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более воодушевляясь, раздосадованный 
лакей. (Отрочество гл. 26) 

If I hadn’t been sure of myself before that O’Brien’s 
translation is better, the dialogue convinces me; it 
sounds like talk! It even sounds more like the 
nineteenth century. Rosengrant’s sounds like…a 
translation. “Increasingly exercised” is not the 
language of a rough-and-tumble straight-shooting 
writer of English. 

Finally, not unimportantly, as physical objects, 
Penguin’s edition is softer, easier to bend and twist 
in your hands as you read it on the train or lying in 
bed—if you’re still reading paper. O’Brien’s notes 
are perfunctory (mostly glosses of the French and 
German), and the half-dozen black and white 
photos are grainy and worthless. Her thirty pages 
of appendices summarize Tolstoy’s life and work, 
concluded by a one-page unpretentious note about 
the challenges of translating the novel. Oneworld’s 
cover is an uncredited painting of a contemplative 
beautiful, curly-haired boy. But such an image 
doesn’t fit, does it?; even his angelic mother thinks 
Nikolenka is “ugly.” On the other hand, Penguin’s 
photo of the moody serious twenty-year-old 
Tolstoy doesn’t catch the spirit of the novel, even if 
it catches Tolstoy’s (and Nikolai’s) “Comme il faut” 
pose. Of the two out-of-copyright on-line versions 
—your students might use these, no matter which 
edition you require—the choice is easy: Isabel 
Hapgood’s 1886 translation is confusing and odd; 
Wiener’s, while creaky, is alive. 

Bob Blaisdell 
Kingsborough Community College 

City University of New York 

Works Cited 

Borges, Jorge Luis. “Pierre Menard, Author of the 
Quixote.” Collected Fictions. trans. Andrew Hurley. 
New York: Viking, 1999. 

Maude , Louise and Aylmer, trans. Tolstoy, Leo. 
Childhood, Boyhood and Youth. The World's 
Classics. London: Oxford University Press, 1969  

Толстой, Л. Н. Детство. Отрочество. Юность. 
Санкт-Петербург: Азбука-Классика, 2009. 

Wiener, Leo, trans. Tolstoy, Leo. Тhe Complete Works of 
Count Tolstoy. Vol. 1: Childhood. Boyhood. Youth. 
The Incursion. Boston: Dana Estes and Company, 
1904. 

• 
Tolstoy on War, Narrative Art and Historical Truth 

in “War and Peace.” Ed. Rick McPeak and Donna 
Tussing Orwin. Ithaca: Cornell UP, 2012. ix + 
246 pp. Paperback. ISBN: 978–0801478178. 

Tolstoy on War is a remarkable volume that brings 
together a plurality of views on Tolstoy’s 
masterpiece, War and Peace. Comprised of twelve 
essays presented at West Point to commemorate 
the two hundredth anniversary of the Battle of 
Borodino, the studies of this collaborative effort 
show not only how relevant War and Peace 
remains today to literary studies, historiography, 
political science, world affairs, and global security, 
but also, and perhaps more importantly, the 
plethora of readings that Tolstoy’s book at once 
provokes and sustains. This last point I cannot 
stress enough, for the readings presented in this 
volume lay bare the polyphonic, even dialectical 
(pace Jameson) nature of War and Peace. The 
implicit tension generated by these essays mirrors 
that produced by War and Peace in the sense that 
while there is complementarity there is no 
synthesis; instead, each individual essay, when read 
against another, extends to every reader the 
possibility of another reading. 

This productive tension is evident in the 
headings under which Donna Orwin loosely 
groups each essay in her introduction: “War and 
Peace as Literature,” “War and Peace as History,” 
“Tolstoy’s Worldview,” and “Theories of War and 
History in the Novel.” Orwin’s tact is helpful in two 
ways. For readers new to War and Peace, they 
provide a useful pedagogical framework for 
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structuring their reading. One could easily place 
Love’s, Morson’s, Orwin’s, Samet’s and 
Ungurianu’s essays under the heading of literature, 
Lieven’s, Martin’s, and Forrest’s under the genre 
“history,” and McPeak’s, Herberg-Rothe’s, and 
Welch’s under the rubrics of worldview and 
theories of war and history. But as Orwin shows in 
her introduction, many of the essays in this volume 
resist such attempts at nominalization. In the same 
way that Tolstoy’s book cannot be read simply as a 
“novel” or a “chronicle,” neither can Love’s “The 
Great Man in War and Peace,” nor Samet’s “The 
Disobediences of War and Peace” be approached as 
essays about literature, i.e. fiction, for their 
criticism likewise reaches deeply into the nominal 
domains of history, political science, military 
studies, and global security. Similar arguments can 
be made on behalf of other essays, such as Herberg-
Rothe’s “Tolstoy and Clausewitz: The Dialectic of 
War” and Welch’s “Tolstoy the International 
Relations Theorist,” whose critical points of 
departure, at least in the nominal sense, are not 
literary. Implicit, then, in Orwin’s effort to frame 
her collaborators’ work is an acknowledgement of 
the way War and Peace makes all professionals 
cheerful amateurs once again.  

Amongst the strengths of McPeak and Orwin’s 
volume is the way many of its individual essays 
show how War and Peace forces readers to check 
their credentials at the door. War and Peace does 
this either by simply mooting a reader’s 
qualifications, or, by inviting them to disarm 
themselves and become, at least for a time, 
something else. This is how War and Peace makes 
historians allegorists, turns specialists in global 
studies into dialecticians, and entices literary critics 
to become historians. Consider, for example, what 
War and Peace provokes Dominic Lieven to do in 
his fine essay, “Tolstoy on War, Russia, and 
Empire.” And here, it is important to remember 
what Lieven tells readers in the preface of his 
remarkable history, Russia against Napoleon 
(London: 2009): “I am an old-fashioned historian 

who likes his stories to be true” (3). With truth as 
his prerequisite, what Lieven tries to do when he 
reads War and Peace, to tweak Hans Kellner’s 
playful title, is to “get the story straight.” Lieven’s 
response, then, is to write a history that, when read 
alongside Tolstoy’s book, reads as a corrective 
allegory of War and Peace. I stress allegory here 
because for the reader of both Tolstoy and Lieven 
the result is not synthesis but paradox. Motivated 
by incommensurable understandings of 
historiographical practice—Tolstoy writing from 
the ground up, Lieven from the top down—there is 
no hope of synthesis between the two. And for this, 
readers should be grateful, in part because the 
irreducible tension between truth and falsity, 
literature and history, and ultimately, fact and 
myth that Lieven’s piece generates when posited 
over and against War and Peace is a solution in 
itself, not a problem. For all readers, novice and 
advanced alike, the paradox in method and 
approach that marks Tolstoy and Lieven off from 
one another is a never ending source of creative 
potential for the generation of new text.  

In the same way that War and Peace elicits 
allegories from historians aimed at getting “the 
story straight,” so too does Tolstoy’s book bring out 
the historian in the literary critic. This is most 
evident in Donna Orwin’s second contribution to 
the volume, “The Awful Poetry of War: Tolstoy’s 
Borodino.” Orwin’s approach to history 
complements and departs significantly from 
Lieven’s in that it approaches its subject, the 
battlefield of Borodino, from a horizontal rather 
than vertical axis. Using Tolstoy’s map of Borodino 
as a starting point, Orwin returns to the battlefield 
to experience it directly as a historical space just as 
Tolstoy did when writing his “history” of the battle. 
From the ground up, Orwin, as a historian in her 
own right, is able to see the flaws and inaccuracies 
of previous histories. There are two upshots to 
Orwin’s Tolstoyan approach. First, historically, she 
confirms the accuracy of Tolstoy’s map as it 
appears in his text. Second, and by far more 



Tolstoy Studies Journal Reviews / 121 
 
interesting and important, Orwin affirms the value 
of Tolstoy’s historiography, his approach to 
reading and writing history as he experienced it 
directly as a displacement of the present during his 
tour of Borodino in September 1867. In this sense, 
Orwin implicitly helps move the historiographical 
needle somewhat away from epistemology and 
towards ontology, in other words, towards the 
Deweyian premise that experience is the arbiter of 
truth and not truth the measure of experience. 

The methodological anxiety that Lieven’s and 
Orwin’s essays produce when read alongside one 
another defines the contributions of Gary Saul 
Morson, Jeff Love, Andreas Herberg-Rothe, and 
Elizabeth Samet.  Each reading, whether it be 
Morson’s aphoristic treatment of Bilibin and 
Prince Andrey, Love’s apprehension of Kutuzov 
qua Platon Karataev and Pierre Bezukhov, 
Herberg-Rothe’s juxtaposition of the respective 
“definite” and “indefinite” dialectics of von 
Clausewitz and Tolstoy, or, finally, Samet’s revision 
of the Homeric epic of Boris Eikhenbaum via the 
Virgilian one of David Quint, presents an 
irreducible conflict between “narrative art” and 
“historical truth.” Like War and Peace itself, the 
critical force of these essays derives from the power 

of latent contradiction that each piece delicately 
holds in the balance for readers to consider and 
problematize further.  

Tolstoy on War is a timely contribution to the 
study of War and Peace. The twelve 
interdisciplinary essays that comprise this volume 
both complement and challenge one another. In a 
sense, the diversity of views, methodologies, and 
tentative conclusions offered here affirms one of 
the central lessons about reading Andrei Bitov 
ventures in Pushkin House via his hero, Leva 
Odoevtsev: There are as many readings of War and 
Peace as there are readers. No one ever reads the 
same War and Peace. The paradox, then, of the 
subtitle, “Narrative Art and Historical Truth,” 
captures the fundamental contradiction of the title, 
War and Peace, which undermines any and all 
attempts to nominalize and describe the form, 
method, and content of Tolstoy’s master-text.    

    Matthew McGarry 
    University of Wisconsin-Madison 
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