
histories. 'l'liis author or authors is c;illcd 
collectively the I)cittcroiioiriist. 'I'hc liniil 

rcd;icrion cii~iic tlitring the postcxilic pcriotl 
with the Priestly History (1'). which was 
interpolated into the texts of I .  E. and the 
Ileuteronornist liistoriiin. 

What Van Scters argues, Iiowcvcr. is rhc 
oppositc ofthis traditioiial view: "The Court 
History iiiadc use of. and supplcriicntcd. 
the I)tr Iiistory. iintl iiot vice versa ... ; tlic 
notion ol' i in  eye-wirncss :~ccotiiit of cvctits 
(otthc reigns of' Kings David and Solotiion) 
has to be ahaiitlonctl and wiili it tlic st;intliirtl 
rccoiistIuction of  Iii5lory nritirig in fsriicl.*' 
I n  other words. J docs riot cxist iis iiii eye- 
witness docurncnt of tlic tenth century. iintl 

to the proof of sucli ii tlicsis VXI Sctcrs 
marshals ii variety of :trguiiicnts. hoth in- 
ternal ;ind comparittiw. .Arguing from the 
itnity of h o ~ l b $ k  ancl niitlook, \'mi Sctcrs 
posits the Dk'historiiin BS the first Isriiclitc 
historian. who "iittcmplctl such ii witlc- 
ranging integration of form i n  order to set 

forth within one work llic n liolc foundation 
of Israelite socicty." l l c  sccs i n  k ' s  mcth- 
odology evidence of' the use of m:itcri;ils 
parallel to those f'ound i n  other Near Eastern 
civilizations, such ilS king lists. inscrip- 
tions. chronicles, rncmorial texts. etc.; iincl 
he :ittcmpts to establish pariillcls i n  styles 
and conipositiori iis well. 

Van Sctcrs's thesis is iiii intriguing one 
and sure to provoke controversy. How well, 
thcn. docs lie est;iblish his case'! In the end, 
I think. the results ilrc mixed. Ccrtiiinly. 
Van Scters is absolutely correct when hc 
states that it is much iiiorc productivc to 
look at the text ;IS ;i wholc rather than break 
it down into discrete units; and i n  his close 
iinalysis of the biblical text hc is persuasive 
in his argumcnt for the unity of  outlook m i  
style. He is right to argue thiir to date a 

28 

riiirrativc unit hy its I'oriii iilonr is ii "clubious 
procctlurc." and his critique of the triiditio- 
historicid appro;icIi is. in rniiny \viiys. long 
ovcrtluc. In his ciiscitssion of Iicrotlotiis. he 
rightly notes thar classical sclioliin no longer 
view [lie historiilr1 ;is ;I more collector 01' 
stories bul. rarhcr. :IS it skilled iiltthor wlio 
utiliictl his sources consciou4y iiiitl criri- 
cillly: :id tic skillf'ully applies tlic S i i I i i t  t y l ~  
of analysis to the bibliciil test. 

Ncvcrthclcss. serious prohlcms nriw i n  
regard to Viin Sctcrs's own ;ippro:ich to tlic 
coi1ip;iriirive materials. I3cc;iusc o f  tlic Iioii- 

csistciicc of the Israelite historicid ilocu- 
mcnts on ivliicli Iltr m;iy Ii;ivc hilscd tiis 
niirrativc, \'an Sctcrs's arguriicnt is h i l t  on 
B scrics of conjectures that  he atlinits iirc 

all ton often shaky. For cXiiln1>lc. in tlis- 
cussing the Epyptian "1iisroric;il i iovt l  ." he 
siiys: '"1'0 wliiit cxfcnt siicli ii*cliiiiqtics. o r  
the particular motifs thcmsclvcs. were 
transmirtcd froill otic rqioii to ;rnorhcr i s  ii 
question that pcrhirps will ncvcr be satis- 
fiictorily iinswcrctl": :incl clscwhcrc. i n  ii 
discussion of I,cv;intinc riicrnori:il tcxfs, he 
says that "such texts were prohiihly not un- 
known in  Ihriicl ii1id Jlttliih. CVCII i f '  IioIlc 
tias yet hccn Ibu~itl." Such cx:iIiiplcS iirc 50 

numerous as to seriously untlcnninc ;it Ie;tst 
this part of \.';in Sctcrs's argunicnt. 

'rhcrc is ~ I S O ,  iit Iciist lor  h i s  rciitlcr. ii 

methodological dit'ficulty inherent i n  the 
structure of this book. Bccitltsc the text is 
divided into geographical units, thcrc is no 
sciisc at all o1comp;ir;itivc chronology: iind 
Hithin the indivit1u;il chiiptcrs thcnisclvcs. 
the author otten gets SO ~1itiinglcd i n  the 
details of thc historical docunicnts under 
consideration that he loses sight of his ar- 
gunicnt. I n  iiddition. he scctns iit tiriics to 
t~ inore intent on offering a critique of 
previous theories than on stating his own 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN IMPERIAL 
RUSSIA AND THE SOVIET UNION 

edited by Gregory Guroff 
and Fred V. Carstensen 

(I'rinccton I!iiivcr\ity I'rcks: \ A 377 pp.; 
SI 2 .05  540.00) 

'Hiis book is ttic protliici ol' ;I syiiiposiuni 
I'untlctl by the ;\mcric;in :\\\ociiitioii for tlic 

:\dviiiicciiicnt 01' SIii\..ic Studies. I t  conrains 
cssays by lil'iccii Aiiiericiiii d id i i r s .  ~011ic 

01' tliciii tlisliiiguislicd. ; i d  b> oiic Soviet 
;icatlcniiciiiii. t h i s  V .  :\ii;iii'icli. ;I riiciiihcr 

of (tie liSSK :\ciitlc~iiy ot Scicncc Institute 
o f  Hktory in I .clliiigriitl. I n  nttcmptinp to 
illuiiiiiiiitc economic clcvc~lopiiicn~ in  Itiis- 
sim ancl Sovici socicty. rhcsc cviiiy.; look 
;it ciitrcl~rcnciiisliip i n  dil'tcrcrlt 1iktoric;iI 
period5 ;is \vcll a s  iintlcr ii randoni iissort- 
iiiciit ol' ruhrics. 

Cyril I3lack ;ittcrnpts to piw cntn:prc- 
ncurship its proper ilcfiiiition. l!iiccrt;iiiity 
iiiitl risk-takiiig. lie iiotcs. iirc hnsic to ii 

Imnd dclinition. \vhilc innonit ion is rhc key 
to ;I riiuch n:irro~cr tlcfinitioii. I4l;ick fiivors 
i i  concept "tliiit inclutlcs fuiictioiis 110t 011ly 
of iiinov;itioii hut ;iIw Iciitlcr\liip. m;in;tpc- 
1iit111. the ~iiohili/~itio~i ;rnd iIllociitioti of' 
rcu)iirci:s tor pilrticillar cnils. risk tiiking, 
iiiarkutinp. iind certainly eo51 control.. . ." 
This. itiili)rritniitcI> , is ;I sciii;iiitic s~iior- 
gashord. not ii d~*Iinitioii. 11id~'otI. tlic siiinc 
sort of confusion pcrmcatcs iiiost of the 
voluiiic. I.:ick 01' cl;irity ;mil c o i i w i w s  
iilliOI1g the 1iiiiIiy i iuthorS iil)out tho V C ~  1 ~ 1 ~ 1 1  
that is iit the lieart 0 1  tho \vholc ciitcrprisc 
is i~ serious. i f  not l'iitiil. l lii\v. 

'I'licrc arc other problciiis. I 5  cntrcprc- 
~icursliip iii Iiiipcriiil ;incl Soviet Russia con- 
tinuous or  ~liscontiti~~oi~s'! E\ iclcricc for both 
can he citod. bu t  which pittcIn prcdoini- 
iiiitc~'! LSliicli ~ISSCI'IS i ~ t  tlic beginning 0 1  thc 
book tha t  "thc evolution towiird ;I pliinncd 
economy in the Soviet I!nion continued iin- 
pcrial policies. although ro hr siirc i n  ;I 

I I I U C I ~  more intcnsc f'oriii. rilthcr thiili tlc- 
parting nidicall y from I hcm . ' ' Si in i tarty. 
Carstensen and Giirof'f. in tlicir concluding 
chiiptcr. ~ t ; i t ~  that "fiintl;imc.nt;illy. these 
chapters challenge the pcriodization of Kus- 
siiin Iiistory that takes the I'cvolutiori of 



191 7 as the ercat \viWrshctl iintl point of 
discontinuity in Kussian history.” 

And y t  Joseph Rerlincr, who provider; 
one of the very bcst piipcrs ofthc collection. 
:inticipatcs that “its tlic rcadcr.. .moves from 
thc preceding chapters to tlic ones that fol- 
low, while noticing the threads of conti- 
nuity, he will surely be struck by tlic 
sharpness of thc discontinuity.” I n  his view: 
“’l’hc nature of entrepreneurship is vastly 
different, 21s lire the econornic prohlenis ;IS- 
sociatcd with it .” Socialism and central 
planning combine to produce an ccononiic: 
institutional setting very unlike that of the 
earlier tlcvcloping economies of the Wcst. 
I tic “Red-cxpcrt problcm,” thc question 
of appropriatc incentives, and ”thc f i c t  thilt 
tlicrc is no lawful w i l y  in tlic socialist ccon- 
omy to transfer the risk of entrepreneurship 
from the Stiltc to individu;ils“ diffcrcntiatc 
the Sovict economy from its czarist pre- 
decessor ;IS well ils from its contcrnporary 
frcc-miirktt compctitors. I n  addition, the 
elimination o f  spontaneity through com- 
prehensive phnning, the rcsistiincc of ccn- 
trally pliinncd ccononiics to the rcor- 
ganiization of protluction and to structural 
diversity , i d  thc rcluctiiiicc ofhiircaocr;itic 
“cntrcprcncurs” to form dynomic new 
compiinics whcn old oiic5 hccome incfli- 
cicnt or obsolescent iirc siilicnt feiiturcs of 
Soviet-type ccononiics. 

I ’ i ~ i i t l l ~ .  the cxtcrriiil cnviroiiincnt hi~s k c r l  
both a sourcc of cconomic “discquilibria” 
and ii spur to thosc new combinations thiit 

lkrliiicr bclicvcs to be the ”csscncc of tccli- 
nolopicid progress. ” He closcs with an in- 
triguing obscn:iitioIi irbout the coIiscqucIiccs 
of one iinportant continuity. I n  old Mus- 
covy, most intcmationill triiclc W ~ I S  carried 
on by rcsidcnt foreigners; iis ii result. Rus- 
sian knowledge about Ibrcign producers was 
second-hand. TodiIy, Soviet knowledge of 
forcign tcchnology , itcquircd iiiostly froln 
books and pcriodiculs and “foreign busi- 
nessmen coining to Moscow as o f  old to 
scll their products ancl ni;ichincs and file- 
torics,” is similarly handicapped. In con- 
trilst to the Japnncsc. Americans. West 
Cicrrnans, and others, Sovict tcchnocrats, 
cnginccrs, and miiniigers iirc not pcrinittctl 
to scour the glohe in semh ol‘ncQ protlucts 
and tcchniques: “When technology is ad- 
vancing rapidly, a nation whose cntrcprc- 
ncurs arc not ii full part of the international 
intercourse in ideas and information cannot 
cxpcct to kccp abreast of thiit advance.” 

(.)ne other cssily of spcciiil intcrcst is that 
of the lone Sovict contributor. Boris An- 
an’ich’s study of the crucial decades just 
prior to World War I is scholarly i d  in- 
sightful. Hc notes that Alcxilndcr 11’s rc- 
fonns of 1860 had a “ticinendous influcncc” 
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on the Russian economy but precious littlc 
iinpact on the autocratic systcm o f  czarist 
rule. He argucs cogently that Russia needed 
the dynamism of privatc initiative and cn- 
rrcprcncurial frccdom but thiit , undcr the 
rigid systcm of czilrist rule, thc state would 
not relinquish its tight controls and rcstric- 
tive business law. As a result, state and 
society wcrc set on a collision course that 
culminatcd in thc Octobcr Kcvolution. 

Other articles deserve honorablc tncn- 
tion: Roy and Bctty Laird on innovation i n  
Soviet agriculturc; Gregory Gross11iiin on 
the Party as nianaper and entrepreneur; Riul  
Cocks on attempts dating hack to the late 
1060s at institutionalizing the transfcr of 
ncw tcchnolopy from rcscilrch to production 
through “science production iisscx‘iations. ” 
Cocks, for example, notes that “the slow 
iind incffcctivc passiigc of ideas into prilc- 
ticc rcinains the principal deficiency of So- 
viet scicncc and technology organization. ” 

Dcspitc glaring inconsistencies in the 
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scope. method. length, and qunlity of the 
essays in this volume. ii fcw contributions 
arc first rate. and scverid others contain 
enough sub-icct inattcr of general interest to 
make it worthwhile reading for a fairly wide 
audience. Howevcr. most essays in the first 
hdf of the book will hiive appeal only 10 il 
very few historians with a spccial interest 
in Russian socicwconomic history o r  in 
conipirativc economic development. ‘WV’  

POWERS OF THE PRESS: 
TWELVE OF THE WORLD’S 

INFLUENTIAL NEWSPAPERS 
by Martin Walker 
(Pilgrim I’ress; ix +401 pp.; S20.OW 

Arnold Zt i t l in 

Alliiost any wcckcnd evening ilt ihout 10:30 
thc telephone will ring in a news agency 
burcau somcwherc in  thc IJnitctl States and 
thc voice of an editor from hciidqtlartcrs in 
New York will booin accusingly: T h c  New 
York Times is n.pc)ning on Page One that.. . .” 
This is usually the first word the outlying 
burcau has had that thc ’li’mcv scooped i t  
on  its own ground. Despite the lateness of 
the hour. the shaken burcau supcrvisor will 
set about trying to get within niiiiutcs a story 
that a Times reporter niiiy h i ~ c  worked days 
to uncovcr. 

I t  is il nightly routine in news agency 
offices to scrutinize thc front iintl inside 
pages of the ’I’imi.s. ‘I’elcvision news cx- 
ecutivcs examine it for their own news 
iigenda. Storics cxclusivc to the l‘imes on 
Thursday appciir in hastily rewritten form 
in Time ilnd Nenwverk over the wcckcnd. 
No ncwspiiper in the United States scts the 
national and international news iigcnda mom 
firmly than thc New York Times. 

Such is thc influence Martin Wiilk~r, B 
comspondcnt for thc Mcinchrsriv Guard- 
icin. has tricd to isolatc and illustrate in 
anecdotal accounts of thc New York Times 
i d  clcvcn other dailics from tcn countries: 
The Times of London, Le Monde, Die Welt, 
Corrierc! ( l t h  S i w  , I’ru ~h, A I-Ahruni . 
Asuhi Shimhun. the W(r.slrirrgton Post. the 
Toronto Gl~ibe und Mail, thc Melbournr 
Age, and the R a i d  Daily M d .  The sclcc- 
tion leans hcavily toward the Urnpirc, and 
Witlkcr docs not prctcnd that thcsc arc the 
most influential. His explanation for not se- 
lecting others is simply that “books must 
end somcwherc, and choiccs must bc mide.” 

Conceding thiit influcncc is impossible to 
define, he offcrs his own invention: “ h s s  
influence is the power, by right of publi- 
cation. to imposc a ncwspapcr’s values and 
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