
conviction that thcir fiite during the 
Cultural Rcvolution was dcscrved. It 
docs, however, point out ii potcntial 
source of friction for Ihe future,one the 
Chinesc would be foolish to ignore. 

SOVIET PERCEPTIONS 

by John Lenczowski 
(Cornell University Prcss; 318 pp.; 
$25.00) 

OF U.S. FOREIGN POLICY 

THE POLITICS OF ECONOMIC 
MODERNIZATION IN THE 
SOVIET UNION 

and Robbin F. Laird 
by Erik P. Hoffmann 

(Cornell University Prcss; 215 pp.; 
S 19.50) 

Angela E. Sierir 

The succcssion proccss in the Sovict 
Union has begun, although Brczhnev 
remains in power. Since thc Sovict po- 
litical system lacks rcgularizcd mechan- 
isms for choosing ncw leaders, i t  is only 
after an intensc period of  jockeying for 
power thal a new Party chicf-or ruling 
group-can emerge. Western media 
tend to focus on thc immediate qucs- 
tion of a successor to- Brezhncv, but 
whoever that individual is, hc will still 
be part of thc Politburo inner circle. 
Thc more interesting question is whet 
the whole post-Brczhncv gciicration of 
Soviet leaders will look like and how 
thcy will rule thc USSR whcn, by the 
end of the decide, the currcnt gcron- 
tocracy has passed away. 

These two books, which are based 
on a thorough cxaminalion of' Sovict 
sources, seek to ilnswcr thc succcssion 
qucstion by :rnalyzing the dcbate within 
the USSR over the fulurc of Soviet 
politics. Each focuses on different 
aspects of the Soviet system and offcrs 
a contrasting political assessment. Both 
address four ccntral issucs: What arc 
thc main diffcrences between Sovict 
traditionalists and Sovict modcrnizers 
in two core areas: developments within 
the USSR and East-Wesl relations? To 
what extent do these public vicws 
represcnt their advocates' genuine con- 
victions? How much influcncc do these 
analysts have on Soviet policy-makers? 
And what are the implications of these 
contrasting Soviet pcrceptions for 
future East-West rclations? In sum, 
should the debate between conserva- 
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lives and modernizers in the USSR 
make us sanguine about the future of 
relations with the Soviet Union? 

John Lenczowski’s volume is the 
more pessimistic of the two because it 
sets out to correct what he considers to 
be misguided and naive American ideas 
about the existence of moderate ele- 
ments within the Soviet power struc- 
ture. His thoroughness in analyzing 
Soviet writings on all aspects of Ameri- 
can society and forcign policy is im- 
pressive, but the book is rather dense 
reading. 

Lenczowski divides Soviet analysts 
of US. foreign policy into two groups: 
the traditionalists, who view the United 
States in primitive, orthodox Marxist- 
Leninist terms; and the realists, who 
adopt a more sophisticated approach. 
He examines these two groups’ writings 
and concludes that the traditionalists 
tend to stress the strength and threat of 
American imperialism, claiming that 
American monopoly capitalists deter- 
mine U.S. foreign policy, while the 
realists are more attuned to the eco- 
nomic and political problems inherent 
in the American system and to the 
changing relationship between econom- 
ic and political interest groups. 

Do Soviet analysts believe what they 
write? Lenczowski states: “the Soviets 
do mean what they say-the Soviets 
must indeed mean what they say.” He 
points out, correctly, that it is implaus- 
ible to claim constant deception in the 
Soviet media. Yet i t  is also true that 
Soviet analysts are required to write in a 
certain vein and, by their own occa- 
sional private admissions, do not al- 
ways believe everything they write. In- 
deed, some Soviet writings on interna- 
tional affairs are used deliberately as a 
forum for internal debate. Thus, one 
cannot take all Soviet writings on 
foreign policy as an accurate reflection 
of what analysts believe. Moreover, it is 
unclear how much influence the mem- 
bers of academic institutions have on 
Soviet foreign policy, though doubtless 
they share the views of the Soviet deci- 
sion-makers on most key issues. 

The most interesting par1 of this 
book is the discussion about the im- 
plications of the divisions between the 
two Soviet schools of thought. The con- 
ventional wisdom in the West, as Mr. 
Lenczowski readily illustrates, is to 
welcome the growth of the realist 
school because i t  appreciates the 
nuances of modern international life 
and does not merely reiterate predict- 
20 

able Marxist polemics. Not so, argues 
the author. The differences between 
traditionalists and realists are more ap- 
parent than real. Indeed, the latter are 
more dangerous than the former pre- 
cisely because they appreciate the prob- 
lems of American society and the limits 
of Washington’s power. “Dit is the 
realists and not the traditionalists who 
believe that the international situation 
provides opportunities that the Soviet 
Union can exploit for its own benefit.” 
If the realists prevail, we are told, the 
danger of a militarist and expansionist 
Soviet foreign policy will increase. In 
this view, any return lo detente by the 
U.S. would be a major error. 

Professors Hoffmann and Laird do 
not share this conclusion. Indeed, they 
suggest that the Soviet commitment to 
intensify the scientific-technological 
revolution could have a moderating 
effect on future Soviet policies. They, 
too, have thoroughly combed the Soviet 
literature and cite some of the same 
sources Lenczowski does. They focus 
on the debate within the USSR on 
strategies of advanced modernization 
and its implication for Soviet foreign 
policy. Hoffmann and Laird also divide 
Soviet analysts into two groups. For 
ttiem, these Are the conservatives, who 
favor “a strong national defense 
capability, minimize the benefits of eco- 
nomic detente and ... emphasize East- 
West military and ideological competi- 
tion”; and the economic modernizers, 
who “have articulated a distinctive ap- . 
proach to international politics which is 
rooted in a new interpretation of the 
process of modernization.” 

Hoffmann and Laird argue that 
whereas conservatives favor the tradi- 
tional Stalinist economic model of 
autarky and unbalanced growth, the 
modernizers prefer an advanced model 
emphasizing the achievements of the 
scientific-technological revolution and 
stressing consumer goods and econom- 
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ic interdependence with the West. They 
claim that a strategy of modernization 
will enhance the state of developed 
socialism in which the USSR currently 
finds itself. Economic modernizers in- 
clude members of the State Planning 
Agency and the State Committee on 
Science and Technology, numerous 
academics, and progressive factory 
managers. They form a “major domes- 
tic lobby that will press for the selection 
of a gcneral secretary and Politburo 
members who favor significant kinds of 
economic change.” 

Unlike Lenczowski, who stresses 
homogeneity in Soviet ideology and ac- 
cepts the totalitarian model of Soviet 
society, Hoffmann and Laird empha- 
size the heterogeneity of Soviet views, 
suggesting that the USSR is a more 
pluralistic society than is generally 
thought in the West. They imply that 
the modernizers’ views are genuine. 
Furthermore, they suggest that the 
modernizers do influence Soviet policy- 
making, though they do not provide 
much concrete evidence of the way this 
is donc. Nevertheless, to the extent that 
the modernizers are not just academic 
analysts but important members of the 
policy elite, they may indeed exert 
some influence with top policy-makers. 

Soviet modernizers, according to 
Hoffmann and Laird, share a sophisti- 
cated and extensive understanding of 
contemporary American society and of 
the Atlantic Alliance, and they favor 
detente. Conservatives are far more 
wary of East-West political cooperation 
and economic interdependence. The co- 
authors admit that the two groups are 
engaged in a struggle whose outcome, 
still uncertain, will determine the future 
of East-West relations in the post- ” 

Brezhnev era. Unlike Lenczowski, they 
believe that there are genuine dil’fer- 
ences of opinion between Soviet con- 
servatives and modernizers. Moreover, 
they are convinced that if the modern- 
izers prevail, this coutd lead to sig- 
nificant decentralizing economic re- 
forms within the Soveit Union and to 
improved East-West relations. It would 
be to the West’s advantage, they imply, 
should more pragmatic, consumer- 
oriented leaders come to power. 

Although these two books make an 
important contribution to our under- 
standing of the Soviet Union, we still 
lack sufficient information about pol- 
icy-making in the USSR to be able to 
choose between the contrary assess- 
ments they present. E!&!l 


