYMOAKABINIMM, €H Ka3aAOCb, 3BYKOM
TOHKOI'O 'OAOCA MYa C 3HAKOMBIMH HHTOHAITUAME.??

(209; emphasis added)

—J41 ermie pas mpeaAararo Bam CBOIO PYKY, €CAH BEI
XOTHTE HATH,—CKa3aA AAekceldl AAECKCAHAPOBHH,
AOTPOIUBAACH AO €€ PYKI.

Omna ¢ omspamennerm oTCTpaHUAACH OT HEro.? (212;

emphasis added)

Anekcell AAEKCAHAPOBHY B3AOXHYA H IIOMOAHYAA.
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OHa TPEBOKXKHO HIpaAd KHCTAMH XAAATa, B3TAAABIBAA
Ha HEro C TEM MYYHUTCABPHBIM 4YyBCTBOM ¢ﬂ3ﬂ1{€€7(020
omepanyenus K HeMy, 33 KOTOPOE OHa YIIPEKaAa ceOf, HO
KOTOPOrO HE MOTAa IPEOAOAeTh.?* (424; emphasis

added)

Oma, BBITAHYB AHIIO U ITOAY3aKPBIB IAa3d, OBICTPO
M3MCHHAQ BBIPAKCHHE AHIA, CAOKHAA PYKH, «
BpomHckuii B ee KpacHBOM AMIIE BAPYT YBHAAA TO
CaMO€ BEIPAKCHHC AHIIA, C KOTOPEIM IIOKAOHUACS €My
Anekcert AaekcaHapoBud. . . . OHa cMOTpeaAa Ha
HETO C HACMCIIAHMBOIO PaAOCTBIO. BmAmMO, OHa
HAITIAQ CINe CMEIIHBIC U P00 u6sie CTOPOHBI B MYKE 1T
MKAAAA BpEMEHH, 4TOO HX BbIcKa3aTh.2?> (361; emphasis

added)

It is a fortunate coincidence that the last passage contains Anna’s
mocking mimicry of Karenin, for in it we have an enactment of what,
simultaneously, is taking place through language: the articulation of
the psycho-ethical (ozvrashehenie) into the “ideo-physical” (#rodlivyi).

The process by which Anna becomes the “maker” of
Karenin’s ears here serves as a starting point of an already familiar line
of argumentation: from the relatively transparent mechanics of the
intradiegetic look—to the hidden optics of the author’s eye. As with
War and Peace, my argument seeks to reveal the way in which the body
elicits “truth.” The episode at the St. Petersburg station allows for the
following preliminary claims: What allows the body in .Anna Karenina
to become visible, to “protrude,” as it were, is not a physical oddity
(as in War and Peace), but a prefatory commanding consciousness un-
derstood in ethical terms—that is, the authot’s ethos, which is rarely
directly articulated in the text, but, rather, proceeds through an inter-
mediary zone of what I called the ideo-physical. It is this zone that,
within the text, is the point de caption at which body is sewed to charac-
ter. In what follows, this mechanism will be illustrated with reference
to some of the most prominent physical portraits in .Anna Karenina.

It is a telling choice on Tolstoy’s part that, when the novel
opens and its narrator tells us about Stiva’s adultery, Stiva Oblonskii
himself is still sleeping. In his sleep, he is somewhere else (in some
American Darmstadt), in a non-physical existence more transparent



48 STUDIES IN SLAVIC CULTURES

than the vitreous women of his dream (“kakme-TO MareHbKHE
rpacduHYnKH, U OHH e KeHinuHbl [0]). In the sequence of the nar-
rative, Stiva’s guilt precedes the physical embodiment of his character:
the guilt is already there when he awakens in his body.

The same moment—the awakening of the body into guilt—is
taken to the extreme of its explicitness in Nekhliudov’s first morning
in Resurrection0 Every detail of Nekhliudov’s appearance, as well as
everything that surrounds him, is meant to bear the responsibility for
what, in the novel, precedes his awakening—the story of Maslova’s
degradation. Nekhliudov is em-bodied at the site and with the instru-
ments responsible for the shape of his body. The same is true of Stiva
Oblonskii: his “well-cared-for” (pykholennoe) body is fictionally articu-
lated as we see it being “well cared for” during that first morning of
the novel:

OH  1IOBepHYA CBOE  /0.4H0e, 6bIX046HH0E 7640  HA
IPY/KUHAX AHMBAHA, KaK OBl jKeAasd OIATH 3aCHYTH
HAAOATO, C APYTOH CTOPOHEL KPEIIKO OOHAA IIOAVIIKY
M IIPIDKAACH K Hel Iekoil. . . .27 (5; emphasis added)

Cremag APKaABHY . . . HAACA CEPBIH XaAAT HA TOAYOOH
IITEAKOBOM TIOAKAQAKE, 3aKHMHYA KHCTH V3AOM W,
BAOBOAB 3a0paB BO3AyXa B CBOH IIHPOKON IPYAHOI
AIIUK, IIPUBBIYHEIM OOAPBIM IIIATOM BBIBEPHYTBIX HOT,
TAK ACKIO HOCHBIIIHX CIO /0.1Ho¢ #6410, TIOAOIIIEA K
OKHY, TTOAHAA IIITOPHI M TPOMKO TO3BOHHA.28 (8; em-

phasis added)

Marseit yxe AepiKaA, CAyBasg HUTO-TO HEBHAHMMOC,
XOMYTOM IIPUTOTOBACHHYIO PYOAILIKy U C OYEBHAHBIM
VAOBOABCTBHEM OOACK B Hee xoseroe meso Gapuna.?

(10; emphasis added)

Oaesrucs, Creman ApKaApHMY IIPBICHYA Ha ceOs
AYXaMH, BBITAHYA PyKaBa PYOAIIKH . . . M BCTPAXHYB
IIAATOK, YyBCTBYA CeOA UHCTBIM, AYIIUCTEIM, 300p066iM
U usuuecky secessiM, HECMOTPA Ha CBOC HECUACTDE,
BBIIIIEA, CACIKA IIOAPArMBasg HA KUKAOM HOTe, B
CTOAOBYIO, TAC ViKE KAAA €ro Kodel H, PAAOM C
kodpeem, rmcbma u Oymaru u3 upucycrsud. 0 (10; em-
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phasis added)

OxoH4YNB rasery, BTOPYIO dYaIlIKy Kode M KaAad C
MACAOM, OH BCTaA, CTPAXHYA KPOIIKM KaAada C
’KHACTA W, PACIPABUB IIHPOKYIO TIPYAb, PAAOCTHO
VABIOHYACS, HE OTTOTO, 9TOD y HErO Ha AYIIC OBIAO
YTO-HHOYAD  OCODEHHO  IPHUATHOE,—PaAOCTHYIO
YABIOKY BBI3BAAO XOpoiiiee meiesaperue.’! (12)

We see both Nekhliudov’s and Oblonskii’s bodies being, liter-
ally, produced out of the conditions of their existence. While in War
and Peace we saw the surplus that makes the body visible come into
being through repetition, through the too frequent representation of a
given physical detail, in the case of Stiva Oblonskii this surplus is sim-
ply “fed” into the body, “groomed” onto the body. Repetition of
physical detail plays a much less significant role in .Anna Karenina, the
efforts of the narrator being focused more on revealing the organic
connection between the physical/physiological and the existential/
social. In the above quoted sequence, what recurs is not a specific part
of the body, but the adjective &holeny: (“well-groomed,” “well-cared-
for,” “pampered”), which emphasizes a general condition, a surplus
that emanates from the body as a whole and points beyond the body,
toward habits and a way of life. This is the reason that the figures of
Apnna Karenina are also less “synecdochic” than their counterparts in
War and Peace. What dominates the representation of the character is
not so much a bodily part, but “shape,” understood in the double
meaning of the word—as both a general physical contour and general
physical/physiological condition. “Shape” points in two directions si-
multaneously: toward the spectral, but also toward the existential/
physiological, and here, on this second ground, it becomes subject to
ethical evaluation.

Thus we need to ask not only what is the shape of Stepan
Oblonskii’s body, but also “in what shape” it is, the two questions be-
ing isomorphic. The answer to the second is made visible in the text:
Stiva is physical well-being as such. Even when not emotionally
happy, he cannot help but be physically happy (fizicheski veselyi; see the
passage quoted above). The surplus of his body is a surplus of health
and vitality that produces (to use again Zizekian phraseology) what in
Stiva is more than Stiva: a peculiar equivalent of the saintly halo—
Stiva’s radiance. This para-spectral phenomenon manifests itself, quite
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literally, despite Stiva:

OH BTAHYA TOAOBY B IIACYH U XOTEA HMETh
JKAAKAM M IOKOPHBIM BHA, HO OH BCE-TAKH (UA/
caeacecrIbio i 300p06seM.

Omna [AoaAu]| OBICTPBIM B3rAAOM OIAAAEAA C
TOAOBBI AO HOT €TO CUAIUYIO CBexHcecHIbi0 U 300P06beM

@uzypy.32 (14; emphasis added)

Koraa Aesun Bomea ¢ OOAOHCKAM B TOCTHHHILY, OH
HE MOI He 3aMETHTb HEKOTOPOH OCOOEHHOCTH
BBIPKECHUSA, KAK OBL (0¢parcartiozo cusnus, Ha AUIE U BO
Bceii durype Cremana Apraspmaa.’® (37; emphasis

added)

—Uro, me mpan—ckazan Creman Apkasbud,
BBIAC3As M3 CAHCH, C KOMKOM IPS3H Ha IIEPEHOCHIIE,
Ha IeKe U OPOBH, HO cufnuull secesveM u 300posve.>

(161; emphasis added)

With this halo, we are introduced to the metaphysics of the
body in Awnna Karenina. This “residue” of the physical is an externaliza-
tion of some mysterious agency, a “force” quite beyond the control of
the individual. It is an extra-personal agency, whose roots are to be
sought at the intersection of the social and the physiological. In the
case of Stiva, it is treated with a mixture of humor and irony, but it is,
undoubtedly, the same agency that is to blame for the destruction of
Karenin’s family. Karenin identifies it by the same physical condition
as the one displayed by Stepan Oblonskii’s body:

“M xak OHH BCEC CHABHBI U 300p06b: Qusuueckiuy—
moayMan  AAexcelr  AAEKCAaHAPOBHY, TAfAAS — Ha
MOIYYero € pPaCYeCAHHBIMH AYIIHCTBIMH
OakeHOapAAMU KaMeprepa M Ha KPacHyIO IIIEIO
3aTAHYTOTO B MYHAUPE KHSA3f, MHMO KOTOPBIX €My
HaAO ObIAO IpoiTH.—CHpaBEAAHBO CKA3aHO, YTO BCE
B MHpPE €CTh 3A0 —IIOAYMAA OH, KOCACH €INE Pa3 Ha

ukps kKameprepa.® (513; emphasis added)

And, so that there will be no confusion about whom Karenin means
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by “they,” we are made witnesses to another of his inner monologues:

“Ho B wem e s BHHOBar?”’—roBOpHA OH cebe. M
3TOT BOIIPOC BCETAA BBI3BIBAA B HEM APYIOH BOIIPOC—
O TOM, HHAYE AU YYBCTBYIOT, MHAYEC AU AIODAT, HHAYEC
AH OKEGHATCA 3TH APYIHME AIOAHM, 3TH Bpomnckue,
OOAOHCKHE . . . 9T KAMEPIEPHl C TOACTBIMH HKPAM.
M emy mpeAacTaBAAACH ILIEABIH PAA ITUX COYHBIX,
CHABHEIX, HE COMHCBATOIIUXCA AIOACH, KOTOpPBIC
HEBOABHO BCErA2 U Be3Ae OOpallaAu Ha ceDf ero
AroOombrTHOE BHEMaHKE. 3 (517)

It will not be difficult to convince ourselves that Vronskii’s
body is shaped by the same force, down to the specific body parts that
attract Karenin’s attention at the ball—calves and a red neck:

Koraa B Ilerepbypre oH BeIIleA H3 BaroHa, OH
YyBCTBOBAA €O IOCAE DECCOHOM HOYH OMUBACHHBIM
U CBEKUM, KaK ITOCAE XOAOAHOH BaHHBLY (108)

—He wmoxer ObrTl—3akpuyas oOH, OTIyCTHB
IIEAAAD YMBIBAABHHKA, KOTOPBIM OH OOAHBAA CBOIO
KPACHYIO 3A0pOBYIO I11er0.38 (117)

Bponckuit mokarnaca co cmexy. M aoaro morow,
TOBOPsA YKE O APYTOM, 3aKATHIBAACH CBOHM 3AOPOBEIM
CMEXOM, BBICTABAfIl CBOM  KPEIKHE  CIIAOIIHEIE

3y0mr . . .3 (118)

Bponckuit obamBasca BoAOH. OH, CBAB KUTEAD,
ITIOACTaBHUB OOPOCIIIYIO BOAOCAMU KPACHYIO IIEIO ITOA
CTPYIO YMBIBAABHHUKA, PACTHPAA €€ ¥ TOAOBY pykam. 40

(310)

The culmination comes with what one might call a narcissistic hymn
to the body, preceding Vronskii’s meeting with Anna in Vrede’s gar-
den:

[Blce coeamHArOCH B oOImmee BIEYATACHHUE
PAAOCTHOIO 4yBCTBA KH3HH. UyBCTBO 3TO OBIAO TaK
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CHABHO, YTO OH HEBOABHO yAbOaAca. OH croycTHA
HOTH, 3aA0KHA OAHY Ha KOAEHO APYIOH W, B3fB €c B
PYKY, OIIyIIaA VIPYIYIO HKPY HOTH, 3aIlTMOACHHOI
BYECpa 1P IAACHUHM, M, OTKHHYBILIHCH HA3aA,
B3AOXHYA HECKOABKO pa3 BCEIO IPyApio. . . . OH m
IIPEKAEC YACTO HCIBITBHIBAA PAAOCTHOE CO3HAHNE
CBOEr0 TeAa, HO HHUKOIAA OH TaK HE AIOOMA ceDs,
CBOErO TeAa, Kak Temepp. EMy mnpuarHO OBIAO
9YyBCTBOBATH OTy ACTKYIO OOABb B CHABHOW HOTE,
IIPUATHO OBIAO MBIIIEYHOE OILYIIEHUE ABIDKCHHIM,
CBOCIT TIPYAM IIPHM ABIXaHHN. TOT caMblif ACHBII,
XOAOAHEI ~ 4BI'YCTOBCKHUM ~ A€Hb, KOTOPBIM  Tak
DC3HAACKAHO AeHCTBOBaA Ha AHHY, Kazascd emy
BO3DYAHUTEABHO — OMKHBAAIOIIMM H  OCBEXKAA  €rO
pasropesliieecs OT 0OOAUBaHMA AULO U I11ero.4! (314)

Comparing “all these Vronskiis and Oblonskiis” (and there is
no reason to exclude Vasen’ka Veslovskii from the group)*? makes it
clear that their physical descriptions are derived from the same matrix
whose imprints Karenin detects so easily. Tolstoy individualizes the
separate figures that make up this group portrait by choosing different
focal points on the body: with Stiva, it is his radiating smile and eyes;
with Vronskii—his neck and “regular teeth”; with Vasen’ka—his fat
legs. These, however, must not be confused with the physical
“accents” that we find in War and Peace. In Anna Karenina, these bodily
loci are simply points of condensation, reification, from which the irra-
tional force that puzzles Karenin pulsates in the fictional world.

Karenin pronounces the first verdict on all the above-
mentioned bodies by identifying the force that shapes and propels
them with the source of evil in the world (see the passage quoted on
p- 50). There are enough reasons for one to distrust his judgment. As
a deceived husband and new convert to a faith that “is not of this
wortld,” Karenin is, by all standards, a biased witness. But his verdict
on physicality, paradoxically enough, is confirmed by the main
“accused”—Vronskii. During the visit of the “foreign prince,” to
whom he is attached as a “master of ceremonies,” Vronskii is pre-
sented with the already familiar constellation of traits, and comes to
recognize in them... himself:

HpI/IHH ITOAB30BAACA HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM AQIKE MEKAY
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IIPUHIIAMEH 3AOPOBBEM; M I'MMHACTHKOM H XOPOIIINM
YXOAOM 32 CBOHM TEAOM OH AOBEA CEOS AO TAKOM
CHABI, YTO HECMOTPA Ha H3AHIIECTBA, KOTOPHIM OH
IIPEAABAACA B YAOBOABCTBHAX, OH OBIA CBEX, KaK
OOABIIION  3CACHBIA  TASHIICBUTBIA ~ TOAAAHACKUM
oryper. . . . I'aaBHas ke IpUYuHA, IIOYEMY IIPHHI]
ObIA OCODEHHO THKeA Bponckomy, ObA2 T2, 9TO OH
HEBOABHO BHAEA B HeM cebs camoro. M To, 4ro on
BHACA B 9TOM 3€PKaA€, HE ABCTHAO €O CAMOAIOOHIO.
DTO OBIA OYEHD TAVIIBIH, H OYEHb CAMOYBEPEHHDIH, U
OYCHB 3AOPOBBIIA, H OYCHb YHCTOIAOTHBIH YEAOBEK, K
Goabire Hugero. . . . “I'aymaa rossaunal Heyxean s
TaKon?”—aAymaA oH.43 (355-506)

One motif that connects all the physical descriptions discussed thus
far is the emphasis on health and physical well-being. And if Karenin’s
words have failed to convince us, Vronskii’s moment of self-
revelation should leave no doubt that “physical health” is not what it
says it is. We know that most of the characters in the novel, for most
of the time, are healthy. And yet Tolstoy insists on telling us again and
again that some of them are... healthy. This is what, in speaking about
War and Peace, 1 referred to as excess (/shnee). But let us be clear about
what is in excess in each of the two novels. In War and Peace it is the
signifier of the (synecdochic) body (functioning similarly to what
Zizek calls a “pure signifier”) that becomes more than itself through
repetition. In Anna Karenina, however, the excess is in the signified:
some characters are more “healthy” than others. And since it makes
no sense to mark those who are ordinarily healthy—ILevin, Dolly,
Sviazhskii, etc.—the signifier is reserved only for the surplus and
comes to designate the surplus. But the surplus, in this case, is also
where the signifier “turns” and becomes its opposite: physical health
becomes (stands for) moral disease (promiscuity, gluttony, etc.). In
this way, through a hoax of signification, physical health becomes a
mediator of the negative ethical meanings attached to the particular
character.

At its other end, as the quoted passages show, the signifier
“physical health” is in a regime of metonymic substitution with con-
crete physical details, over which it presides: all those fat legs, large
chests, red necks, and springy calves, which, in themselves, are quite
innocent. Through the presiding signifier, they are “sewn” not so
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much to the character as to the type (if the group of “all those Vron-
skiis and Oblonskiis” may constitute a type), and, from there, derive
their semiotic value. In order to access the truth of the body in Anna
Karenina, the reader need only follow the metonymic chain: from the
concrete detail—through the presiding signifier, which is the realm of
the ideo-physical, and where the physical is “stitched” to phenomena
that are subject to ethical evaluation (in our case, a certain way of life
associated with a certain social milieu, etc.)—to the source of this
evaluation: the authot’s consciousness. This route—along the meto-
nymic chain—describes the hermeneutic experience proper, an experi-
ence that, at best, has a very limited role in our contact with the bod-
ies of War and Peace. While there we witnessed a process whereby
something resembling a stain in the field of vision becomes a meta-
physical guarantee and is saturated with meaning, the procedure in
Apnna Karenina is much less “mystical.” The body enters the field of
vision pre-programmed. As it does, it already points back, along the
metonymic chain, to the place from which it was detived: the authot’s
idea of the character. Thus, in a sense, the reader is asked to begin
with the body and read “backward”: Stiva Oblonskii expands his wide
chest, then wakes up in his well-cared-for body, then dreams, falls
asleep, and three days ago his adultery is disclosed.

Notes

* Part of this paper, entitled “How Does the Seer Make Us See: Representa-
tions of the Body in Tolstoy’s War and Peace,” was presented in December
2000 at the annual AATSEEL conference in Washington D. C.

** 1 want to express my gratitude and acknowledge my intellectual debt to
Helena Goscilo, whose illuminating suggestions played a major patt in the
conception of this essay, and whose generous critical feedback was the
main driving force for its improvement.

1. See the telling title of a collection of essays devoted to Tolstoy: Tolstoi-
khudozhnik. Moskva, Izd. ANSSSR, 1960.

2. T am preserving the spelling and transliteration of the original.

. In the Russian original, the verb is oznachat’.

4. “Oblonsky let go of Levin’s arm, as though wishing to indicate that the
danger was over” (Magarshack 33). In the case of both David Magar-
shack’s translation of Anna Karenina and Louise and Aylmer Maude’s trans-
lation of War and Peace, 1 am preserving the transliteration of the original,
though occasionally adjusting the translation.

5. “Levin was silent, looking at the unfamiliar faces of Oblonsky’s two col-
leagues and especially at the hands of the elegant Grinyevich, who had

[N}
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such long white fingers with such long yellowish nails, curving at the tips,
and such huge glittering cuff links. These hands apparently absorbed all
Levin’s attention and deprived him of freedom of thought. Oblonsky no-
ticed it at once and smiled.

T know your brother,” said Grinyevich, holding out his slender hand
with its long fingernails. . . .

‘Aha,” said Oblonsky, T can see that you’ve now entered a new phase, a
conservative one this time. However, we’ll talk about this later.”

Yes, later. . . . said Levin, staring at Grinyevich’s hand with ha-
tred” (Magarshack 34).

6. ““You don’t care much for oysters, do your’ said Oblonsky, draining his
glass. ‘Or are you worried about something? Eh?’

‘Me? Yes, I am. Besides, all this makes me feel uncomfortable,” he said.
“You can’t imagine how strange all this seems to one like myself who lives
in the country. Like the fingernails of that gentleman I saw in your of-
fice...’

“Yes, I noticed that you were very interested in poor Grinyevich’s nails,”
Oblonsky said, laughing.

T can’t help it,” replied Levin. “T'ry and put yourself in my place. Look at
it from the point of view of a countryman. We in the country do our best
to make it easy for ourselves to work with our hands, and so we cut our
nails and sometimes roll up our sleeves. But here people purposely let their
nails grow as long as they can and wear little saucers for cuff links so that
it’s quite impossible for them to do anything with their
hands’” (Magarshack 51).

7. “His eyes, screwed up with fear as if every moment he expected another
blow, gazed at Rostév with shrinking terror. His pale and mud-stained
face—fair and young, with a dimple in the chin and light-blue eyes—was
not an enemy’s face at all suited to a battlefield, but a most ordinary,
homey face” (Maude 581).

8. The page numbers in parentheses reference the text of the English transla-
tion.

9. “But he still felt that same vaguely disagreeable feeling of moral nausea.
‘But what on earth is worrying me?” he asked himself as he rode back from
the general. ‘Ilyin? No, he’s safe. Have I disgraced myself in any way? No,
that’s not it.” Something else, resembling remorse, tormented him. Yes, oh
yes, that French officer with the dimple. And I remember how my arm
paused when I raised it.””

“Rostév saw the prisoners being led away and galloped after them to
have a look at his Frenchman with the dimple on his chin. . . . Rostév
was always thinking about that brilliant exploit of his, which to his amaze-
ment had gained him the St. George’s Cross and even given him a reputa-
tion for bravery, and there was something he could not at all understand.
‘So others are even more afraid than I am!” he thought. ‘So that’s all there
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is in what is called heroism. And did I do it for my country’s sake? And
how was he to blame, with his dimple and blue eyes? And how frightened
he was! He thought that I would kill him. Why should I kill him? My hand
trembled. And they have given me a St. George’s Cross. . . . I can’t make it
out at all’” (Maude 581-82).

10. “As you can see, the whole meaning of this passage is that Tolstoy at-
tacked not merely a Frenchman, but a Frenchman with a dimple on his
chin” (my translation).

11. In the classical Greek tale, two painters, Parrhasios and Zeuxis, compete
in artistry. Zeuxis paints grapes that are so lifelike they attract the birds.
Parrhasios, however, wins the competition by painting a veil that deceives
Zeuxis into asking, “And now show us what you have painted behind it.”
Jacques Lacan often refers to Parrhasios’ painting to illustrate his concept
of trompe-I'wil.

12. “To attract the reader’s attention, Tolstoy needs to relate something su-
perfluous; this is some kind of registration on a fake passport. Apart from
this, the provided feature gives the reader the impression of a complete
portrait, and he imagines that he sees a character. Hence those merchants
who appear in two lines during the destruction of Moscow, but not with-
out the author’s mention of a mole next to their noses” (my translation).

13. “Habitualization devours works, clothes, furniture, one’s wife, and the
fear of war. . .. And art exists that one may recover the sensation of life: it
exists to make one feel things, to make the stone stony. The purpose of art
is to impart the sensation of things as they are perceived and not as they
are known. The technique of art is to make objects ‘unfamiliar,” to make
forms difficult, to increase the difficulty and length of perception because
the process of perception is an aesthetic end in itself and must be pro-
longed” (“Art” 12).

14. For a comprehensive documentation of contemporary readers’ response
to Tolstoy’s novel, see Morson 37-72.

15. Roland Barthes develops the concept of the punctum in one of his later
works, Camera Lucida. Henry Krips, who uses the punctum to reveal the
mechanism of the subjectifying gaze, offers a succinct explanation:

Barthes develops this concept in the context of a distinction between the
“true photograph” and the myriad banal images that circulate in the me-
dia. The surfaces of these banal images are covered in their entirety by
visual elements to which meaning adheres by courtesy of highly conven-
tionalized cultural codes. Such elements, which constitute the “studinm,”
evoke at most a polite interest or prurient “half-desire”. . . . A “true”
photograph by contrast, one that makes its viewers “pensive” . . ., is
distinguished by a panctum, which breaks up the tedium of the studium.
The punctum is a detail or spot that arrests the viewer’s eye, or, as Barthes
says, “pricks” it. Refusing conformity with any creative logic, the punctum
is a point of real violence, which in its sheer contingency, oddity, or even
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uncanniness violates the familiar codes of the studium. (Krips 10)

16. “Platon Karataev . . . remained in his mind a most vivid and precious
memory and the personification of everything Russian, kindly, and round.
When Pierre saw his neighbor next morning at dawn the first impression
of him, as of something round, was fully confirmed: Platon’s whole fig-
ure . . . was round. His head was quite round, his back, chest, shoulders,
and even his arms, which he held as if ever ready to embrace something,
were rounded, his pleasant smile and his large, gentle brown eyes were also
round” (Maude 859).

17. “‘Goodness, why are his ears like that?’ she thought, looking at his cold,
distinguished figure and especially at the cartilages of his ears, pressing up
against the rim of his round hat” (Magarshack 117).

18. “[A]s though she expected to find him looking different” (Magarshack
118).

19. That morning, Vronskii’s vision, indeed, paints Karenin in much more
grotesque colors:

On [BpoHckmii] 3HAA, 4YTO y HeEE €CTb MYy, HO HE BEPHA B
CYITIECTBOBAHME €0 M IIOBEPHA B HErO BIIOAHE, TOABKO KOTAQ YBHAEA
€ro, C ero rOAOBOH, IIA€YaMH M HOIAMH B YCPHBIX ITAaHTAAOHAX; B
OCOOCHHOCTH KOTAA OH VBHAA4A, KaK O9TOT MyK C 9yBCTBOM
COOCTBEHHOCTH CITOKOIHO B3fIA €€ PYKY.

VBuaeB Aaexced AAEKCAHAPOBHYA C €ro  IETEPOYPICKU-CBERKIM
AHMIIOM U CTPOTO CAMOYBEPEHHOIO (PUIYPOH, B KPYrAOH IIAAIE, C
HEMHOTO BBIAAIOIIEIOCA CIIMHON, OH IIOBEPHA B HErO H HCIIBITAA
HEIPUATHOE YyBCTBO, IIOAOOHOE TOMY, KOTOPOE HCITBITAA OBI YEAOBEK,
MYYHMBIH 7K2aKAOIO H AO6paBmeICH AO HCTOYHHKA M HaXOAMIIUNA B
5TOM HCTOYHHKE COOAKy, OBIy HAHM CBHHBFO, KOTOPAaf K BBIIHAA I
B3MyTHAA BOAY. IToxoAka Arexced AAEKCAaHAPOBHYA, BOPOUABIIAS BCEM
TA30M M TYIIBIMH HOTaMH, OCOOEHHO OCKOpOAsAra Bporckoro. (108)

(He [Vronsky] knew she had a husband, but he did not believe in his
existence and only fully believed in him when he saw him there, his
head, shoulders, and legs in their black trousers; and especially when he
saw this husband calmly take her arm with an air of ownership.

When he saw Karenin with his fresh Petersburg face and his sternly
self-confident figure, in his round hat and with his slightly stooping
back, Vronsky believed in his existence, and he experienced the same
disagreeable feeling a man tortured by thirst may feel on reaching a
spring and finding that a dog, a sheep, or a pig in it had not only drunk
but also muddied the water. Karenin’s way of walking on his flat feet,
swinging his [hips], seemed particularly offensive to Vronsky.
[Magarshack 119])

20. “‘All the same, he’s a good man; upright, kind, and remarkable in his
own sphere,” Anna said to herself when she had returned to her room, as
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though defending him against someone who was accusing him and main-
taining that one could not love him. ‘But why do his ears stick out so
oddly? Has he had a haircut?’” (Magarshack 125).

21. “She saw him approaching the grandstand, now condescendingly replying
to obsequious bows, now exchanging friendly greetings with his equals,
now sedulously trying to catch the eye of the great ones of this world and
raising his big, round hat that pressed on the tips of his ears. She knew all
those ways of his and she thought them disgusting” (Magarshack 217).

22. “[Slhe leaned forward and did not take her eyes off Vronsky while he
went up to his horse and mounted it, and at the same time she heard the
repulsive, never-ceasing voice of her husband. She was tormented by anxi-
ety for Vronsky, but a still greater torment was what seemed to be the in-
cessant flow of her husband’s high-pitched voice with its familiar intona-
tions” (Magarshack 218).

23. ‘T again offer you my arm if you wish to go,” said Karenin, touching her
arm.

She recoiled from him with a look of revulsion and, without looking at
him, replied:

‘No, no, leave me alone! I'm staying!”” (Magarshack 221).

24. “She was playing nervously with the tassels of her dressing gown, glanc-
ing at him with that agonizing feeling of physical loathing for which she
reproached herself, but which she could not overcome. All she wanted
now was to get rid of his hateful appearance” (Magarshack 430).

25. “She pulled a long face and, half shutting her eyes, quickly changed her
expression and folded her hands; and on her beautiful face Vronsky sud-
denly saw the same look with which Karenin had bowed to him. . ..

She looked at him, gloating. She had apparently remembered other ri-
diculous and grotesque sides of her husband’s character and was waiting
for an opportunity to reveal them” (Magarshack 368).

26. “B TO Bpemsa xoraa MacAoBa, H3MydYEHHAs AANHHBIM IIEPEXOAOM,
ITOAXOAMAA C CBOMMH KOHBOMHBIMH K 3AAHHIO OKPY/KHOIO CyAad, TOT
CaMBIll IAEMAHHHK €€ BOCIHTATCABHHUIl, KuA3b Amurpuii VBamoBmy
HexAr0AOB, KOTOpPBI COOAQ3HHA €€, ACKAA CINE HA CBOCH BBICOKOH,
IIPYKUHHON C IIyXOBBIM TY(DAKOM, CMATOM IIOCTEAH H, PACCTEIHYB BOPOT
TOAAAHACKOH YHCTOH HOYHON PYOAIIKH C 3ayTIOKCHHBIMH CKAAAOYKAMI
HA IPYAH, KYPHA HAITAPOCY. . . .

[O]x B3AOXHYA 1, OpPOCHB BBIKYPEHHYIO IAIIHPOCKY, XOTEA AOCTATH H3
CEpEOPAHHOIO ITOPTCUTAPa APYIVIO, HO PAa3AYMaA H, CIyCTHB C KPOBATH
IAAAKHE OEABIE HOTH, HAIIEA UMH TY(DAH, HAKHMHYA HA IIOAHBIE ITACYN
ITEAKOBBIH XaAAT M, OBICTPO H TAKEAO CTYIAf, IIOINEA B COCEAHIOIO C
CIaAbHEH yOOpPHYIO, BCIO IIPOIHTAHHYIO HCKYCTBEHHBIM — 3aITaXOM
SAMKCHPOB, OACKOAOHA, (PUKCATyapOB, AyXOB. TaM OH BBIYHCTHA
OCOOECHHBIM IIOPOINKOM ITAOMOHPOBAHHBEIE BO MHOIHX MECTAX 3YOEL,
BBIIIOAOCKAA HX AVIIHCTBIM ITOAOCKAHBEM, ITOTOM CTaA CO BCEX CTOPOH
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MBITBCA W BBITUPATHTCA PAa3HBIMH ITOAOTEHIIAMA. BEIMEHB AyImmcTeim
MBIAOM PYKH, CTAPATEABHO BBIYHCTHB INETKAMHU OTIYIICHHBIC HOITH I
OOMBIB y OOABIIIOrO MPAMOPHOIO YMBIBAABHHKA CEOE AHIIO U TOACTYFO
IIIEFO, OH IIOIIEA €IIE B TPETHIO KOMHATY y CIIAABHH, TAEC IIPUTOTOBACH
ObIA Ayir. OOMBIB TAM XOAOAHOHM BOAOH MYCKYAHCTOE, ODAOMKHBIIICECH
AKHIPOM OEAOE TEAO M BBITEPIIHCH AOXMATOM ITPOCTBIHEH, OH HAACA
YHCTOE BBIFAAKEHHOE OEABE, KAK 3€PKAAO, BBIYMIICHHBIC OOTHHKH H CEA
IIEPEA TYAACTOM PACYECHIBATH ABYMA IIETKAMHI HEOOABIIYIO HYEpPHYIO
KyPYaByrO DOPOAY M ITOPEAEBIIIHE HA ITEPEAHEN YaCTH TOAOBBI BHIOIIHECH
Bonocer” (Voskresenie 16-17).

(“At the time Maslova, exhausted after the long walk with her guards, was
nearing the courthouse, Prince Dmitri Ivanovich Nekhlyudov, the nephew
of her patronesses and the man who had seduced her, was still lying on his
high crumpled bed with its springs and down matress. He had unbuttoned
the collar of his fine linen night-shirt with the well-pressed pleats over the
chest, and was smoking . . . .

“[TThrowing away the butt of his cigarette [he| was about to take another
from his silver case but changed his mind, put down his smooth white legs,
felt for his slippers with his feet, threw his silk dressing-gown over his
broad shoulders and, stepping heavily, hurried into his dressing-room,
where the air was oppressive with the artificial odours of elixirs, eau de
Cologne, pomatum and perfumes. There, with a special powder, he
cleaned his teeth, many of which had gold fillings, rinsed his mouth with
scented water and then began to wash his body all over, drying himself
with various towels. Having washed his hands with scented soap, he care-
fully cleaned his long nails with a nail-brush and rinsed his face and stout
neck at the large marble wash-stand. Then he walked into a third room off
the bedroom6 where a shower-bath awaited him. Here he bathed his mus-
cular, plump white body in cold water and dried it with a rough bath-sheet,
put on clean freshly ironed linen and boots, which shone like glass, and
finally seated himself at the dressing-table with a brush in each hand to
brush his short curly black beard and the curling hair on his head which
was beginning to thin at the temples” [Edmonds 29-30].)

27. “He turned his plump, well-cared for body on the well-sprung sofa, as
though intending to go to sleep for a long time, hugged the pillow on the
other side, and pressed his cheek againstit. . . .”” (Magarshack 17).

28. “[Stepan Arkad’ich] put on his gray dressing gown with the pale-blue silk
lining, knotted the cord, and drawing a deep breath into his powerful
lungs, he walked to the window with his usual springy step, which carried
his plump body so lightly, raised the blind, and rang loudly” (Magarshack
20).

29. “Matvey, blowing off some invisible speck, held up the shirt, which he
gathered up like a horse’s collar and with evident satisfaction put it on his
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master’s well-tended body” (Magarshack 22).

30. “Having dressed, Oblonsky sprayed himself with Fau de Cologne, pulled
down his cuffs . . . and shaking out his handkerchief and feeling clean,
scented, physically fit, and cheerful in spite of his misfortune, he went,
with a slight tremor in each leg, into the dining room, where his coffee was
already waiting for him” (Magarshack 22).

31. “Having finished the paper, a second cup of coffee, and a roll and butter,
he got up, brushed the crumbs from his waistcoat, and expanding his
broad chest, smiled happily but not because he felt particulary pleased; his
happy smile was simply the result of a good digestion” (Magarshack 24).

32. “He drew his head into his shoulders and tried to look miserable, but he
could not help radiating freshness and good health.

She [Dolly] cast a quick glance over his fresh, healthy fig-
ure” (Magarshack 26).

33. “When they entered the restaurant, Levin could not help noticing a cer-
tain peculiarity of expression, a sort of suppressed radiance, on Oblonsky’s
face and in his whole person” (Magarshack 49).

34. ““You did not expect me, did your’ said Oblonsky, getting out of the
sledge, with specks of mud on the bridge of his nose, his cheeks and eye-
brows, but beaming with cheerfulness and health” (Magarshack 171).

35. “‘And how strong and healthy they all are physically,” he thought, glanc-
ing at a powerfully built Court chamberlain with well-brushed and per-
fumed whiskers and at the red neck of a prince in a tight-fitting uniform,
whom he had to pass on his way. ‘It is truly said that everything in the
wotld is evil,” he thought, casting another sidelong glance at the Court
chamberlain’s calves” (Magarshack 518).

36. “ ‘But how am I to blame?” he kept asking himself. And this question in-
variably gave rise to another: did those others—those Vronskys, Oblon-
skys, those Court chamberlains with their fat calves—did they marry dif-
ferently? And there passed before his mind’s eye a whole row of those full-
blooded, virile, self-confident men, who always and everywhere involuntar-
ily aroused his curiosity and attention” (Magarshack 522).

37. “When he got out of the train in Petersburg, he felt, in spite of his sleep-
less night, as vigorous and fresh as after a cold bath” (Magarshack 119).

38. “‘Impossible!’ he cried, releasing the pedal of the washstand before
which he had been washing his healthy, [red] neck” (Magarshack 128).

39. “Vronskii shook with laughter. And long afterward, talking of other
things, he would . . . burst into roars of healthy laughter, showing his
strong, even teeth” (Magarshack 129).

40. “Vronsky was pouring water over his head. He had taken off his coat and
put his hairy red neck under the tap and was rubbing his head with his
hands” (Magarshack 317).

41. “[A]ll combined into one general impression of a joyous sense of life.
This feeling was so strong that he kept smiling involuntarily. He dropped
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his legs, crossed one leg over the other, and taking it in his hand felt the
springy muscle of the calf, where he had hurt it in the fall the day before,
and throwing himself back, he drew several deep breaths.

‘Oh, it’s good, very good!” he said to himself. He had often before had
this joyous sense of physical well-being, but never before had he been so
fond of himself, of his own body, as at that moment. It gave him pleasure
to feel the slight pain in his strong leg, it was pleasant to feel the muscular
sensation of movement in his chest as he breathed. The same bright and
cold August day which made Anna feel so hopeless seemed exhilarating
and invigorating to him and refreshed his face and neck, which were still
glowing after the drenching he had given them under the tap” (Magarshack
321).

42. Helena Goscilo-Kostin, in her article “Tolstoyan Fare: Credo a la Carte”
has discussed persuasively the double connection behind this group image
of “facile, fat-calved virility” (488): all the members of the group—
Oblonskii, Vronskii, and Veslovskii—are characterized by what, in Tol-
stoy, are two sides of the same coin—excessive culinary and excessive sex-
ual appetite.

43. Shklovskii’s tertm (Mater’ial i stil’ 101).

44. “The prince enjoyed unusually good health even among princes; both by
gymnastic exercises and by taking good care of his body he had brought
himself to such a state of physical fitness that in spite of the excesses he
indulged in when enjoying himself, he looked as fresh as a big shiny green
Dutch cucumber. . . .

The main reason, however, why Vronsky found him so hard to stomach
was that he could not help seeing himself in him. And what he saw in that
mirror was not flattering to his self-respect. The prince was a very stupid,
very self-assured, very healthy, very immaculate man, and that was all . . . .
‘What a stupid piece of beefl Am I really like that?”” he
thought” (Magarshack 362-63).
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