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decidedly unromantic pieces: The dark heroes
Russian Byronism—Pushkin’s Aleko, for exampl
or the reckless. daredevils: of .}Marhnsky— 1a
proved to be sterile and 1rrelevant to the concerns
of writers intent on deplctmg Russwm reahty n
engaging the social questions facmg contemporary_
Russia. As a result, the prohferatlon of

Diakova and Vacuro have observed, by self-con= .
scious ndlcule on the part ‘of ‘their creators: “By~ '

ronic heroes se_emed to grow like mu_shr_ooms,_ and

in due time became the object of parody and dis-

dain” (157). The development of realism: further
promoted parodic portrayals of the typc as would-
be Byronic' heroes affectmg hterary behaviour
began to appear in society,® and that: social phe-
nomenon was then transferred back to- literature.
Yuri Lotman explains this relationship between
literary influences and societal behaviour in carly
nineteenth-century Russia;

The fact that the hero of romantic literature was a
contemporary substantially helped the reader to
approach the text as a program for his own behav-
ior. The heroes of Byron, Marlinskii, Lermontov,
and Pushkin in his romantic period generated an
entire phalanx of imitators among young officers
and officials, who aped the gestures, facial expres-
sions, and manners of literary characters. If the
realistic text imitates reality, in the case of roman-

literature became the: subject matter of

_phenomena by. realistic texts helps
... .. andcoherence onsocletybypfowdmg catepor
The tendency of nineteenth-century Russian writers behawour r_eahstlc texts g:ve a name. to ;
to parody the themes of romantic literature and the .
behaviour of its heroes was a well-established - 1

practice by the time Tolstoy began to write: hls- and:1n 50 doH :
: "Ie_val of the S_001al and conscious” (“Concenung

"_Khlestakov 186). Realistic literature plays a role
“then not only i reﬂectmg social types, but also in -

omantlc::_- S
types in Russian literature was accompamed as.i. 10
- appear “twice encoded,” functioning as both real

- persons and cultural types of their own choosing:

ticismn reality mshed to imitate literature. With
realism, it is characteristic for a type of behavior
to arise first in real life and then appear on the
pages of the literary text. ... In the romantic work,
the new type of human behavior is conceived in
the pages of the text and then transferred to life.
(“Decembrists” 112)

The complex parodic layering that character-
izes the most “mature” Russian Byronic works, S
including Kugene Onegin and Hero of Our T ime,..
came about in large part as readers of | romantlc

texts. Accordmg to Lotman, this reﬂectlon of SOCIaI

eﬁnmg and creatmg them. The social phenomenon

_ .:"dgsc_nbed no longer exists merely in the text, but

“now appears on an altogether new level, in the

5 ~category of culturally recognized forms of behav-
~ior” (186). As a result, characters in realistic texts

In depicting typified forms, a realistic work treats
material which has already undergone a certain
amount of cultural processing beyond the limits of
an artistic text. The man who stands beyond the
text has already selected a cultural role for him-
self; he has placed his own individual conduct in
some category of social role. Introduced into the
world of an artistic text, he emerges twice en-
coded. ... The realistic text is, in theory, oriented
to the sitnation of “a representation within a
representation.” (186-187)

The Byronism of Eugene Onegin, for example,
originates in his self-conscious appropriation of
behaviour from a romantic literary model, yet
Pushkin places him into a realistic text; thus, he
emerges “twice-encoded™ he is both a disaffected
Byronic cynic and an ordinary young Russian man-
about-town. According to Lotman, “the orientation
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to a double senmotic coding” is a “fundamental fea-
ture” of realistic texts (187),

Tolstoy’s early works, with their apparent anti-
romantic orientation and parcdic portrayals of
would-be romantic heroes, certainly confirm Lot-
man’s observations. In The Cossacks, for example,
he parodies the romantic notion of alienation and
the idea that disaffected yvoung Russian men could
find a place for themselves in distant lands and
among exotic peoples. But his hero Olenin is de-
cidedly not a romantic character. When he ques-
tions his self-perceived inability to love in the
novel’s opening (“Am I really a moral freak?”
[Heyxenn s HpaBcTBeHHBIA ypon?] [6: 9]), for
example, Olenin merely echoes the words of an-
other Caucasian exile, Pechorin, who uses similar
words to describe himself and his inability to love
to Princess Mary: “I became a moral cripple” [“/
cIenancs HpaBCTBeHHBIM Kajekoi '] (5: 273).
The fantasies Olenin indulges in while traveliing to
the Caucasus—of mountains and ravines, of dan-
gers and glory, of killing mountain tribesmen or
becoming a tribesman himself—similarly betray
his predilection for romantic literary themes. The
handsome: officer Rozenkrants, in “The Raid,”
dressed like a Tatar and attempting to speak to the
Tatars attached to his regiment in a version of the
Tatar language: that apparently only he under-
stands, serves'as another portrait of a man who
takes ‘cues. for his behaviour from the romantic
heroes he has:read about: “He was one of our
young officers=—daredevils, Dzhigits—who mod-
elled themselves on Marlinsky and Lermontov.
These men look at the Caucasus solely through the
prism of the heroes of our time, of Mulla-Nur, and
so on, and in all their actions they are guided not
by their own inclinations, but by the example of
these models™ (PSS 3: 22}, Rozenkrants’s convic-
tion that “feclings of hatred, vengeance, and con-
tempt for the human race were the highest poetic
feelings” (PSS 3: 22) is similaily generated not
from his own beliefs, but instead in response to the
Byronic mandate. As a result of their romantic

role-playing, Olenin and Rozenkrants appear in the

text “twice encoded”: they are realistic social types
who affect the romantic views and behaviour
patterns found in the literature popular at the time.

Tolstoy’s tendency to parody such types, as
Carol Anschuetz has shown (405n), resulted in his
classification by contemporary critics as anti-
romantic. Boris Eikhenbaum, in his influential
work on Tolstoy, further confirmed that perspec-
tive, by painting a picture of the artist’s anti-
romanticism in absolute terms, proclaiming him
“the liquidator of Romantic poetics and the de-
stroyer of established canons,” who “[f]rom the
very beginning ... was conscious of himself against
abackground of disintegrating romantic art” (“Cri-
ses” 52). Eikhenbaum clearly had such characters
in mind when he asserted that the object of Tol-
stoy’s engagement with romantic subject matter
was parody, in particular in respect to the image of
the Byronic hero, which, for Eikhenbanm, was
synonymous with the notion of the romantic hero
{Anschuetz 402n). As a result of this “battle with
romantic clichés,” Eikhenbaum maintains, “ft]he
image of the Romantic daredevil in Marlinsky’s
and Lermontov’s manner is lowered and parodied”
in the works of Tolstoy (Eikhenbanm 1961: 52).

Readers of Tolstoy are accustomed to think
that the writer accomplished his destruction of
“Romantic poetics” in his early works, before his
“departure into ‘domesticity’,” as Fikhenbaum
describes his behaviour after the harsh reviews of
The Cossacks (Sixties 90). Yet the historical era
and events depicted in War and Peace require an
engagement on Tolstoy’s part with at least some
themes of romanticism —the Napoleonic image of
the man of will, for example, or the potential for
glory in battle, or the romantic appeal of reckless
daring. Indeed, the “image of the Romantic dare-
devil” mentioned by Eikhenbaum makes an appear-
ance in War and Peace in the figure of Dolokhov,
the bold and reckless army officer whose penchant
for intrigne brings grief into the lives of Pierre,
Nikolai, Natasha, and others. From his. first ap-
pearance in the novel, drinking a bottle of rum
while balancing on a windowsill, to his last scene

. casually whipping his boot while herding the
" doomed French soldiers into their prison, Dolokhov

captures the reader’s attention with his daring and
strength of will, his ruthlessness and cruelty.

.. Although Dolokhov’s origins have been traced
to certain historical figures,? it is clear that literary
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antecedents also play an important part in his
construction. In both his physical appearance and
behaviour, Dolokhov shares many of the typical
characteristics of the romantic Byronic hero: from
his handsome face with its cold blue eyes, his
“mocking smile” and “insolent” look, to his cruel
and destructive nature, he serves as a worthy suc-
cessor (or predecessor, in terms of narrative time)
of Russian literature’s Byronic heroes, from Eu-
gene Onegin to Silvio to:Pechorin.® Like those
models, Dolokhov is driven by egoism and a pas-
sion for self-asseft_i()n;‘-he: is a destrictive misfit in
a society that has no place for him. Itis no accident
that Dolokhov was initially perceived as the hero of
the novel by some of Tolstoy s early readers®; even
in 1864, he remalned a farmhar type from Russm §
literary past. RO

But Dolokhov is: obwously not the hero of the
novel, and ﬂ‘llS fa" in 1' '__elf_ b"_' o 'unportant

tality, of affectat:{on and' 1mm
This amblgmty andi mcongrmty;m the depiction
of Dolokhov serve as fodder for a parodic por-

trayal, but Tolstoy’s placement of his Byronichero .~
anachromstlcallymthe Napoleomc era comphcates R
a straightforward reading of the character as such.>
Unlike Eugene Onegin, Dolokhov cannot take his -
cues for behaviour from Byromc texts, ‘because he _
predates those texts. Yet Tolstoy’s depiction of -

Dolokhov relies heavily on the borrowed character
traits of the Russian Byronic type. Thus, the
“double sermiotic coding” fundamental to charac-
ters in realistic texts occurs in Dolokhov in reverse:

he is a man of the Alexandrine era reflecting the
behaviour and character traits of the men who
populate the literature of the later romantic period.
More important, however, in transplanting the Rus-
sian Byronic type into a “pre-Byronic” setting,
Tolstoy suggests that the type precedes the appear-
ance of Byronism and thus is not a reflection of
‘Western romanticism, but instead a peculiarly Rus-
sian social phenomenon, an organic national type,
originating in the social, political, and cultural
reality of the time.® As a result, Tolstoy offers
through Dolokhov a different source for the later
behaviour of Eugene Onegin, Pechorin, and the
other heroes of Russian romanticistn—not Byron-
ism, but Dolokhovism.” Following Lotman’s pro-
position, Tolstoy’s realistic text “give/s] a name”
to this particular “pattern|[] of behaviour™ m the
Alexandrine era.

Though Tolstoy asserts the Russtan origins of
Dolokhov as a type, he nonetheless ends up con-
demning on moral grounds (and following the lead
of Pushkin and Lermontov) the cruelty and sterility
that characterize that type and its literary descen-
dents. Dolokhovism, like its successor, Russian
Byronism, produces men who are self-absorbed,
indulging in irresponsible self-assertion, leading
lives of impulsive intensity, and seeking satisfac-

. tionthrough acts of reckless daring, carousing, and
- . physicalconflict. The litérary representations of the

- *Russian Byromc type are; consequently, formulaic
- and static, and their romantic appeal counts on a
o -'dlstancmg between thelr actmns and the Teader’s

reality, - Byromc parodies however ﬁmctlon in

- realistic texts, where the complexﬂ:y of life reveals

mconmstenmes and mcongrultles inthe formula and

- forces readers to recvaluate the traditional appeal
“of such characters in the context of a more prosaic .
reahty. Tols_toy. counts on his readers to take a .-
- similar critical approach in their response to Dolo- .

‘khov. Cloaked in the borrowed traits of Russian

Byronism. and ‘telegated to the periphery of the

action, Dolokhov is locked in a static role, engag- - -

ing in behaviour that is both striking in its dramat:lc- %
impact and sterile in its moral foundation.

Despite his potential for rich analysis, Dolo-
khov has received relatively little attention in the

critical literature on War and Peace. In many
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Soviet-era Russian critical studies he is depicted as
a dynamic character, who ultimately gains the

reader’s (and Tolstoy’s) sympathy by responding ..

positively and decisively to the national imperative

of 1812. His final scenes especially=-asking for= -
giveness from Pierre before the battle of Borodino, -
making the daring visit mcognlto 10 the enemy_j'
camp, and leading the raid to frée: the Russ1an' .
prisoners—are cited as evidenice of his courage: and
patriotic zeal. Predictably, the: faults he: dlsplays:_

earlier in the novel are: explamed as products ofa

flawed class system and bourgeols socuety (Enmlov

then wasted in vain, find e posrtr' e'_outlet, and his
personal enmity for Pietre is washed away in the
face of the heroro feat demanded by the motherland

transformed through his mvolvemen_t m the defence
of the motherland from a reckless *1dle youth into

(232) Clearly, such mterpretatrons snnphfy Dolo-
khov” s role: for 1deolog1ca£-p‘ rposes andignore the
compellmg ewd nce of his essentlally static
nature :

- War and Peace,

John Bayley has grv nthe most attentlon to analyz-
ng Doiokhov s Tole; yet he d_ $ so primarily in
order to demonstrate howrout of piace he is among
the tamer demzens of Tolstoy sworld. Bayley calls
him “an extreme character, who would be at home
in Dostoevsky” (109), and- conciudos that he is
ultimately “a faifure” (1 17). Bayiey suggests that
Tolstoy had trouble with Dolokhov as a type, that
he was uncomfortable with h]Il’l beoause he'did not
understand hrm (1 1D, whzch is: why, in Bayley 5
view, so many of the scenes in which: Dolokhov
appears are unnatural and contrived. Biit Bayley s
argument fails to take. mto consrderatron that Dolo-
khov’s unnaturainess is factthe point and that he

is out of place not because he represents somekind .

of aesthetic failure, but rather because he func’oons

as a parody of a formulaic type from a dlﬁ'erent'

literary tradition.
Tolstoy’s ambiguous portrart of DoIokhov
emerges in part as a result of his habitual narrative

device of repetition. Dmitri Merezhkovsky has
noted that Tolstoy had a gift of “insight into the

‘body” (57), which is manifested in his repeated

references to certain physical gestures and traits of
his' characters. This repetition creates a visual

© image for the reader of the most striking and,
- therefore; in some way defining feature of a char-

acter, R. F: Christian has described such references
as’ “an outward and visible sign which recurs
critically and is the permanent property of that
character” (148). He goes on to suggest that such
repetition “is a combination of the assertion of a

‘permanent, individualizing feature with the expres-

sion of a moral judgment” (149). Bayley has sug-
gested that Tolstoy’s emphasis on a peculiarity of
a character’s physical appearance “generally im-
plfies] his hostility” (113). According to Natasha
Sankovitch, “[tjhese details often become synec-
doches for characters’ entire moral, intellectual, or
physical being” (“Readers’™ 52).

Tolstoy uses this same device to create a
defimite visual image of Dolokhov, but rather than
identifying a peculiar physical trait that marks him
as an individual, as he does with Lise’s short,
downy lip or Vronsky’s compact teeth, he chooses
instead a set of traits that not only belong to Dolo-
khov but also correspond to a particular character
type, in this case, a Byronic one. In virtually every
scene inwhich he appears, Dolokhov’s eyes receive
special mention: there are more than ten references
to his “light blue eyes” [cBeTibIe, TOMyOLIe ITIa-
3a] and six other references tohis “gaze” [Barmsy).
The word “brazen” {Harbi#] is used five times to
describe Dolokhov (often in conjunction with
references 1o his eves or look}, “cruel or cruelty”
[&ecToxmi/3KecToKocTh] is used five times,
“coldly, cold” [xomopEo/X0n0HEIA] is used eight
times, and he is described in terms of his smile,
grin, or laugh [yiabIOKa, yibiOarThes, 3acMe-
SThCH, CMEX, YCMEXHYThCH, YeMeIuKa] no fewer
than twenty times. Dolokhov’s physical image is

. romantic, both explicitly and implicitly: the “light,
* blue eyes” (which on one occasion are described as

“glassy” or “glass-like” [cTeKIHBIA]) convey
coldness and inscrutability, while his mouth, with
its sides perpetually curving upward into a “mock-
ing smile,” conveys cruelty and malice. Although
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this set of physical traits do¢s indeed paint a vivid
portrait of Dolokhov, it also resonates in the read-
er’s imagination with other descriptions of a char-
acter type in existence long before Tolstoy began
his epic novel: the Byronic hero.'

Tolstoy’s use of repetition, however, is not
simply a device for reminding the reader who is
who throughout his novels. As Sankovitch has
argued, the perspectives of other characters play a
cructal role in the use of these “epithets,” and their
meaning relies on the context in which they are
used (Creating 58). Thus, Lise’s lip can make her
face charming in the eyes of society and squirrel-
like for Andrey when they: argue. The “moral
judgment” that Christian identifies. in such inci-
dents of repetition is less absolute in Sankovitch’s

view, because different characters have different. -
responses to those “individualizing featurefs]” =
Tolstoy employs. Yet readers” responises to'such:
features are equally significant, because ‘their .
perspectives play a similarly critical part m the - .

construction of Tolstoy’s characters:

Tolstoy knew from his own experience asa’

reader that the images that take shape in the
imagination during reading are colored by memo-
ries or associations called up by the words on the:
page.... To the extent that a reader’s sense of the
text as a whole is built upon a construct of these
images colored by memory, the reader’ sindividual
experience, which includes knowledge of the
conventions of reading and literary traditions, is
crucial to an understanding and intefpretation of
the text.... ("Readers’” 55)

Readers of War and Peace, famihiar with “the con-
ventions of reading and hterary traditions,” shouid
recognize in Dolokhov traits of the Byronic type.
At the same time, readers have already been condi-
tioned by Russian literary tradition to distrust that
type and to question the absolutes of his portrayal.
Tolstoy relies on his readers to make this crucial
connection between recognition and distrust in their
apprehension of Dolokhov,

Sankovitch’s observations on Tolstoy’s use of
repetition are especially helpful then in framing a
discussion of Dolokhov, becanse the “irony of
perspectives” (Creating 58) she describes often

occurs between the reader’s perception of Dolo-
khov—tempered by this distrust—and the romantic
perceptions of other characters, who often control
the narration. These characters help through their
perspectives to construct in Dolokhov a romantic
hero of' the Byronic type. The reader’s task is to de-
romanticize Dolokhov, to apprehend him and his
actions in a non-romantic, prosaic world. Tolstoy
encourages the reader to consider Dolokhov more
carefully by creating a pattern of incongruity, in
which the romantic images constructed by the
perspectives of the characters he encounters are
undercut by an incongruous context or by other,
“nentralizing™ characters, whose function is to
deflate the romantic fiction. This awareness of a
fuller context and of the incongruity and ambiguity

‘surrounding his depiction allows the reader to
- participate i the: construction not of a Byronic
= hero, but rather of a parody of such heroes,

Dolokhov’s initial portrait in War and Peace,
which. containg the whole complex of words and
phiysical traits continually associated with him
throughout the novel, invites the reader to appre-

" hend him in'a romantic light:

Dolokhov was a man of medium height, curly-
headed and with light blue eyes. He was about
twenty-five, Like all infaniry officers, he did not
have a moustache, and his mouth, the most strik-
ing feature of his face, was completely visible. The
lines of this mouth were curved in a remarkably
fine way. In the middle, the upper lip met the firm
lower one forcefully in a sharp wedge, and some-
thing akin to two smiles, each with its own side
formed constantly in the corners of his mouth. All
of this together, and especially in combination
with his hard, insolent, inteiligent look, created
such an impression that it was impossible not to. .
notice this face. (PSS 9: 39) S

Dolokhov is remarkable in the literal sense of the.i
word, and he commands attention both from'other'
characters and from readers. His stunt: on
window-sill, of course, in and of itself at
attention, but his manner and appearance—
passage makes clear——are equally striking

Tolstoy’s early readers nmnedlateiy paid
tion to Dolokhov, and even Western Ies
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the novel found the character intriguing: the review
of War and Peace in an 1886 edition of Literary
World mentions the memorable picture of “ft]he

. brutal bully Dologhow balanced on the lofty

window-sill drinking off a bottle of rum for a
trivial wager...” (Wasiolek 72). Yet, as this re-
viewer makes clear, it 1s the senselessness of the
action that heightens the excitement, that makes the
scene {and character) memorable. For Tolstoy,
however, senselessness, coupled with irresponsibil-
ity, produces ethically indefensible behaviour, and
he counts on his readers, proficient in the lessons of
Russian Byronism, o recognize the ambiguous
nature of such acts of bravado. When a drunken
Pierre decides to try his luck on the window-sill,
Dolokhov, with his perpetual smile, says “Let him,
let him” (942), in much the same way that Pechorin
in “The Fatalist” encourages Vulich to risk his life
by taking his bet. It is this same cruelty that
prompts Dolokhov, assisted by Pierre and Anatole,
to tie a policeman to a bear and throw him in the
Moika Canal. His complete mdlfference toward the
victim is indeed Stnkmg, but even more significant
is the adolescent apgressiveness: and irresponsibility
that drive thJS tendency Dolokhov s need to control
and dommate those. around him' is evident in this
action, and it is explamed latcr ii the novel in a
way that is su_mlariy Iemmlscent of Pechorin and
his parasitic natire: “[T]he véry process of govern-
ing another’s will was a pleasure a hablt and a
necessity for. Dolokhov” (PSS 10: 333-34).
Though Dolokhov’s behaviour here resonates
with that of his hterary model, it is also consistent,
as Lotman points out; with the type of carousing
that did occur in the Alexandnne era. According to
Lotman, such carousing was viewed “as a variant
of free thinking,” reflecting “a kind of everyday
romanticism characterized by the tendency to act in
an absolutely impetuous marner that swept away
all restrictions on behavior” (“Decembrists” 125).
He cites the “passion to be first” ag ““central to this
kind of ‘revelry’” (126), and makes an explicit con-
nection in his discussion of this behaviotir with the
actions of Dolokhov: “The value of the uncon-
strained act lies in crossing a line no one has yet
crossed. Tolstoi captured this very perceptively in
his description of the drinking bouts of Pierre and

Dolokhov” (127). But Tolstoy’s depiction of these
bouts is not without moral judgment. k is no
accident that his hero, Pierre, outgrows this kind of
behaviour, while his parodic misfit, Dolokhov,
remains locked in this role, unable or unwilling to
abandon the “everyday romanticism” that gave free
reign to impulses and promoted thoughtless self-
assertion with disregard for the consequences of
one’s actions.

As a soldier demoted in the ranks—a standard
requirement for the alienated Russian romantic
hero whose past plagues his present''—Dolokhov
is again depicted as a remarkable figure who
commands attention. He sticks out in the crowd at
Braunau becaunse of his blue coat and later his bent
knee spoils the uniformity of the row.'” When
ordered by the regimental commander to straighten
his leg, he does so slowly, looking at the general
with his customary insolent gaze. His will and
sheer strength of presence force the commander to
curb his ire and even change his form of address
from the familiar “thou” [T8I] to the polite “you”
[Be1] (PSS 9: 140). In battle, Dolokhov kills with-
out compunction or second thought, and impu-
dently presents “trophies” from his victims to the
regimental comrmander as proof of his bravery and
daring. When brought before Kutuzov, Dolokhov
looks at him just as insolently, “as if tearing down
with his expression the veil of convention that
placed such great distance between the head com-
mander and the soldier” (PSS 9: 143). Yet Kutu-
zov’s response to Dolokhov’s vows to prove lus
devotion to the cause is equally significant: he turns
away with a barely concealed smile, as if the
bravado and excess of patriotic zeal that Dolokhov
displays are tediously famihiar to him,

Seven years later, on the eve of the battle of
Borodino, Dolokhov employs similar cliches of
heroism, asserting to Kutuzov that he is “ready to
die” for the fatherland, that he would not “spare his

" skin,” if Kutuzov needed his services. Kutuzov,

Tolstoy’s true “national hero” [HapomHBIA re-
poH], acts as a “neutralizing” force here, respond-
ing, as he had in the carlier scene, with barely
concealed laughter, and replying with a noncom-
mittal “yes, yes” [Tak, Tak] (PSS 11: 197-98)."
Kutuzov’s similar response seven years later to
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Dotokhov’s protestations of patriotism not only
reaffiims the ambiguous value of Dolokhov’s
heroic bravery, but also emphasizes the static
nature of the type he represents. '

It 1s for this reason that Tolstoy keeps Dolo-
khov on the periphery of the action. He retains his
romantic qualities, but those same qualities prevent
him from acquiring real significance and participat-
g fully in the world inhabited by Tolstoy’s her-
oes. We are never shown Dolokhov’s thoughts or
feelings; we view him only from the outside, and
thus he never fully engages our sympathy. A
striking example of this forced estrangement from

buckling ice. and. follow - Dolokhov S example

and desperation. - :
- What motivates Dolokhov $ behawour ifr tlns

bell-wether leading the flock,” and questions the
point of the gesture: “Was it an act of bold mitia-
tive?” (175). All the reader knows, Bayley points
out, is that the consequences for those who fol-
lowed him “were as terrible as they were for the
Frenchmen whom his final exploit rounded up”
(175). Donna Orwm suggests that Dolokhov’s
actions here are more sinister: “There is that
terrible moment at the mill pond ... when Dolo-
khov, in order to save his own skin and to clear a
path of escape for himself across a dam, lures
others ahead of him and already on the dam to their
deaths out onto the thin ice of the pond” (236). In
her essay on courage in Tolstoy, Orwin elaborates
further on this scene and ties it to her larger thesis
that true courage in Tolstoy lies in a just motivation:

his character is found in a small scene, covering: .
little more than a page, depicting the retreat from -
Austerlitz (PSS 9: 351-52). The only character we '~
know in the scene is Dolokhov, and our attentlonr; ;
thus focuses on him. With his customary powerto: .
command and reckless daring; Dolokhov convinces "+

When the ice breaks, forty men topple into the "
water and then proceed to drown each other in fcar' :

scenc? Bayley describes hin here as “a demomc: 3

What seems like an act of desperate courage on
his part is a ploy, perhaps unself-conscious, to
save himself at the expense of others. We cannot
be sure of this, of course, because here as else-
where we have no direct access to Dolokhov’s
inner life. This is appropriate, becanse Dolokhov,
having never critically examined himselflet alone
acknowledged his own mortality, does not connect
with othiers, (228)

Clearly, this small scene raises more questions
than 1t answers: Was Dolokhov truly trying to help
his compatriots? Was he seeking heroism by trying

. tosavethem? Or was he, as Orwin suggests, trying
. to save himself by getting rid of those in his way?
- This scene is shocking and the deaths that ensue

ar;%:f tragic; the reader naturally looks for some

.' - response from its initiator, but Dolokhov is gone.
““Tolstoy allows him to escape both physically and

i .'rnora,Hy as Orwin observes, the reader has no
the retreating regiment to escape enemy bombmg. S

over the slippery ice-covered pond. His assuramces .
that the ice will hold, coupled with the: gruesoie
death of the regimental commander who ! is- S
knocked from his horse by a cannon ball convince -~
the desperate: crowd to ignore the. warning of the: . -

* " "place inside Dolokhov’s thoughts; his reflections on
- hisrole in this incident—whatever they may be—
" are not for us to share.

‘As a result of scenes like these, the reader’s

»" response to Dolokhov becomes more ambiguous as
_::the novel progresses. The romantic images that

_initially are so striking emerge more clearly as the
“product of other characters’ perspectives. At the

banquet for Bagration, for example, it is Pierre
who perceives Dolokhov in a romantic light: he
sees the insolent, cruel eyes and the mouth with its
perpetual smile directed at himself, and he responds
accordingly, with fear and dread:

He recalled the expression that Dolokhov’s face
took on when he was visited by moments of
cruelty.... “Yes, he’s a duelist,” thought Pierre,
“to kill a man means nothing to him. It has to
appear to him that everyone is afraid of him; he
probably finds this pleasant. He probably thinks
that I too am afraid of him. And, really, I am
afraid of him.” (PS5 10: 21) .

Dolokhov is worthy of Pierre’s fear, yet that fear . e

fails to dominate the narrative for long. In her " " .

study of the duel as a solution for conflict:in' .
nineteenth-century Russia, Irina Reyfinan argues .

that one of reasons why dueling achiéved such
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prominence in Russia is that it provided “a means
of promoting equality” in an otherwise hierarchical
society (11). In the case of Dolokhov, then, the

capricious cruelty and ruthlessness of this particu-. -
lar Russian Byronic hero might in fact be atype of .~ -
class-based resentment: Dolokhovemploystheduel @
as a way for him to assert his right to stand asan. " -
cqual next to Pierre, his former benefactor, by -
engaging in an act of “equalizing violence” (11)..

But it is also significant, as Gary Saul Morson
points out, that Pierre becomes convinced of his
wife’s guilt only when he challenges Dolokhov to
the duel (224). In other words, Dolokhov’s primary
role m this incident is to serve as a catalyst for
Pierre to confront what he already knows, Though
Pierre is caught in what Reyfman describes as the
“spellbinding effect” of the duel (30), the fact that
he spends the day before the duel preoccupied with
the thought of Dolokhov’s innocence and his wife’s
guilt serves to undercut further any notion that
Dolokhov is in controt of the situation: his attempt
to use the duel as an assertion of his superiority
over his former patron mstead merely becomes a
pretext within the narrative for Pierre to achieve
greater self-awareness and hence grow morally.

Dolokhov’s words of wisdom to Nikolai about
the way one must approach a duel confirm his
status as a seasoned duelist and smack of the
ruthless romanticism of earlier Russian Byronic
heroes. Both their tone and content are familiar to
the reader:

"T'l tell you in two words the whole secret of
dueling. If you go to a duel after writing a will and

tender letters to your parents, and if you think that

you might be killed, you're a fool and probably - -

will fall; but if you go with a firm intention of - . .~

killing him, as quickly and as certainly as possi= - - .7
ble, then everything will be all right.” (PSS10: 23} .~ '_ i

Yet everything does not turn out right for Dolo-
khov, who fails despite his. “firm intention of kill=:

ing” his opponent. Reyfman cites Pierre and Dolo- RIS
khov as a rare example of * nnpeccable duelists” = -
(4), noting the abundance of irregular d_ue]s oo
Russian literature—“the ones that in one way or -
another deviate from what is generally perceived as

the norm of dueling behavior. The overwhelming

'~ into hlS opponeht s face w1th __hl ghtte}:mg, hght

ma]onty of famous fictional duelists violate the
rules in significant— and often not quite noble—

o ways™ (3). Though Pierre and- Dolokhov might
4 follow the rules “nnpeccably,” the actual outcome

results 111 apparent wolations of the duelmg norm,

at. least in ‘respect to the. reader S expectatlons
E which call for the success of the romantlc dare—
' devﬂ :

The duel "begms 1_1:h 'a- descnptmn of the

' 'Dolokhov ‘the reader has come to expect: “Dolo-

khov walked slowly, not ralsmg the pistol, iookmg

shot with ghttermg e
reader should' ec

Dolokhov: gath' '
that ﬁna.l shot

ahead and prepa.re hzs rﬁother ‘”hls adored angel,”

‘and then proceeds to break into tears. Although
Rostov s response is hrmted fo surprise, the reader
. cannot help but note the irony in this unexpected
- divergence from the romantic formula; especially in
" light of Tolstoy’s typically flat delivery of this

piece of news: “Rostov rode ahead to fulfill the
mission and to his great surprise learned that
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Dolokhov, this ruffian and rabid duelist, hived in
Moscow with his elderly mother and hunchbacked
sister and was the most tender son and brother”
(PSS 10: 27). The ironic contradiction between the
romantic image of Dolokhov as the ruthless out-
sider and the prosaic, if not sentimental, reality of
his family circumstances creates for the reader in
this passage a quite different mmpression of Tol-
stoy’s repeated use of the words “ruffian” [GysH]
and “duelist” [6peT€p]. Tolstoy’s realism removes
the romantic cloak and discloses the reality that
most certainly must lie beneath: that is, that even
romantic heroes have mothers, and that even they
play traditional life roles; they are not on}y ruffian
and duelist, but also son and brother.'¢

The pattern of incongruity continues as Dolo-
khov, the dashing rake, unsuccessfully pursues the: .=
thoroughly domestic Sonia, who is prosaically in -
love with her cousin. The Pechorinesque confession .
Dolokhov makes to Nikolai during his convalesc-'
ence, full of Byronic misogyny and alienation; sets5_ i
the stage for a romantic conquest and regeneratmg.: '

love:

“People consider me evil. Let them. I don’t care.
about anyone except those whom I love; but for -
those whom I love, I would give my life; and I'will .
crush all the rest who stand in my way. Fhave an’ """

adored, priceless mother, two or three friends, you = “saw that he was in the same kind of mood he was

him, and disdainful of all others—and shouid
regard them with suspicion.'” When those literary
sentiments collide with the more ordinary senti-
ments of everyday life, Dolokhov again crosses
over into parody. The expected romantic conquest
does not take place, because in Tolstoy’s world
romantic heroes do not always succeed in their
attempts to conquer the female heart. Tolstoy
presents here an alternative reality to the romantic
formula which demands that women are irresistibly
attracted to the Byronic type, and his alternative is
actually a much more plausible one: the pure and
loyal girl of Dolokhov’s dreams would in all
likelihood not want the romantic scoundrel.'® Like
the bungled duel, Dolokhov’s inability to win

* Somnia’s love results i1 another failed cliché of the
rornantlc hero

At hits farewcll dinner; Dolokhov § romantic

:]magc reasserts itself, - and he appears almost
E "_dtabohcal tohis former protégé, Nikolai, who now
o :._:becomes I'us wctlm kaolal 5 role in the construc-
i :_'-"_tlon of this perspective of Dolokhov is significant,
- butthe reader nonetheless shares his incomprehen-
. siona of Dolokhov’s senseless cruelty. Like Pierre at
'.'-.'-:_-'-_the banquet Nikolai recalls Dolokhov’s ruthiess-
- nessand spite; and is duly frightened to see that the
Qfamﬂzar cold sile, clear eyes, and merciless look
“are now turned on him: “Behind his smile Rostov

included, and to the rest I pay attention only =~ = ‘oo

insofar as they are useful or harmful, And most of v
them are harmful, especially women, . . ; I'have . .
met loving, noble, high-minded men; but"I have = -
vet to meet a2 woman, countess or cook, it’s all the ™
same, who isn’t venal. I have not yet'met that

divine purity and devotion, which I seck inia Woman

If I were to find such a woman, [ would give my life -

for her . ... And believe me or not, if I still value
life, then 1 value it only because I still hope to meet
such a divine being who would regencrate, purify,
and elevate me.” (PSS 10: 4243)

It 1s wholly appropriate for Nikolai, who has not
yet learned the lessons of Russian Byronism, to be
taken in by this romantic confession, but Tolstoy’s
reader should not be. The reader is familiar with
such sentiments—the tragedy of the alienated and
misunderstood soul, loyal only to those worthy of

~in during the dinner at the club and, in general, at
' those times when, seemingly bored with everyday
“life, Dolokhov felt the need to get out of it through
. someé strange and largely cruel action” (PSS 10:

~+ . 51). This response is of course typical of the Rus-

stani Byronic hero: in both Onegin and Pechorin,
for example, boredom leads to destructiveness, and
Dolokhov’s behaviour in this scene—commanding
attention, pursuing his goal coldly, ruthlessly and
cruelly setting out to destroy Nikolai—certainly
smacks of Byronism. Yet Tolstoy deliberately dis-
engages the reader’s perception of Dolokhov from
Nikolai’s when he steps in to reveal a more precise
motive on Dolokhov’s part: namely, to win from
Nikolai the sum of forty-three thousand rubles, a
number he has arrived at because it represents the
combined total of Sonia’s and his ages. In one
prejudicial stroke, Tolstoy tempers Dolokhov’s
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terrible image by this quite romantic and at the
same time quite silly “fateful number” [poxoroe
ymciro] (PSS 10: 55).

Nikolai’s incomprehension of Dolokhov's
motives and his failure to suspect him of cheating
in this episode—despite his perception of him in a
romantic fight —stems from both his youth and his
aristocratic handicap of believing unquestioningly
- that others abide by a code of honour in the same
way that he does. lan Helfant, in his book on
gambling in nineteenth-century Russian literature
and society, makes an excellent observation in this
regard:

Nikolai’s raminations, which absolve both himself
and Dolokhov of guilt, reflect not only his youth-
ful natvete but also Tolstoy’s attempt to represent
a worldview that played a significant role in the
nobility’s financial decline during the century.
Nikolai seems incapable both of attribnting his
opponent’s winning streak to cheating and of
realizing that Dolokhov is willing to ruin him,
despite Dolokhov’s hints on both counts. (121)

Helfant, like Reyfman, takes a sociological ap-
proach n his study, and suggests that gamblers and
bretteurs like Dolokhov were particularly adept at
manipulating their “adversaries in a cold-blooded
and cynical manner that reflects a connoisseur’s
knowledge of the social codes that underlay gam-
bling and dueling behaviors.” Nikolai’s “obedience
to convention” makes him especially vulnerable
then to Dolokhov’s schemes (84).

The effect of this incident on Nikola, nonethe-
less, is a moral one: it is no accident that Tolstoy
has Nikolai think about his home and family and
how much they mean fo him while he is staring at
Dolokhov’s broad, reddish hands deftly dealing the
cards and sealing his fate: “At that moment his
home life—jokes with Petya, talks with Somia,
duets with Natasha, piquet with his father, and
gven his comfortable bed in the house on Povarsky
—presented itself to him with such force, clarity,
and charm, as if it all was part of a happiness long
gone, lost, and unvalued” (PSS 10: 53). Nikolai
does not belong in Dolokhov’s world, and his
recollections of what Morson calls “the rituals of
prosaic everyday family life” (128) confirm the

value Tolstoy places on the ability to reflect criti-
cally on one’s actions. Nikolai emerges from this
episode chastened, but wiser, and his ability to
grow as a result of this experience stands in vivid
contrast to the static, unchanging Dolokhov.

Dolokhov’s potential for parody—revealed
until now in such moments of incongruity and
failed clichés—is fully realized in the opera scene
and the subsequent attempt to abduct Natasha.
Dolokhov reappears in the novel at opera with his
curly hair combed up mnto an enormous shock,
dressed in Persian costume, and attracting the
attention of the whole concert hall. He 1s fawned
over. by the brilliant youth of Moscow, and drives
the local ladies mad. Shinshin tells the Count
Rostov that Dolokhov had been in the Caucasus,
and had served as a minister to a ruling prince in
Persia; where he had killed the brother of the Shah.
Through these new “adventires Dolokhov has
fulfilled thc obhgatory Byromc requirements for a
crime: on- the conscience’ and exotic adventures.
Moreover,’ h1s Perswn dress is: Wholly in keeping
with thé practice of the ahenated romantic young
men of the time who' sought a dlfferent identity in
the cultures of exotic peoples '

But what* we hear about Dolokhov in this scene
is filtered through the lens of Shinshin; who, like
Kutuzov, actsasa neutrahzmg “character, relat-
ing Dolokhov’s adventires with unconcealed irony
and cornmentmg rather weanly on his ubiquity in
Moscow soclety He tells v us that it is not merely
Dolokhov. whose name is on the tip of everyone's
tongue; but mtherDo:.’oc.f'nt;yjr le Persan, an appella-
tion which may convey more exoticism, but which
in actuality places him clearly in the society in
which he belongs. Tolstoy creates here a cultural
hybrid, a Frenchified Russian masquerading as a
Persian prince. There is no mistaking the irony that
Dolokhov’s role-playing in another culture can

“only be described in the language of the foreign

culture that really dominated Russian society of
that time. And finally, Dolokhov’s showing off at
the theatre, his deliberate attempts to attract atten-
tion, and his clear dominance over the young men
in his crowd prove him to be anything but alien-
ated. What is more important, however, is that his
adventures and the whole new set of life experi-
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ences and ethical challenges that accompanied them
produced no essenfial change in Dolokhov, no
growth bevond a new hair style and exotic ward-
robe.

Dolokhov’s failure to execute yet another
typically romantic plot line—the abduction of a
virginal, virtuous girl for dubious purposes—
further deflates his romantic image. The plan for
Anatole’s elopement with Natasha is hatched in
Dolokhov’s study, covered in true romantic fashion
from floor to ceiling with Persian carpets, bear
slans, and weapons. Though it is Anatole who
hopes to abduct Natasha, it is Dolokhov who plays
the role of romantic intriguer in this episode: it is
he who makes the arrangements and carries out the
plan, and it is he who' writes the love letter to

Natasha, lending Anatole, who is stupid and un- -
imaginative, -hig romantlc nature ‘Dolokhov: in--

chudes the standard: trite expressions. requ}red by

the genre My fate is decided—to be loved by you

or to die. There is'io other way out for me” [PSS
10:-343)), and follows up with the promise that
their love will conquer all as they escape to the
ends- of the earth. Dolokhov repeats familiar
phrases—in Tolstoy’s time—from a worn-out
genre, much in the same way another parody of the
romantic hero, Pushkin’s Hermann, borrows his
romantic natire in his love-letters to Lizaveta from
a German novel."” Later in the episode, however,
Dolokhov’s romanticism is replaced by a quite
prosaic practicality: he advises Anatole to drop the
whole affair, pointing out that it is stupid and
dangerous, that it will have complex consequences.
And it is the practical-minded Dolokhov who
reminds Anatole, who can only think of his pas-
sion, to take a fur coat for Natasha and even
demonstrates how he should wrap her in it. Both
Fener (60) and Zaidenshnur (84-85) note that
Dolokhov, motivated by a desire for revenge
against the Rostovs, originally played a mmch more
pivotal role in the abduction in earhier drafis of the
novel. It is significant that in the final draft, Tol-
stoy abandoned Dolokhov’s more dramatic, ac-
tively evil role in favour of a more ambivalent,
more practical, and hence less romantic one.

In his final scenes in the novel, Dolokhov is re-
romanticized, as he becomes the hero of the

sixteen-year-old Petya Rostov, who has heard tales
about “his extraordinary bravery and cruelty with
the French” (PSS 12: 139). Dolokhov does indeed
display reckless daring in his visit to the enemy
camp, and his successful deception of the French
deepens Petya’s boyish infatnation: “You are such
aherol. .. How I love you!” (PSS 12: 144).% Dolo-
khov tolerates this adoration, indulgently accepting
Petya’s kiss. Then, in true romantic fashion, he
laughs, tums his horse around, and disappears into
the darkness, sealing the powerful impression he
makes on his sixteen-year-old admirer. When that
boy is killed in battle, after foolishly riding ahead
with no thought of danger, in the manner of his new

hero; Tolstoy reminds his reader with stunning

force that romantic actions have real conse-

- quences.” He juxtaposes Dolokhov’s crude and
"cold response to Petya’s death “Done for” [I'oTog]
~ which he repeats to Denisov “as if uttering this

. word gave him pleasure” (PSS 12: 150), with Deni-

sov’s howl of grief, and thereby condemns unambi-
guously the emotional detachment and sterility of
his pre-Byronic type.

In his last scene, Dolokhov stands by the gate,
flicking his boots with his whip, looking at the
passing French prisoners with a cruel gleam in his
eyes (PSS 12: 160). He utters the phrase he has
learned from them (“Filez, filez!™), and silences
them with his cold, ominous look. In some respects,
this last view of Dolokhov is thoroughly Byronic
-—cruel, destructive, and ruthiess. Yet Tolstoy does
not undercut this final romantic picture, because he
has ironically placed his character in a hideously
real context. The unromantic tendency toward
practicality which emerged in Dolokhov’s planning
of Natasha’s abduction reappears m his final scene
in the novel in a much more sinister light. Dolo-
khov reduces the problem of French prisoners of
war to its simplest possible truth—taking them
along results in the death of well over half, so why
bother taking them? Execution is more practical,
for both the Russians and the French. The man
who states that he likes to “do things right”
[akxypaTHO jieso nemat’} (PSS 12: 139)isready, .

willing, and strong enough to take on the responsi-

bility of solving this problem; Denisov, to his credit
and with Tolstoy’s tacit approval; cannot and will
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not make that choice. For Tolstoy, the inability to
take decisive action can at times be a virtue.

~ Tolstoy uses Dolokhov’s typical response in
this sitnation not simply to criticize the destructive
nature of the type he has identified, but also, and
more importantly, to explore the essential complex-
ity of moral behaviour. Thoughtless self-assertion
and senseless cruelty cripple the conscience and
sterilize the spint. Yet, as Saburov notes, Dolo-
khov’s reasoning here is nonetheless compelling:
the French soldiers will inevitably starve, and war
by its very nature involves killing and dying (106).
Dolokhov’s moral bankruptcy, a clichéd character-
istic of the type Tolstoy is parodying, stands out
here as a terrifying and all-too-real consequence of
the unnatural savagery of war. Saburov’s argu-
ment, however, is constructed as a national one,
and he asserts that Tolstoy did not disapprove of
Dolokhov’s behaviour in this scene (106). But a
national argument does not hold here, As Christian
aptly points. out,. “the most brutal massacre as-
sumed to have taken place in the novel” is the
responsibility not of the French, but of Dolokhov
(100). Dolokhov’s compulsion to kill in this scene
is grounded not in’ patriotism, but rather in his
deliberately brutal nature” In his notes for the
novel, Tolstoy wrote the enigmatic phrase “Dolo-
khov’s success is Napoleon’s success” (Feuer
165). Tolstoy in this statement ironically accom-
plishes Dolokhov’s alienation far more effectively
than Dolokhov himself does, for all of his role-
playing. Dolokhov’s alienation is a moral one and
stems from his absclute inward orientation, which
brings him “success” in the arcas that matter to
him, just as a similar orientation brings “success”
to Napoleon,?

Tolstoy drops Dolokhov here, granting him a
romantic closing while locking him in a static exis-
tence. It is not important to learn what happens to
Dolokhov, because in essence we already know:
like his Byronic descendents, he remains arrested in
adolescence, stunted by the sterility of the romantic
formula, excluded from the natural course of
growth and maturation. The ambiguity and incon-
gruity that form the basis of Dolokhov’s parodic
depiction ultimately serve to reveal an unambigu-
ous judgment by his creator. Though his anachro-

nistic placement of Dolokhov in a pre-Byronic
setting suggests that the type is national in origin,
Tolstoy concludes that Dolokhovism, the social
phenomenon that he “names” in his realistic text,
nonetheless produces the same kind of morally
indefensible behaviour seen 1n its romantic sucees-
sor, Byronism.

Author’s nore

I would like to thank the two anonymous readers of a
previous version of this article for their valnable sug-
gestions, All translations from Russian into English
are mine, unless otherwise noted.

Notes

1. Bagby cites Turgenev’s memoirs about the ubiguity
of heroes of the Marlinsky type in the social spheres of
his youth, “young men conversing in ‘marlinisms’,”
poseurs who “appeared haughty and insolent, alter-
nately pulling sorrowfnl and belligerent faces, and
lived their short days and long nights, “with storms in

their souls and fire in their blood™ (1-2).

2, Both Zaidenshnur and Potapov identify A. 8. Fig-
ner, hero of the 1812 war, as a main model for the
character of Dolokhov. Potapov notes that Tolstoy read
in Davydov’s Voennye zapiski how Figner silenced the
French prisoners with “Filez! Filez!” (47). Bogdano-
vich tells how Figner also had reportedly visited a
French camp with a young lieutenant (cited in Chris-
tian 76}, Zatdenshnur also cites Tolstoy’s consin Count
Fedor Ivanovich Tolstoy (“the American™) and R. L
Dorokhov, “a brave man and a carouser” [xpafel| u
kytuna] whom Tolstoy knew in the Caucasus (155), as
historical models for Dolokhov. Saburov identifies
Dolokhov asa “historically accurate” type, an example
of the officers trained in the previous century under
Suvorov (106). Kathryn B. Feuer also examines the
origins and prototypes of Dolokhov, and her study
reveals a consistent type: the “bored and cynical young

2% &

man,” “evil” and “mysterious” (60-61).

3. Others have remarked on Dolokhov’s resemblance
to Pechorin. See, for exampie, Saburov (106), Chris-
tian (114), Silbajoris (119). Saburov also hints at
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parody: citing Dolokhov’s failure in the duel and the
thwarted abduction attempt, Saburov notes that *“Tol-
stoy stands the Lermontovian hero on his knees” (339).

4. Noted in Morson 58.

5. Leontiev comments on some of the novel’s anachro-
nistic qualities. Leontiev questions how Andrei and
Pierre, whose views have not been informed by all that
happened in Russia in the post-Napoleonic period, can
nonetheless think and speak as Tolstoy’s contemporar-
ies do: “Well, is it p/ausible that these people. .. should
think almaost in the same style, in which we think now,
we, as burdened as we can be sometimes with all the
speeches and thoughts of our predecessors, suffering
all of their diseases, experiencing all of their pas-
sions,..?” (120, emphasis in the original). Eikhenbaum
points out a similar anachronism in Tolstoy’s depiction
of the Rostov family scenes in the novel, noting that
they belong not to the period of 1805-1812; but rather
to the 1850s and 1860s (Sixties 103, 195). (Leontiev,
by the way, does not read Dolokhov as a parody, nioting
that he, along with Tsar Alexander I and Andrei
Bolkonsky, is one of the only characters in the novel
whom Tolstoy “for some rcason” does not make fun of

[21].)

6. The “Russianness” of Dolokhov’s type Tesonates in-

other characters in nineteenth-century Russian litera-
ture. Gogol’s Nozdrev, for example; a “carouser,”

“daredevil,” and cardsharp, shares some of Dolokhov’s. -

traits, including his essentially stagnant nature; “Noz-

drev was the same at thirty-five as he was at eighteen .

and twenty: a man who liked to have a good time” (V:

72-73). Dostoevsky was particularly aware of the rela- -

tionshtp between the purely Russian type represeited
by Nozdrev and the borrowed image of the Byronic
hero. Stepan Trofimovich in The Possessed describes
Turgenev’s Bazarov as “an unclear mixture of Nozdrev
and Byron” (X: 171). Stavrogin’s prototype, the
Prince, is described in the notebooks for The Possessed
as “[a] frivolous man, who does nothing but play the
game of life, an elegant Nozdrev, who plays an awful
lot of tricks on people, some of them noble and some
dirty...” (159). Stavrogin’s behaviour “off-stage” at
the beginning of the novel, characterized by “wild
unruliness” and “brutal conduct” (X: 36), similarly
recalls both Nozdrev and the Byronic hero. Like Tol-
stoy in the case of Dolokhov, however, Dostoevsky
suggests in his notebooks for 4 Raw Youth that his
“Byronic” types are Russian in origin, He characterizes

Versilov, for example, as a “predatory type” (27), vet
appropriates him as an organic, Russian phenomenon:
“Simply an amoral man, a man who has failed to
develop a moral principle. A purely Russian, universal

type” (89).

7. Carol Anschuetz finds no evidence that ToIStby even
read Byron (424).

8. N, Dolinina’sbook, written for young readers, offers
an interesting example of how some Soviet critics re-
romanticized Dolokhov. She calls Dolokhov “the most
incomprehensible, the most mysterious of all the
heroes of War and Peace” (90), adding that “this lone-
ly, angry man could have been different. He has his
ideal: fine, devoted women like his mother and Sonya;
strong, fearless men, who forget their peity enmity in
the face of common danger like he himself before the
battle of Borodino. He wanis life to be fine {mpe-
Kpacual, but it doesn’t correspond (o his ideal; it is
cruel and unjust. And therefore Dolokhov is also cruel
and unjust” {95). Though she allows that one cannot
justify Dolokhov’s cruelty, she adds that thanks to
those rare moments when we see his noble side—talk-
ing about his mother, loving Sonya, asking forgiveness
of Pierre—we come to believe that there is hope for

~him to change. She also sees him as a future partici-
- pant inthe Decembrist revolt, refusing to give in under

interrogation and remaining cold and alone in Siberian

Cexile.

"\ 9. Contrary to these Soviet critics, who tended to depict

Dolokhov as a positive hero, at least one contemporary

~ of.Tolstoy saw him differently. A. M. Skabichevsky

placed Dolokhov in a group of characters “whom he
[saw] as showing the final stages of complete moral
degradation and who have no sympathy either for the
lower classes or, what is more to the point, for their
own class—people like the Kuragins, Anatole, Héléne
and their father, and Dolokhov” (Knowles 56-7).

10. For formulaic descriptions of the Byronic hero, see
Hauser 213-14; Mann 101; Thorslev 8,

11. In A Hero of Our Time, for example, Lermontov
plays with this notion as part of his parodic layering in
that novel: Pechorin complains that the ladies at the
spa tarn away in disdain when they see that he is
wearing the epaulettes of a member of an ordinary
field regiment, indicating that he has been demoted
from the Guards. Werner also notes that Pechorin’s
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“history” has become the subject of gossip for the elder
Frincess and her society, while the younger Princess
has begun, as a result of these tales, to view him as
“the hero of a novel in the new style.” Grushnitsky,
whom Pechorin ridicules in his }ournai for striking

romantic poses, makes repeated reference to his: sol- -
dier’s overcoat as a sign of his lowly status and allows .

Princess Mary to persist in her mlstaken assumptmn
that he has been demoted for some romantlc mlsdeed

in order to play up his romantlc rolc s

12. Bayley has oonnnented on Dolokhov_ dlstmctwc

clothing in many of the soenes mwhzch he appears (174) -

13. Bayley notes how Dolokhov 5.
boastfulness” in this scene “arouses discomfortmthose
who hear him,” néting that it “dlsconcens Kiituzov”
(175). Kutuzov ‘however, seems more dlsengaged than
“disconcerted.” Bayley correc ntsoutthat Tolstoy
does not admire boastful courage_ I s_mt Dolokhov
displays, becausé comage itself isnot a v1rtue 1o be
-singled out for admlration' but'to. ¢ made use of dis-
creetly; as occasi " (175). Potopov, in a
. similar vein, notes a difference between Dolokhov’s
3 bravery [Xpaﬁpoc’rb] a:n sh 01sm [reponsm]
(278): Donna'O_rwm offers an alfernate view, arguing
that Tolstoy makesa distmctton between the “romantic
heroism”. displayed b; like -D_o_iokhov and the

true Couragc of men 1 i

14. George Clay has “als0
nature: “Dolokhov.on parade near Braunau is the same
person who: downed the ram bottle nonstop on Ana-
tole’s th}rd-ﬂoor WlIldOW iedge i (102) “Dolokhoy
is not going to'do any grovwng-«-—Dolokhov is Dolo-
khov, compulswely' c _ei-‘: ‘congenitally insensitive,
condemned to travel ofie ay: treets” ( 104)

15. levydas Sllba]ons calls the novel an anu-eplc
and “a:parody,” with: Dolokhov flmctmnmg as a
parody of classical heroes, Accordmg to Silbajoris, the
duel scene is also parodic; because “the main action
device in the classical accounts of war—the personal
duel between the heroes—is trivialized in the novel to
produce the. bum‘nhng Pierre, who holds a gun he
doesn’t know how to shoot and wounds just such a
mad ‘hero’, Dolokliov; a ﬁne parodv of Achilles”
(113).

16. Bayley, once agaih interpreting this episode against
the backdrop of his larger argument that Dolokhov is

“queer, g‘dlsconiant :

out of place in the novel, calls the scene in which
Dolokhev tells Nikolai about his mother and sister
“one of the very few moments in the book when

 Tolstoy seems to step outside his bounds and his

creative stride falters” (109). Bayley argues that Dolo-

" khov’s tender devotion to his mother and sister smacks

too much of romanticism, and hence is out of keeping

- with To_lstc')yan realism: “He seems to be creating to
- order. the sort of romantic Russian hero whom he

clsewhiere despises—the Byronic hero of Marlinsky’s
novels and of Lermontov—-the hero whaose sensibility
is suddenly revealed through his armour of disdain™
{110). What Bayley fails to consider, however, is that
Tolstoy deliberately emphasizes the incongruity; even
a static character like Dolokhov must function in life
in more than just one role.

17, Bayley argues that Dolokhov’s misogynistic
confession to Nikolai “rings false” here because he
“asserts a self-knowledge which he does not possess”
(112). But what kind of self-knowledge do we see
here? Dolokhov’s speech is ridden with clichés and
utterly lacking in any semblance of originality. Inboth
this scene and in the scene in which Dolokhov speaks
of his mother, Bayley fails to consider the possibility
that Tolstoy deliberately strives for a discordant note,
that the incongruity and false ring coniribute to a
parodic portrayal.

18. Bayley notes Dolokhov’s iromic similarity to Sonya,
in particular in respect to the idea of sterility: he too is
“a sterile flower” (113).

19. When Dolokhov is courting Sonia, Natasha does
not like him, calling him evil (“3mo&”) and citing his
unnaturalness and deliberation (PS5'10: 43), great sins
for Tolstoy. Tolstoy heightens the irony of this later
scene by having Natasha fall so completely for this
totally contrived letter filled with clichés and decep-
tion.

20. Note how Dolokhov must have an excellent grasp
of the French language in order to pull off this decep-
tion, yet in his opening scene of the novel he shouts
out the conditions of the wager in halting French, with
the narrator noting that his command of that language
was “not too good” (940). Although Dolokhov’s sig-
nificantly improved French in the latter scene could be
attributed to a mistake on Tolstoy’s part in his “loose,
baggy monster,” it is also possible to read this im-
provement as a sign of Dolokhov’s social advance-
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ment, the only way in which he undergoes any mean-
ingful change in the course of the novel.

21. Bayiey has raised questions about Dolokhov’s
depiction in the raid scene, wondering if the “greenish
tint” of his face might not indicate fear: “Was he a
coward after all, as Don Juan was really afraid of
women?” (175-6) While Bayley remains ambivalent
on the question, noting that the detail “makes Dolo-
khov an even more enigmatic figure” (175), Orwin,
following up on Bayley, is more categorical, positing

that Dolokhov “holds back from fear during the-
partisan raid to rescue Russian prisoners” (drt-and. .
Thought 120). Building uwpon her: observation ‘that:
characters who “live within the paratieters of {their] .-
individual {lives] narrowly defined” meet with Toi—:__."?"'-.
stoy’s disapproval, she argues that “Dolokhov is afraid’
because, unlike those who' tcmporanly relinquish thelr_._ S
1nd1v1duahty to kilt and be kllled he remam' preerm :

receiving a bayonet wound. See also the comments"' S
about Polokhov made by the ad}utant to- Pmrre ato oo
Borodino ““That one’s such a rogue WOrming: hlS way
into everything! You know, he was demoted, and now -
he needs to bounce back. He’ sproposed some scheriies

and at night he’s sneaked into the enemy line.>. but
he’s a brave one [molodets]” (PSS 11 197) “Dolo-

khov’s visit with Petya to the enemy camp_ in dlsgmse '

also indicates bravery. Orwin’s recerit essay on courage
in Tolstoy questions the value of such incidents by.
examining the driving force behind Dolokhov’s acts of
bravado and daring. She places him among thase
characters “whose seemingly courageous behaviour is

fueled by selfish and even evil intentions,” and refers

to him as “the most developed example in Tolstoy of
egotistical courage” (“Courage” 227). According to
Orwin, Dolokhov lacks “true courage,” because cour-
age can be a virtuc only when “the feeling that moti-

vates the courageous man [is] ‘higher’ than fear of
death” (226). Though he “represents the frightening
combination of charisma, ferocity, and cruelty that
Tolstoy observed in. certain warlike men” (228),
Dolokhov is motivated in his actions by self-preserva-
tion and'not by that “higher” fecling that lies at the
basis of “true courage.” Orwin aptly notes that Dolo-
khov's “iron nerves’” come from his failure to “get[ |
beyond - the youthful sense of invincibleness”; his
bravery, in other wotds, stems in part from his imma-
turity, from his failure to grow up (228).

22, Lermontov’s assessment of Napoleon’s static na-
" ture: appiles to'Dolokhov as well: ““He was the same
a"evelywhere cold, unchanging. ..
- “Decembrists” 104).

j31)

{noted in Lotman,

Works cired

.'::'Anschuetz Carol “The Young Tolstoi and Rous-

-~ sean’s ‘Discourse on Inequality.” The Russian
Rewew 39(1980) 401-425.

| .Bagby, Lew15 Bestuzhev-Marlinsky and the Byronic

o Eler_nem in Russian Romantic Literature. Univer-
“sity: Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University
-Press, 1995.

L _' Bayley, John. Tolstoy and the Novel. New York: The

Vlkmg Press, 1966,

o Chnstlan R. F. Toistoy’s War and Peace: A Study.

" QOxford: Clarendon Press, 1962,

'Cléy, George R. Tolstoy’s Phoenix: From Method to

Meaningin “War in Peace”. Evanston, IL: North-
western University Press, 1998.

Diakova, N, and V. Vacuro. “Byron and Russia.”
Byron's Political and Cultural Influence in Nine-
teenth-Century FEurope. Ed. Paul Graham True-
blood. London: Macmillan, 1981,

Dolinina, N. Po stranitsam Voiny { mira’. Leningrad:
“Detskaia literature”, 1973,

Dostoevskii, F. M. Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v 30-kh e

tomakh. Leningrad: Nauka, 1972.

Dostoevsky, Fyodor. The Notebooks for A Raw Youth.




Donna Oliver

Dolokhov as Romantic Parody / 65

Ed. Edward Wasiolek, Trans. Victor Terras. Chi-
cago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969,

. The Notebooks for The Possessed. Ed. - s
Edward Wasiolek. Trans. Victor Terras. Chicago

The University of Chicago Press, 1968.

Eikhenbaum, Boris. “On Tolstoy’s Crises.”

Inc., 1967,

. Tolstoi in the Sixties, Trans. Duffield ;

White. Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1982,

Ermilov, V. Tolstoi-khudozhnik | roman
ir”. Moscow, 1961,

Feuer, Kathryn B. Tolstoy and the Genesis of Warand .
Peace. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996,

Gogol, N. V. Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh

Moscow, 1953,

Hauser, Arnold. The Social History of Art. Vol. 3. :

New York: Vintage Books, n.d.

Helfant, lan M. The High Stakes of Identity: Gambling .
in the Life and Literature of Nineteenth-Century . S
Russia. Evangton, IL: Northwestern Umvcrs1ty A

T -'Reyfman Irina. Ritualized Violence Russian Style:

Press, 2002,

Knowles, A. V. “War over War and Peace: 'P.rincef_:ﬁ_z“'-' i

Andrey Bolkonsky and Critical Literature of the

1860s and Early 1870s.” New Essays on Tolstoy. S
Ed. Malcolm Jones. Cambridge; Cambndge Um-.

versity Press, 1978.

Leont’ev, K. Analiz, stil’ i veianie. O romanakhgr. L.

N. Tolstogo. Providence, RI: Brown University

Press, 1965,

Lermontov, M. In. Polnoe sobranie sochinenii.. Mos-
cow-Leningrad, 1937.

Lotman, Turii M. “Concerning Khlestakov.” The Semi-
otics of Russian Cultural History. Ed. Alexander
D. Nakhimovsky and Alice Stone Nakhimovsky.
Ithaca, NY. Cornell University Press, 1985.

Tofoay: .
A Collection of Critical Essays. Ed. Ralph E..
Matlaw. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. Prentice-Hall..

“Voina |

. “The Decembrists in Daily Life (Everyday

Behavior as a Historical-Psychological Catego-

. 1y).” The Semiotics of Russian Cultural History.

. Ed. Alexander D, Nakhimovsky and Alice Stone

S Nakhlmovsky Tthaca, NY Cornell University
Press 1985

o Mann Yu V Poerrkamsskogo romantizma. Moscow,

1 976

L Merezhkovsky Drmtn “Tolstoy, Seer of the Flesh.”

- Tolstoy: A Collection of Critical Essays. Bd.
Ralph E. Matlaw. Englewood Cliffs, NJI: Pren-
hce~HaH Inc.; 1967.

Morson Gary Saul Hidden in Plain View: Narratrve

and Creanve Potentials in “War and Peace.’
Stanford CA Stanford University Press, 1987.

: Orwm Dmma Tussxng “Courage in Tolstoy.” The
i '_Q‘_ambrrdge Companion to Tolstoy. Ed. Donna

Tussing Orwin. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
'sgi_ty'Pre'ss' 2002. 222-236.

Tolstoy s Art and Thought, 1847-1880.
Prmceton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993,

Potapov ‘T A. Roman L. N, Tolstogo “Voina i mir”
Moscow 197G,
" The Duel in Russian Culfure and Literature. Stan-

ford CA: Stanford University Press, 1999.

: _Sabt_lxov, A. “Voina i mir” L. N. Tolstogo. Problema-
2 tika | poetika. Moscow, 1959,

L .. S_émkovitch, Natasha. Creating and Recovering Expe-

rience: Repetition in Tolstoy. Stanford, CA: Stan-
ford University Press, 1998.

. “Readers’ Experience of Repetition in
Tolstoy.” Tolstoy Studies Journai 3 (1990)49-61.

Silbajoris, Rimvydas. War and Peace: Tolstoy's Mir-
ror of the World. New York: Twayne, 1995.

Thorslev, Jt., Peter L. The Byronic Hero. Minneapotis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1962,




66 / Tolstoy Studies Journal

Vol. XV: 2003

Tolstoy, L. N. Polnoe sobranie sochinenii. Moscow-
Leningrad, 1928-58. Cited in the text as PSS.

Wasiolek, BEdward, ed. Critical Essqys on Tolstoy.
Boston: G. K. Hall & Co., 1986.

Zaidenshnuz, E. Ye. “Voina i mir” L. N. Tolsiogo.
Moscow: lzdatel’stvo “Kniga”, 1966,




