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Bonnell and Breslauer: Soviet and Post-Soviet Area Studies

SOVIET AND POSTSOVIET AREA STUDIES

Victoria E. Bonnell and GeorgeW. Breslauer

This paper was originally prepared for the Revitalizing Area Studies Conference, April
24-26, 1998. Soon afterward, the paper was made available as a Berkeley Program in
Sovietand PostSoviet Studies working paper and sent out to many colleagues. We
received comments and suggestions from Mark Beissinger, Robert Conquest, Archie
Brown, Gregory Grossman, David Hooson, Robert Huber, Charles Jelavich, Bruce
Parrott, Nicholas Rianovsky, T.H. Rigby, Thomas Remington, Gil Rozman, Peter
Rutland, Michael Urban, and Reginald Zelnik. In early 2000 we completed a second set
of revisions on the paper. Three external reviews of the second version of the paper
reached us in October 200Rwo of these reviews were anonymous and a third came

from James R. Millar. In response to these comments and suggestions and in anticipation
of the publication of this volume, we prepared a third updated version of the paper which
was completed in Novemb@002. Our thanks to all who have given us feedback on
various drafts. We are grateful to David Engerman for his assistance in the preparation of
the original version of the paper.

Introduction

The remarkable feature of Soviet area studies is that,feetd of scholarly inquiry, it
disappeared in December 1991, along with the Soviet Union as a national entity. Many
geographical areas in the world have undergone significant geopolitical changes since the
Second World War, but the dissolution of a major subject areae of the largest in the

world — is unprecedented. Beginning in 1992, specialists on the Soviet Union
“Sovietologists”- were called upon to reorient themselves to the fifteen successor states
that had been carved out of the former Soaion. Whereas one powerful natistate

was the unit for analysis before 1992, now specialists studied such diverse countries as
Lithuania, Ukraine, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Tadzhikistan, or, in many cases, Russia.

The change in geographical boundaries cmiad with a fundamental reconfiguration of
the questions and topics addressed by specialists. As Edward W. Walker put it in 1993:
“No longer challenged to explain order, stability, institutionalization, or the functioning
of the ‘Soviet system,” we findurselves confronted by dysfunction, fundamental and
disjunctive institutional change, rapid attitudinal and behavioral adjustments to an ever
changing structure of opportunities, argigime mass mobilization, ethnic violence, and
the driving force of intase nationalism®With the breakup of the Soviet Union, a new

! Edward W. Walker, “Sovietology and Perestroika: A Rbkirtem” in Susan Solomon, edeyond
Sovietology: Essays in Politics and Histq@rmonk, N.Y, 1993), p. 227.
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field emerged: posboviet studies or, to put it another way, FSU (former Soviet Union)
studies.

This essay traces the origins and development of Soviet area studies from their inception
in the early 1940s to the present. In the first part, we examine the institutional framework
and the funding sources for Soviet and pBstiet area studies. The second part
concentrates on the connection between area studies and the disciplines. Next, we
consder intellectual trends and map the major changes that have taken place in the
conceptualization of Soviet area studies from the Second World War to the collapse of
the USSR. In the final section, we provide an overview of the formation ofpostet
areastudies.

The focus of our inquiry is Soviet and peSbviet area studiaa the United StatesA

large Sovietological community developed in the United Kingdom; important, but
smaller communities emerged in Canada, Australia, France, West Germany, Sweden
Italy, Israel, and elsewhere. For the sake of manageability, however, and given the
purposes of the project of which this essay is a part, we will confine our attention to the
United States, which has produced a large proportion of the Western spie@alils
publications dealing with the Soviet Union.

Institutional Infrastructure and Funding

It is often said that Soviet area studies are an offspring of the Cold War, a circumstance
that has indelibly marked the field institutionally and intellectuai§here can be no

doubt that the Cold War provided an enormous stimulus for the expansion of American
Sovietology and its elaboration as a field of research and teaching within the university.
Nevertheless, it is well to remember that the phenomenon efstelies generally, and
Soviet area studies in particular, actually originated during World War Il, before arctic
breezes separated the wartime allies.

In fact, much of what subsequently constituted “Soviet area studies” in American
universities was origally conceived in 1943, prior to the Cold War érihe USSR

Division of the Office of Strategic Services, which in 1943 was directed by the historian
Geroid Robinson and had sixty social scientists, “constituted a research agenda that
would literally déine the field of postwar Sovietology’.The wartime roots of the

postwar Soviet area studies centers can be found in the general approach of key figures in

2 An influential version of the argument can be found in Stephen F. CdRethjnking the Soviet

Experience: Politics and History Since 19(New York and Oxford, 1985), pp.-89.

% The study of Russia and Eastern Europe was tiinstertaken at Oberlin College in 1945. Robert F.
Byrnes, “USA: Work at the Universities,” in Walter Z. Laqueur and Leopold Labedz, €ls.State of

Soviet Studie@Cambridge, Mass., 1965), p. 25. For a discussion of early developments in U.S. Russian
studies, see David Charles Engerman, "America, Russia, and the Romance of Economic Development,”
Ph.D. dissertation, UC Berkeley, 1998.

* Barry M. Katz,Foreign Intelligence: Research and Analysis in the Office of Strategic Services1Be4
(Cambridge, Mass1989), p. 137.
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the USSR Division who advocated “integrated, multidisciplinary coverage of one
country” while mainaining a grounding in a traditional discipliié-his conception of
area studies also gained early support from other influential sources. In 1943, the
Committee of World Regions of the Social Science Research Council (SSRC)
recommended a similar approaichthe study of “foreign regions,” as did the Committee
on Area Studies at Columbia Universfty sixteenweek Russian area program
organized at Cornell University in 1943 and 1944, with funding from the Rockefeller
Foundation, put into practice the mulisciplinary conception of area studiés.

With the establishment of the Russian Institute at Columbia University in 1946, Soviet
area studies moved permanently into a university setting. The Russian Institute was only
the first of a series of multidisciplary centers that provided broad “integrated” area
training for scholars rooted in a particular disciplfi€he centers, which usually issued
either a certificate or an M.A. degree for graduate students, prepared specialists for
teaching and scholarly search, government service and research, or the professions
(journalism, business and law, and administratibn).

The Columbia program, and others established soon afterward at Harvard University
(1948), the University of California at Berkeley (1948)andelsewhere, typically had

® |bid., p. 160. As Geroid T.Robinson put it in his application to the Rockefeller Foundation in 1945 on
behalf of Columbia’s Russian Institute: “war time experience in training Americans to meet the needs of
government, the armed fas, and business has indicated the great value of the regional approach.” Quoted
in Robert F. ByrnesA History of Russian and East European Studies in the United Staaebam, New

York, London, 1994), p. 207.

® Immanuel Wallerstein, “The Unintended Gmaguences of Cold War Area Studies,Tine Cold War and

the University: Toward an Intellectual History of the Postwar Ye@tsw York, 1998), p. 198.97. Both

these reports placed priority on the study of Latin America, China and Japan. By the end ppri8rites

had shifted to the Soviet Union and China. Ibid., p. 201.

" Byrnes,A History of Russian and East European Studies in the United Stat243. The program was
designated as “Intensive Study of Contemporary Russia Civilization” and partisipaote a series of

articles on the USSR for thencyclopedia Americanaeprinted together in a booklSSR: A Concise
Handbook ed. Ernest J. Simmons (Ithaca, NY, 1947). Contributors included: Frederick J. Schuman, Sir
Bernard Pares, John Hazard, and&@aVolin.

81n 1946, the World Areas Research Committee of the SSRC defined the criteria for a graduate program in
area studies: “five disciplines or more, working closely together, intensive language training, substantial
library resources, administrag recognition of the program within the system of instruction.” Harold H.
Fisher,American Research on RusgBloomington, 1959), p. 9.

® Clarence A. ManningA History of Slavic Studies in the United Sta(®llwaukee, 1957), p.76. See Cyril

E. Black and John M. Thompson, ed#imerican Teaching About RusgBloomington, 1959), p. 65, for

data on the placement of Russian area students,-1986. One third went into academia; nearly tfifths

went into government service and research. According teeRdh Byrnes, “as early as October 1952,

fifty -five alumni of the [Columbia] program were in government service, thirteen were engaged in
governmenisponsored research, and fesix were teaching in colleges and universities.” Byries,

History of Russia and East European Studigs 215.

9 The UC Berkeley Institute for Slavic Studies established in 1948 under the direction of historian Robert
J. Kerner was renamed and reconstituted in 1956 as the Center for Slavic Studies (subsequently renamed
the Ceter for Slavic and East European Studies). Whereas the Institute granted degrees (B.A., M.A.,
Ph.D.), the Center was constituted as a research unit. Nicholas Riasanovsky, “University of California,
Berkeley,” Paper delivered to the American Associatiorntlier Advancement of Slavic Studies, Annual
Meeting, November 14, 1996; Gregory Grossman, personal communication, April 21, 1998..
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“few resources in teaching and scholarship, and almost no tradition, on which to Build.”
Over the next decade, however, area centers grew rapidly, with the addition of new
faculty and substantial graduate student enrollm&ry. the end of the 1950s, thirteen
major American universities (University of California at Berkeley, Columbia University,
Fordham University, Harvard University, Indiana University, University of lllinois,
University of Michigan, University of Minnesota, Urersity of Notre Dame, Syracuse
University, University of Washington, Wayne State University, University of Wisconsin,
Yale University®) operated centers, institutes, committees, programs or boards with a
focus on Russia, Slavic Studies, the Soviet UnBoviet Policy, and in some cases,
Eastern Europe as well. Notwithstanding the many variations in title, virtually all of them
focussed primarily on Russia and were dominated by Russianists. Theattulic
composition of the Soviet Union was noted buitseh studied in deptH?

Although area centers continued to expand throughout the 1950s, they remained subject
to a variety of circumstances and pressure®mestic and foreiga that both encouraged
and inhibited their progress.The need to “know yourreemy” was counterbalanced by a
suspicion of everything connected to the Soviet Union, sometimes extending to
individuals and institutions devoted to research on that country. In retrospect, it is clear
that the large and flourishing centers and institutethe 1950s would not have been
possible without cooperation among three important groups: university administrations,
philanthropic foundations, and the US government. In some public universities, the state
legislature was also a factdt.

University adnnistrations varied greatly in their reception of Soviet area studies, but
without their support and the allocation of resources, no program could sucddegbr
foundations provided considerable incentives to cooperate. In 1946 Columbia’s Russian
Institute drew much of its initial funding from the Rockefeller Foundation, as did UC
Berkeley's Institute of Slavic Studies two years ldféFoundations sometimes took the

1 Black and Thompson, ed#American Teaching About Russja52; FisherAmerican Research in
Russiapp. 2425.
12 Columbids Russian Institute alone educated about 235 graduate students; Harvard’s Russian Research
Center prepared about 100 students with M.A. degrees in regional studies. lbid., p. 53.
13 Black and Thompson, ed$American Teaching about Russja 56.
14A 1991 report by the Review Committee on Soviet Studies of the American Council of Learned Societies
and the Social Science Research Council noted: “Traditional Soviet studies in the West has failed to
capture the regional and ethnic wealth of the country... 4$das included the focus of political scientists
on “where the power is, i.e., at the center” and the obstacles to field research. “Beyond Soviet Studies,” The
Review Committee on Soviet Studies [Blair Ruble, Carol Avins, Nina Garsoian, Abbott Gleasaart Rob
Huber, David Szanton, and Myron Weiner], November 1991, p. 5.
15 These included the House Wxmerican Activities Committee, the Korean War, Khrushchev’s secret
speech in 1956, the launching of Sputnik.
16 At Indiana University, for example, the statsgislature was induced to support a Soviet/East Europe
program after it was revealed that the state had a substantial ethnic population with roots in the region.
11370nnell’s interview with Professor Charles Jelavich at UC Berkeley, February 2, 1998.

Ibid.
8 Manning,A History of Slavic Studie®. 76; ByrnesA History of Russian and East European Studies in
the United Stateg. 206; Nicholas Riasanovsky notes that the Berkeley Institute was established with the
aid of a $100,000 Rockefeller Foundatioragt in addition to state support. Riasanovsky, “University of
California, Berkeley,” p. 5.
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initiative in identifying universities that provided suitable sites for future areaesudi

centers. For example, in 1947 Carnegie Corporation Vice President, John W. Gardner,
considered Harvard, Columbia and Stanford as possible sites for a Russian studies center.
The Carnegie Corporation subsequently decided to fund the Harvard RussiancResea
Center, which opened formally in February 1948.

Foundations supported Soviet area studies in other ways as well. In 1952, the Ford
Foundation launched the Foreign Area Fellowship Training Program designed to fund
graduate training, research, and &b all “non-Western areas?® This program, which
continued until 1972, provided substantial support for students and scholars in the
Russian field”* The overall commitment of the Ford Foundation to area studies can be
gauged from its expenditure of $2Tnillion between 1951 and 1966 for the International
Training and Research Program, designed to promote “multidisciplinary research and
trainingzzin the humanities and social sciences focused on particular regions of the
world.”

Foundations also supportedportant scholarly organizations, such as the Joint
Committee on Slavic Studies, established in 184&ppointed by the American Council

of Learned Societies (it was an enlargement of the ACLS Committee on Slavic Studies)
and the SSRC, the Joint Commétprovided general guidelines and fellowships for
Soviet area studieg.The Joint Committee was also a prime mover in setting up a
scholarly exchange with the Soviet Union. This effort, designed to alleviate some of the
problems faced by scholars operating datapoor environment, came to fruition in

1958 with the signing of the first USoviet exchange agreement, to be administered by
the InterUniversity Committee on Travel Grants (IUCTG), which was superceded in
1968 by a new entity, the Internatiorfesearch and Exchanges Board (IREX)."

The IUCTG and IREX exemplify the cooperative relationship that developed among
scholarly associations, foundations and the U.S. government in the field of Soviet area
studies. IREX, for example, was establishedhyy ACLS and SSRC; one half of its

funds came from foundations, while the other half came from the goverrspenisored
National Endowment for the Humanities and the U.S. International Communication
Agency?®

19 Charles Thomas O’Connell, “Social Structure and Sciences: Soviet Studies at Harvard,” UCLA
(Department of Sociology) Doctoral Dissertation, 1990, especiallyl$p,170171.

%0 Byrnes,A History of Russian and East European Stude<05.

% Black and Thompson, ed#American Teaching about Russia 67. See below for further discussion of

this program.

22«Crossing Borders: Revitalizing Area Studies,” ForduRdation, 1997, p. 1.

% The Ford Foundation made grants to the SSRC totaling $87.7 million between 1950 and 1996, primarily
to support area studies. Ibid., p. 2

4 Fisher, American Research on Russfa 9. The Joint Committee on Slavic Studies was replacd 968

by the Joint Committee on Slavic and East European Studies. In 1971 a Joint Committee on East European
Studies was formed that operated separately from the Joint Committee on Soviet Studies.

% |bid., p. 10. Gregory Grossman observes that “IRExswot just a ‘renaming’ of IUCTG but a
transformation, in terms of both formal structure and procedures.” Personal communication, April 21,
1998.

% «rederallyFinanced Research and Communication on Soviet Affairs: Capabilities and Needs,” U.S.
General Acounting Office, July 2, 1980, pp. 234.
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In the 1940s and 1950s, the U.S. governmeay@tl an active and critical role in

supporting and encouraging the development of Soviet area studies. Many specialists of
the immediate posivorld War Il era had served in government during the3vand

were well disposed to cooperate with government aggen both before and after the

onset of the Cold War. Although the full story of federal government involvement has yet
to be told, the newly established Soviet area studies institutes and centers often had ties of
one sort or another with government ageis and branches of the military services. The
best known example is the collaboration between the US Air Force and Harvard’s
Russian Research Center to carry out the Refugee Interview Project. Beginning in 1948,
the Air Force contracted with the RussiBesearch Center to fund a largeale project
involving Soviet refugees. It aimed at constructing a “working model” of Soviet society
and delineating a sockasychological profile of its citizens in the event of atom bomb
operations against the USSR. Tim®ject, which continued until 1954, generated four
books and thirtfive articles?®

Cooperation between area centers and the U.S. government took other forms as well.
Between 1946 and 1951, for example, Columbia’s Russian Institute invited twenty
memberof the Department of State’s Foreign Service to participate in the Institute in
order “to improve their knowledge and understanding and at the same time add another
dimension to the student body by attending the Institéi&Vith the onset of the Cold

War, the Soviet Union acquired new and urgent importance for national security. A 1991
SSRC report described the situafidn

The ideological conflicts of the Cold War became an important motive

force driving American Soviet studies. Government agencies beeame

2" For example, Abram Bergson, Geroid T. Robinson, Alex Inkeles, Sidney Harcave, and Barrington
Moore, Jr. had worked in the OSS; Alexander Dallin worked in Army Intelligence; Clyde Kluckhohn was
involved in the US. Strategic Bombing Survey; John Hazard was in the U.S.S.R. Division of the Foreign
Economic Administration; Robert F. Byrnes joined the Foreign Economic Administration and then the
special Branch of Military Intelligence; Robert Tucker worked at the Aozer Embassy in Moscow.

Byrnes, A History of Russian and East European Studps 210; 247; O’'Connell, “Social Structure and
Sciences,” p. 407. In addition, some future specialists obtained Russian language and area training in the
Foreign Area and Langge Curricula of the Army Specialized Training Program (for enlisted personnel)
and the Civil Affairs Training Schools (for officers). Wallerstein, “The Unintended Consequences of Cold
War Area Studies,” p. 199.

% O'Connell, “Social Structure and Scierszep. 332, 353, 385, 42830. The project subsequently
employed six dozen people in data collection and was headed by Raymond Bauer (field director) and
Eugenia Hanfman (deputy director). Interviews were completed in 1951; data processing took place
between 1951 and 1954. According to O’Connell, the Air Force reviewed the manuscript verditmwof

the Soviet System WorlGultural, Psychological and Social Them@ambridge, 1959) by Raymond A.
Bauer, Alex Inkeles, and Clyde Kluckhohn, and removed referém¢he Air Force as a source or partner

in the project. Ibid., pp. 44446. O’'Connell’s count of four books generated by the project may be
understated, depending on the definition of “generation.” We can think of at least five such books.

29 Byrnes,A History of Russian and East European Studie<209. Byrnes notes that Geroid T. Robinson,
the first director of the Russian Institute between 1946 and 1951, was “resolutely dispassionate” and
“avoided government service and political programs” after 194ifl., 215.

%0«Beyond Soviet Studies,” p. 7
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important employer for Soviet studies specialists. At the same time, many
of the specialists on the Soviet Union initially available to American

universities were refugees from the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Not
surprisingly, the combination ohese forces rapidly enlarged the field but

heavily skewed the intellectual agenda toward policy studies. Because on
theground access was limited, close links developed between many
American scholars of the region and the American intelligence agencies

tha were in a position to generate useful information on the Soviet Union.

Access to information about the Soviet Union was indeed one of the major problems
facing American specialists. To improve this situation, the U.S. government negotiated
the first USSoviet scholarly exchange in 1958, and subsequently helped to fund the
program in conjunction with private foundations. After the launching of the first Sputnik

in October 1957, the Eisenhower administration persuaded Congress to pass the National
Defense Hucation Act (NDEA) in 1958. In accordance with Title VI of NDEA,

substantial support was channeled to area studies centers and individuals willing to study
languages and areas considered critical to national seétifitye scope and impact of

this fundingwas considerable. Although the initial appropriation to Title VI was less

than $500,000, it had expanded to $14 million in 1866.

By the end of the 1950s, an institutional infrastructure for Soviet area studies had become
established in the United StateThe major pillars of this large and expanding edifice
consisted of universithpased area studies centers, the Joint Committee on Slavic Studies,
and the American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies (AAASS,
established in 1948). They wesapported financially by university administrations, large
foundations, and the U.S. government. They were bolstered intellectually by specialized
journals such aSlavic Reviewa quarterly journal, with various titles, published by the
AAASS), The Russin Review(a quarterly journal dating from 1941roblems of
Communisnfa USIA publication dating from 1952Foviet StudieandSurvey

(quarterlies published in Great Britain). They were assisted in their knowdedge
production by research and daily refsoof the Munichbased Radio Liberty, and aided

by important translation serviceSurrent Digest of the Soviet Pre@feunded in 1948 at

3L Wallerstein, “The Unintended Consequences of Cold War Area Studies,” p. 209; John Richards, “In
Defense of Area Studies,” Occasional Paper ne0®5Global Forum Series, Center for International
Studies, Duk University, January 1995, pp-483 Under the Title VI program, the U.S. Office of Education
has funded university centers “for the study of critical areas and their languages.” Ten to twelve National
Resource Centers have been funded for each worldmegio

$2«Crossing Borders: Revitalizing Area Studies,” p. 2. In 1961, the Fulbright Hays Fellowship was
established and eventually came to include the countries of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
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Ohio State University)Foreign Broadcast Information ServieeDaily Report, Soviet
Union; and theJoint PublicationsResearch Servio@goth produced by the US
Government).

The 1960s marked a transitional decade for Soviet area studies, when turbulent domestic
events (including the rise of popular movements among Afrigarericans, students, and
women) combined with th&ietham War to shift national priorities and intellectual

agendas. As a consequence of these developments, foundations and government agencies
began to turn “from international and foreign area studies to domestic probféingtie

course of the 1970s, fuling for area studies generally and Soviet area studies in

particular underwent a sharp decline. One telling indicator is the Ford Foundation, which
had been a major source of funding. Its allocation for Soviet area studies dropped from

$47 million in 196 to slightly more than $2 million in 197%9.

There were, however, some countervailing forces in the 1970s. The American Council of
Teachers of Russia (ACTR) was founded in 1974 as a professional association among
university and secondary teaching of Stalanguages to promote research and training.
Two years later, ACTR began to conduct academic exchanges, a program that was
considerably expanded with the creation of the American Council for Collaboration in
Education and Language Study (ACCELS) in 1987.

In December 1974, the Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies, a division of the
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, was established with support from
both the US Government and grants and gifts from foundations, corporations, and
individuals® The Institute was intended to “bring scholars...into closer contact with
interested persons from government, industry, and the pfé3#iee years later, a new
funding agency was created by the US government: the National Council for Soviet and
East European Research. Initially supported by the Department of Defense and the
Department of State and subsequently assisted by the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency as well, but administered by an independent Board of Trustees composed entirely
of academics from leading US universities, the National Council was designed to bring
“the independent research efforts of qualified academic specialists to bear in broad areas
of interest identified by the participating Government agenciés”1983, Title VII

("The Soviet and East European Research and Training Act") was promulgated by the
United States Congress and came to provide annual infusions of national resources for a
variety of exchange, research, and teaching institutions.

Spurred by the collaps# détente in the lat&970s, and by the renewed militancy in U.S.
Soviet relations during the first Reagan administration, large foundations turned their
attention once again to Soviet studies. The Rockefeller Foundation gave rdiflitzn

¥ Stephen F. CohemRethinking the Soviet Experience: Riok and History Since 191@New York and
Oxford, 1985), pp. 3.

*bid., p. 4.

% The Kennan Institute was established by Ambassador George F. Kennan, in collaboration with James
Billington, Director of the Wilson Center, and the historian S. FredeSizr. It was named in honor of
George Kennan, “The Elder,” an explorer of Russia and Siberia in the nineteenth century.

% «rederallyFinanced Research,” p. 24.

37 bid., pp. 10, 25.
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awards each t€olumbia, Berkeleystanford, and UCLARand to build innovative

programs of research, training, and public education in Soviet foreign policy. The Carnegie
Corporation and the MacArthur Foundation awarded large institutional grants to scholars
and gradua students within leading Soviet area centers, and more broadly within leading
universities, to generate area and famaa knowledge pertinent to our understanding of the
requisites of international security. As most of these grants went to the soelatssj the
Mellon Foundation decided to right the imbalance by issuing large block grants to a number
of leading Soviet area centers for funding of history and the humamitieby the early

1990s, a series of trends converged from several directigrlade great stress once again

on the fiscal solvency of poSoviet (FSU) studies. Many of the foundation grants were
nonrenewable, or went through limited numbers of renewals. More consequentially, the
major foundations began to redirect a significardgmrtion of funds previously allocated to

US institutions of higher education into the regions themselves, helping scholars and
institutions within the FSU to develop expertise, organization, and community. At the same
time, the trend in the social sciess toward croseegional research and globalization

themes led to a further redirection of foundation funds away from$ostet area studies

per se with the exception of US scholars working in collaboration with FSU counterparts.

Organizational changesith financial consequences accompanied these trends. The Social
Science Research Council and the American Council of Learned Societies eliminated their
“Joint Committees” on the Soviet Union and on East Europe, though SSRC continues to
support area stuels in other ways. A major exception to these generalizations has been the
truly huge sums expended by the National Science Foundation and The Carnegie
Corporation of New York on scholarly surveys of mass and elite opinion in the FSU, which
has developeahto a veritable cottage industry within peSoviet studies.

With the introduction of Gorbachev’s reforms and the gradual opening up of Soviet
society, a variety of new institutions and organizations began to provide American
scholars with opportunitief®r research in the Soviet Union. Although IREX continued

to serve as a major governmednnded institutional focus for the exchange of scholars
between the U.S. and U.S.S.R (and later, with the Soviet successor states), it was now
supplemented by univeity-to-university exchanges and more importantly, by the
American Council for Collaboration in Education and gaage Study (ACCELS). Since
1998, under the new rubric of American Councils for International Education, ACCELS
has become a leading organipatin the administration of governmefinded exchange
programs with Russia and Eurasia.1997 the Ford Foundation allocated four million
dollars for the World Wide Fund for Area Studies, in an effort to encourage US institutions
of higher education tdevelop new conceptions of area studies that could withstand the
assaults on area studies implicit in the cromgional and globalization tendencies within the
social sciences. In addition, Ford allocated another four million dollars to “strengthen key
organizations and scholarly associations working in area studies.” Of this, two million has
been awarded to the SSRC for international programs administered jointly with the

ACLS *®Meanwhile, the federal government began to reexamine the affordability of

% «The Shifting Emphasis at Ford: A Sampling of $&tlllion in New Graris,” The Chronicle of
Philanthropy May 1, 1997, p. 12. Apart from funds for SSRC and ACLS international programs, Ford
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cortinuing contributions to Soviet/pe8oviet studies, given the disappearance of the
“enemy” that needed to be “known,” and given the fiscal crisis of U.S. government inherited
from the Reagan years. This posed an imminent and major threat to both Title VI
(Department of Education) and Title VIII. Title VI funding declined in real dollars, but
continued to provide the base institutional funding of more than a dozen c&hfEitke

VIl also survived despite substantial cuts, and provided support for m@ayizations
including IREX, the Kennan Institute, the National Council for Eurasian and East European
Research® and many others. A new source of government funding was made available in
1991 through the National Security Education Act. Supported bpdpartment of Defense
and the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Education Program (NSEP) is
designed to “support graduate training of area studies specialists and study abroad for
undergraduate students.”

All these sources of financialrsigency were compounded by the fiscal crisis experienced

by U.S. universities in the 1990s. Fewer positions were being refilled after retirements,
deaths, and separations than had been the case in previous decades. Some departments that
formerly had sulisntial faculty now found themselves facing a situation of diminishing
resources. [no new paragraph here] In view of these converging fiscal pressures during the
1990s, the leading centers of research and training inoget studies turned to private
sector fundraising as insurance against losses of their base funding. Theagd#drvard,
Columbia, Michigan, Stanford, Berkeley, and othelrgas been to build an endowment

large enough to ensure that the center continues to flourish in perpetulte Jure,

scholars at these centers continue to raise funds from foundations and other sources in
support of their individual and collaborative research projects. But the basic infrastructural
needs of the centers, still funded by Title VI, and the neexlifgport graduate students at
public universities, was increasingly held hostage to the success of efforts to raise
endowments.

In the aftermath of the events of Septemberll, 2001, the funding situation and institutional
context for postSoviet studes changed once again. A growing awareness and fear of global
terrorism, in combination with the realization that Soviet successor states have strategic
importance for the U.S., precipitated dramatic reordering of priorities in funding by the
federal govenment, foundations, and universities. Allocations for Title VI National
Resource Centers and FLAS fellowships were steeply increased in 2002, testimony to the
renewed and heightened concern with this part of the world.

allocated $95,000 for a project at the University of California at Berkeley for a workshop, conference, and
volume on “Rethinking Are&tudies.”

%t is worth noting that according to a recent study by the Ford Foundation, the Fulbfiylstprograms

have declined 58% in purchasing power from the 1860s to 1995. By 1996, they had declined by 70%.
Miriam A. Kazanjian, “Funding Trendof Selected Federal Programs Supporting Study and Research on
World Wars Other Than the U.S.”, 1996, cited in “Crossing Borders,” p. 6 n. 2.

“°The National Council for Soviet and East European Research was renamed after the collapse of
communism.

“1 Richads, “In Defense of Area Studies,” p. 14. The NSEP program is administered by the Department of
Defense and supervised by a Presidential Board which includes the Secretary of Defense and the Director
of the CIA. The program has drawn criticism from someasastudies scholars seeking to avoid any linkage
between scholars and the CIA.
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The formal organization of Soei studies in the United States hhamained relatively intact
since the collapse of communisnmAs before, posSoviet studies is marked by about fifteen
major centers and institutes ireldging universities, funded by the Department of Education.
Among these, the most prominent centers, as before, are (in alphabetical order) Berkeley,
Columbia, Harvard, lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, Stanford, UCLA, the University of
Washington and Wisconsi®ome changes have occurred in the names attached to these
centers. In a number of caséSyrasia” has been added to signify coverage of all the Soviet
successor statés.

With the disintegration of the Soviet bloc and the USSR, and the end of thieiZan,

pressures immediately arose for a redefinition of “area” and a reshuffling of academic
jurisdictions. In some universities, this has resulted in pressures for a formal separation of
East European studies from FSU studies, and the inclusion abtimef within centers or
institutes devoted to the study of “Europe.” In some universities, FSU studies and centers
have been incorporated into European studies institutes. Similarly, Middle Eastern studies
centers have looked to expand their purview iiaioner Soviet Central Asia, though we are

not aware of major universities at which such a formal transfer has taken place. Most
frequently, we have seen the emergence of new programs, freestanding or within Europe or
FSU centers, for research and instroicton Central Asia, the Caucasus, or the Baltic states.
The human capital to staff such programs is currently spread very thin, a situation that will
almost certainly improve in the aftermath of September 11, 2001 as the strategically located
states ofthie South Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia) and Central Asia
(Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenisttnalt the attention

of scholars and funding agencies.

Area Studies and the Disciplines

From its inception in the seod half of the 1940s, Soviet studies as a field of inquiry
encompassed many disciplines, subject areas, and varieties of scholarship. Many of the
scholars who led the way in creating Soviet area studies centers specialized in history,
anthropology, sociolgy, economics, and psychologfOver time, however, political
scientists became more and more central to Soviet area studies and the other social
sciences- especially sociology and anthropologyeceded in importance.

In 1959, there were about thirtydologists with professional training in Russian
studies!* Ten or twenty years later, the number had dwindled to far fewer. If we look at

“21n August 2000, the U.C. Berkeley Center for Slavic and East European Studies (founded in 1957) was
reconstituted the Institute of Slavic, East European, and Eurasian Stl8k#sHS). In July 2002,

Harvard’s Kathryn W. and Shelby Cullom Davis Center for Russian Studies became the Davis Center for
Russian and Eurasian Studies. Soon afterward, Stanford’s Center for Russian and East European Studies
was renamed the Center for Rizsg East European and Eurasian Studies.

“3 Geroid T. Robinson, founder and first director of Columbia’s Russian Institute, was an historian;
Harvard’s Russian Research Center’s first executive committee included the sociologists Talcott Parsons
and Alex hkeles, and anthropologist Clyde Klukhohn (also Director of the Russian Research Center); the
“Field Director” of the Harvard Refugee Interview Project, Raymond Bauer, was a psychology professor.
Berkeley’s Slavic Institute was founded by historian RoldeKerner.

*4 Fisher, American Research in Russia 77.

11

Produced by The Berkeley Electronic Press, 2003



UCIAS Edited Volumes Vol. 3[2002], Article 4

the disciplinary distribution of the Ford Foundation’s Foreign Area Fellowships between
1952 and 1972, we will see whFord made a total of 469 awards to graduate students in
the Soviet and East European fields during these two decades. Historians received by far
the largest number of awards (178 or 38% of the total); political scientists received the
second largest nuber (112 or 24%) followed by language and literature (49 or 8%) and
economics (48 or 8%). History and literaturelisciplines relatively remote from the

Cold War-together received 46% of the funding from this important source. Throughout
this entire peod, only six sociologists and two anthropologists were awarded
fellowships?

The trends in disciplinary specialization coincided with intellectual and practical
developments in the field. A combination of circumstane@scluding the obstacles to
primary research and an aversion to Soviet cultural producisew historians and
specialists in Russian literature to the period before 1917. Since field research in the
Soviet Union was extremely limited for American scholars (even after the creation of an
exchange program with the Soviet Union in 1958), anthropologists, sociologists, and
psychologists- who had played such a leading role in Harvard’'s Refugee Interview
Project— turned their attention elsewhere once that unique source of data had been
exhaustd. By the 1960s, research on the Soviet Union was mainly carried on by three
groups: literary scholars studying “the thaw” in Russian culture after Stalin’s death, and
political scientists and economists attempting to make sense of th&fadst era. The

latter groups of “Sovietologists” faced formidable research obstacles and were prone, for
either ideological or practical reasons, to place “heavy emphasis...on events and
personalities in Moscow, on ‘Kremlinology psychingout the conflicts and motivains

of the top political and military leadershi>’Some political scientists undertook bread
ranging research on Soviet history as well as contemporary developfients.

In the 1970s, a new source of data became available with the emigration to the West of
hundreds of thousands of Soviet Jews (and some Soviet Germans). Several major
projects were created to take advantage of this new research opportunity. The United
States government allocated about ten million dollars to interdisciplinary teams of
scholargo conduct mass surveys, with a sample of 3000 respondents and intensive
interviews with scores of specialists among the émigrés. The Soviet Interview Project
drew in political scientists, economists, and a few sociologists, and made important
contributians to understanding how Soviet society had changed between the 1930s and
the 1970s. It resulted in dozens of articles published in area and disciplinary journals, as
well as several boolength volume4?® The BerkeleyDuke Project on the Second

“>Table 1: Distribution of Fellowships by Disciplines and Geographic Area of Inter#8621972,
Directory: Foreign Areas Fellows 1952972 (Joint Committee on the Foreign Area Fellowship Pergr
of the ACLS and SSRC, 1973).

6 “Beyond Soviet Studies,” p. 8.

" Cohen Rethinking the Soviet Experienarakes this point, p. 5. Merle Fainsod’s historical research
exemplifies this phenomenon. See, especiallyw Russia Is RulefCambridge, 1953, 8, 1965) and
Smolensk Under Soviet Ryléambridge, 1958).

8 See, in particular, James Millar, e@glitics, Work, and Daily life in the USSR: A Survey of Former
Soviet CitizengNew York, 1987), Donna Bahry, “Society Transformed?: Rethinking the Bciats of
Perestroika, Slavic Revievb2, 3, Fall 1993, pp. 51854;Paul GregoryRestructuring the Soviet Economic
Bureaucracy(New York, 1990).
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Economy ofthe USSR was created in 1977 by Gregory Grossman and Vladimir Treml.
The samples for both the questionnaires and the intensive interviews were of a magnitude
comparable to the Soviet Interview Project and the project yielded numerous occasional
papers, chaters and articles. Among other accomplishments, the Bertldke Project
highlighted the important role of the Soviet “second economy.”

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, significant changes have taken place in the
disciplinary distribution of areapecialists generally and within particular disciplines. For

the first time since the 1940s and 1950s, growing numbers of sociologists and
anthropologists- at both the faculty and graduate student levdiave embarked on

research in the field of RussigBoviet, and posBoviet studies. Some are established

scholars who have been drawn to the region by the remarkable changes taking place there;
others are young scholars and graduate students who have recently entered the field. These
disciplines have whessed a small but significant influx of students eager to take advantage
of the new opportunities for ethnographic, field, survey, and other types of research in these
newly independent states of the F&U.

The demise of the Soviet Union has also ledagaxically, to the legitimation of Soviet

history as a subfield within history departments. Before that time, highly restricted access to
archival sources kept historians focused mainly on the Civil War period and the 1920s.
While Russian archives are nmampletely open even today, enough has changed to allow
for meaningful archival research on virtually the entirety of Soviet social, economic, and
political history. New works of scholarship are appearing that draw upon Soviet sources
formerly unavailabléo scholars.

Even postWorld War Il diplomatic history has benefited from the availability of new
sources. The Woodrow Wilson Center for Scholars, in Washington, DC houses the “Cold
War International History Project,” which has helped to induce furtheladsification of

both Soviet and neSoviet diplomatic documents from the first decades of the ColdWar.
Brown and Harvard Universities have organized conferences of former Soviet and US high
officials, which have greatly deepened our understandingeoCuban Missile Crisis, the

rise and decline of détente in the 1970s, and the winding down of the Cold War during the
Gorbachev erd® The National Security Archive in Washington, DC, has accomplished a
great deal in declassifying both Soviet and US doents from recent decades of Cold War
history>? These and other projects have fostered major advances in our understanding of
the factors that led the Cold War to last as long as it did. As a result of informational

“Peter Rutland, who served on IREX's FSU Selection Committee from-1998, reports in a personal
communicabn that many good applications were received from the discipline of anthropology.

%0 See the Project’s irregularly publish&dlletinandWorking Papers Seriesvhich compile translations of
recently declassified documents on specific episodes in thehistthe Cold War, and analyses of the
valueadded of those documents; they are distributed free of charge.

®1 Several volumes on the Cuban Missile Crisis, based on these conferences, have been published under the
editorship of James Blight, including Jasn@. Blight and David A. WelchQn the Brink: Americans and
Soviets Reexamine the Cuban Missile Crigi8ed., New York, 1990; and James G. Blight and David A.
Welch, Intelligence and the Cuban Missile Crisis, London, UK, 1998.

2 For an overview of whathey have accomplished on this score, consult their website at
<http://www.seas.gwu.edu/nsarchive>.
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glasnost’now enjoyed by those conduatj research on all aspects of Soviet history, history
departments are slowly but steadily seeking to hire historians of the Soviet period.

The locus of research on peSbviet economics has shifted as a result of the collapse of the
USSR and the efforts tiouild market economies where once command economies were the
rule. The World Bank, OECD, EBRD, and other international organizations have hired,
full-time or parttime, numerous academic specialists (or economics PhDs) on Soviet and
East European econoes, who conduct research on the transformations of these economies
and publish the results in outlets of those organizations. Some of the best work on these
economic transitions, therefore, first appears not in area or disciplinary journals, but rather in
periodicals, ephemera, and working papers of the international organizations themselves.
Moreover, the resistance of economics departments to hiring area specialists, in light of their
preference for hiring individuals noted principally for their contitibns to econometrics,

game theory, and formal modeling, has led a good humber of area economists to work for
international organizations and the United States Government by d&fadkecline in
undergraduate and graduate student enrollments in courd@gssian language, politics,

and history took place on many campuses during the 1990s. The reasons for this decline are
mysterious, but we can speculate. Historically, enrollments have surged during crucial
turning points: at the height of the Cold Warthe late 1950s and early 1960s; after the
invasion of Afghanistan and the collapse of the limited détente of the 1970s; and during the
excitement of the Gorbachev era. After the collapse of communism, however, Russia’s loss
of status as the “other sugawer,” and her lack of luster as a place in which to invest one’s
scholarly dreams and personal fortunes, led students to drift more toward other areas, such
as East Asia’

Declining enrolliments, together with changing intellectual fashions and shitieding

priorities, have combined to modify the distribution of faculty in some departments. Few
history departments have maintained three positions to cover Medieval Russian, Imperial
Russian, and Soviet history; most have been able to fill only oheaof the three. For

more than a decade, many of the leading economics departments have not been hiring
faculty in applied economics such as area studies and economic history. Senior scholars in
Russian economic studies have retired or are approactiirggment and are unlikely to be
replaced. Young economists are working outside academia, with a few notable exceptions.
Area specialists have struggled to resist adverse trends in political science departments
which often seek the best “comparativist,” aedless of geographic specialization

Slavic languages and literatures departments have also seen their faculty strength threatened,
as enrollment in Russian language courses, the mainstay for most departments, declined
during the 1990s. Departments respemch three ways. First, they broadened the scope of

their language courses to include texts from the more specialized fields, like business, law,

3 0On the condition of "comparative economics" within economics departments today, see Peter Rutland,
"Comparative Economics and the Study of Russia's Regigpaper prepared for the international
symposium, "Regions: A Prism to View the Slaxtirasian World," Sapporo, Japan, July2£21998.

Rutland reports in a personal communication that only one application was received by the IREX FSU
Selection Commite from 19961998 from economists in those three years.

> |t is noteworthy that the decline in Russian studies coincides with a more general decline in the
enrollments in Western European studies in some disciplines, such as history.
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and politics. Second, they incorporated a range of courses that, on the one hand, bring their
literature anctulture coverage to the late Soviet and gBsviet periods and, on the other,
include popular culture, especially, film. Finally, they have expanded geographical
coverage. Even before the collapse of communism, Slavic departments offered instruction
in the languages and literatures of other Slavic countries in East Europe (e.g., Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia) or republics within the Soviet Union (e.g., Ukraine) and
occasionally even neBlavic East European languages and literatures (e.g., Hunghry an
Romania). Over the past decade, some Slavic departments have offered on an occasional
basis the languages and literatures of some of theStawvic Soviet successor states (e.g.,
Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Latvia, Lithuania, Uzbekistan, KazakhstahjarRussian
speaking areas of the Russian Federation (e.g., Chechnya and Ingishetia).

An exception to these general trends can be found in sociology and anthropology
departments. Here there were relatively very few faculty specializing in the stulg o
Soviet Union before the 1990s. The collapse of communism removed the obstacles to
field research that had earlier discouraged scholars in these disciplines from studying the
region.. Over the past decade, major sociology and anthropology departragats

sought to attract faculty whose research explores the unprecedented transformations
unfolding in this part of the world and the theoretical and comparative implications of
these developments. Some of these are younger scholars who did their greoikate

during perestroika or the 1990s; others are scholars who have shifted the focus of their
research to study late Soviet and p8siviet society’

There are indications on some campuses of renewed interest in the successor states of the
former SovietUnion. Since the late 1990s, undergraduate and graduate enrollments at some
institutions have been gradually increasing in courses relating to the region of the former
Soviet Union>’ This trend has accelerated in the aftermath of the events of Sept&finber
2001, which stimulated interest in national security issues and the threat of global terrorism.
In this new environment, it is possible that we will see further shifts in research agendas and
geographical focus, with more emphasis on-sdawvic countrés and groups in the region

and attention to themes that are shaped by a@ddtrather than a peSoviet perspective.

% For example, the DEartment of Slavic Languages and Literature at the University of Indiana at
Bloomington offered a summer workshop in 2000 that included undergraduate and graduate instruction in
the following languages on a varying basis: Polish, Czech, Slovak, Hung&t@amene, Serbian and

Croatian, Romanian, Bulgarian, Georgian, Uzbek, Azeri, Turkmen, Kyrgyz, Kazak, Estonian, Latvian,
Lithuanian, Chechen. The UC Berkeley Department of Slavic Languages and Literatures in academic year
20022003 offers instruction in Bulgrian, Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Russian,Serbian/Croatian (S/C),
Georgian, Armenian, and Uzbek and supervised tutorials in Chedgeish, Latvian, and Lithuanian.

%%t is noteworthy that a sociologist who has devoted himself for many years to researtingary and

Russia, Michael Burawoy, was elected president of the American Sociological Association in 2002.

" At U.C. Berkeley, for example, graduate and undergraduate enroliment in courses pertaining to East Europe
and the territory of the former Soviktnion doubled between academic years 12989 and 200:2002.

Institute of Slavic, East European, and Eurasian Studies, National Resource Center Title VI Proposal,
November 2002, p. 11 and Appendix B.
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Intellectual Trends

Soviet area studies have, over the decades, made significant contributions to our
understanding and conceptuaiion of Soviettype societies. The most well known and
most controversial concept generated during the early years of Soviet area studies was
that of “totalitarianism.” Originally used iftaly in the 1920s, the term was put forward

in the 1950s to ilhminate the common, essential features of the Stalinist and fascist
systems? With the changes in statociety relations following “déStalinization”

precipitated by Nikita Khrushchev’s speech to the Twentieth Party Congress of the CPSU
in 1956, Westerngholars began to debate the usefulness of the term and its continued
applicability to Sovietype systems’

The totalitarian model was both influential and widely applied in the U.S., particularly by
political scientists writing in the 1950s and early6D8. But the model was not applied

with either consistency or uniformity, in part because of definitional confusion. Some
scholars used the term to mean “the total state,” one that monopolizes the polity, society,
and economy. Others used the term to madotal state marked by terroristic despotism

a la Hitler and Stalin. The result of this confusion was that a good deal of scholarly
energy was wasted in terminological disputes and evasions wheisfast changes
maintained the total state but elinaited the terroristic despotisnBut already in the first

half of the 1950s, some scholars avoided these debates by thinking of the Soviet
experience more broadly. They conceptualized Soviet rule as a distinct form of
dictatorship that coincided with a gular stage in the process of modernization.

Several versions of this “developmental” approach entered into the general discourse of
Soviet area studies. Proponents of this approach proceeded from contrasting theoretical
positions but reached the genlaranclusion that the Soviet system would eventually be
subject to change as modernization proceéded.

Following the deStalinization campaign of the late 1950s and early 1960s, debates
between totalitarian and developmental approaches centered on arwlifse extent to
which the system was adapting to changing societal and environmental conditions. The
focus tended to be on changes in elite composition and regime policies, and only

%8 The seminal volumes were Carl J. Friedrich, datalitarianism (Cambridge, 1954) and Carl J. Friedrich
and Zbigniew BrzezinskiTotalitarian Dictatorship and Autocrac§Cambridge, 1956). The term
“totalitario” is attributed to Benito Mussolini., who applied it to the Italian fascist state.

%9 For two notible examples, see Cohd®ethinking the Soviet Experienard Martin Malia (“Z”), “To the
Stalin Mausoleum,Daedalus 119, 2:95344, Spring, 1990. A review of these controversies and an
alternative approach is put forth in George Breslauer, “In DefehS@waetology,”PostSoviet Affairs

1992, 8, 3:197238. See also the recent book on the subject by Abbott Gledstaljtarianism: The Inner
History of the Cold Wa(New York, 1995). The concept of totalitarianism has come to occupy a central
place in he discourse of Russian scholars and publicists in Russia and Eastern Europe in the 1980s and
1990s.

0 For a Marxist variant of this kind of argument by a ROIS. scholar, see Isaac DeutschRussia: What
Next?(New York, 1953). A Weberian approach camfound in Barrington Moore, JrTerror and
Progress- USSR(Cambridge, 1954).
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secondarily on broader social groups. The research obstacles facilegoBugists partly
account for the focus on elites; at least information was available concerning official
pronouncements, the public conduct of elites, policy changes, and the backgrounds of
elites. By contrast, almost nothing was known about-abiie@ groups in society,

especially life outside the capital cities (Moscow and St. Petersburg) where research by
American scholars was generally obstructed or forbidden by the Soviet authorities. Given
this situation, Harvard’s Refugee Interview Project providacique and valuable

source of information on the lives and perceptions of ordinary people, albeit one that
applied to the society of the early 1940s, when these refugees were displaced wéstward.

Research agendas and orientations began to shift diment60s and early 1970s.

Among political scientists, two major points of view emerged concerning the trajectory
of the Soviet system: rationalization and degenerdfi@oth approaches moved beyond
the totalitarian model, often drawing upon Max Weberif@piration. There was

renewed interest in theories that drew upon the approach, with an emphasis now on the
transformative impact of technocratic rationalization. The degeneration argument took
several forms but one of the most influential versions i@olhe concept of “neo
traditionalism” to Sovietype regimes and political cultufé Derivative of these general
approaches were studies of bureaucratic politics, trends in interest articulation,
leadership, and poliegnaking that illuminated either th@tionalizing or the degenerative
components of the political process. A large body of literature also developed, based on
the works of dissidents, which identified key ideological and social cleavages that later
became extremely important when the socléteralized. Though impeded by both

Soviet censorship, in the first case, and skepticism among many Western readers about
the credibility of literature produced by dissidents, in the second, these studies produced
some innovative and insightful evidenaed interpretation of Soviet politics and society.
They also produced spirited debates about which prism for interpreting Soviet reality was
likely to prove the more usefif.

Soviet foreign policy studies were also marked by debates over the sourcegauiion

of Soviet international behavior. Numerous volumes of revisionist literature on the
origins of the Cold War argued that Stalinist foreign policy was driven largely by
defensive concerns, which was a minority position in the Sovietologicaltiteraf the

1950s and 1960s. PeStalin changes in Soviet foreign policy yielded heightened
ambiguity and consequent debate about the interpretation of Soviet actions on the
international scene. At least three paradigms emerged (some would say fiva)ttize

gamut from viewing Soviet foreign policy as a product, at one extreme, of a systemic
need for expansion that could only be countered through credible, military deterrence to a

®1 See, especially, Alex InkeleShe Soviet Citize(Cambridge, MA, 1959). On the late 1940s and early
1950s, see Vera Dunham's superb use of literature to decipheriatiitadanges evident in Soviet society,
In Stalin's Time: Middleclass Values in Soviet Ficti@ambridge, England, 1976).

%2 For a discussion of these issues, see Breslauer, “In Defense of Sovietology,” g2 222

%3 Ken Jowitt's influential articles (bginning in 1974) on this theme appearNiew World Disorder: The
Leninist ExtinctionBerkeley, 1992).

% For a stilluseful British survey of trends in Western studies of Soviet politics at the time, see A.H.
(Archie) Brown,Soviet Politics and Political Sence(London, 1974).
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view of the phenomenon, at the other extreme, as defensive, drivieai)yand capable
of being altered through reassurafice.

Studies of the Soviet economy followed a path somewhat analogous to that traversed by
political science. Gregory Grossman’s conceptualization of the Soviet economy as a
“‘command economy” in 1963 faralized what had been the dominant perspective to that
point® At the same time, seminal work by Joseph Berliner, within the context of the
Harvard Interview Project, revealed the nature of informal relations within the Soviet
factory and the interactiobetween the formal and informal dimensions of the command
economy’’ Expansion of the informal sector in the decades following the death of Stalin
led Grossman eventually to formalize its depiction as a “second economy” that had
grown up within, and in rgonse to the dysfunctions of, the command econ&hhythe
meantime, Abram Bergson’s monumental study of Soviet national income put the field’s
quantitative studies on a firm empirical footifiwhile de Stalinization led to the

publication of annual Soviestatistical handbooks beginning in 1957 and to census data
later. This changed the way economists worked, for now they could construct
econometric models and conduct comparative economic studies. Discussion of the
possibilities for successful reform tfe Soviet command economy began seriously
among Western economists during the Khrushchev years and intensified following the
“Kosygin reforms” of 1965. Western, East European, and Soviet economists debated the
possibility of combining plan and marketiéthe discussion grew especially intense with
the introduction of major economic reforms under Gorbachev. Oskar Lange’s model of
market socialism represented the main theoretical model for those who argued that
central planning and markets could be condal successfully. But by the end of the
Gorbachev era, most Western economic specialists had concluded that the combination
was unlikely to succeetf,

Novel approaches and subject matter atse an appearansehistorical researcbf

the 1960sand 1970sdealing with intellectual history, the history of state institutions and
government policies, and particularly, labor and society. Inspired by Leopold Haimson’s
19641965 articles on urban Russia between 1905 and 1@tid Edvard Thompson’s
monumental studylhe Making of the English Working Clag966), historians of Russia
began to turn their attention for the first time to empirical research on lower class groups
and popular movements that brought the Bolsheviks to pol¥es.research, which drew

on Soviet archival and other primary sources and was strongly influenced by Western
European studies in the fields of labor and social history, aimed at providing an account

% For an overview and categorization of diverse perspectives in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s, see William
Welch,American Images of Soviet Foreign Policy: An Inquiry into Recent Appraisals from the Academic
CommunityNew Haven, 1970)

% Gregory Grosssman, “Notes for a Theory of the Command EcondBuyiet Studies/ol. XV, no. 2
(October 1963).

®7 Joseph S. BerlineFactory and Manager in the USSRambridge, MA, 1957).

% Gregory Grossman, “The ‘Second Economy’ of the USSR@blemsof Communismvol. XXVI, no. 5
(SeptembeOctober 1977), pp. 280.

9 Abram BergsonThe Real National Income of Soviet Russia Since 1828nbridge, MA, 1961).

OWe are grateful to James Millar for insights in the previous two paragraphs.

" Leopold Haimsn, “The Problem of Social Stability in Urban Russia, 19(8.7,” Slavic Reviewpart 1,

vol. 23, no. 4 (December 1964), pp. 6692; part 2, vol. 24, no. 1 (March 1965), pp22.

18

http://repositories.cdlib.org/uciaspubs/editedvolumes/3/4



Bonnell and Breslauer: Soviet and Post-Soviet Area Studies

of the Russian revolutions “from below.” The trend to@duistory “from below” also
stimulated research on related topics, such as peasants and widrasestudies became
possible because scholars could take advantage of the IUCTG and IREX programs and
spend up to nine months conducting research in Stiietries and archives, in a few
cases including those in provincial cities.

By the 1980s,historiansturned their attention to theocial histoy of the Soviet period,

most notably the Civil War, the New Economic Policy, and the First ffear Plans?
Following the examples set by Moshe Lewamd a few otherssocial historians found
ingenious means of gaining access to sel@grimary sources in order to shed new light

on some of the most compelling and complex issues in Soviet history. The overriding
guestion in historical studieswhy did the Soviet experiment lead to the Gulag®as

hotly debated by historiangho focugd on a variety of explanations, variously

emphasizing ideology and culture, leadership, national character, and according to a new
“revisionist” approach, pressure from lower levels of Soviet socéty.

The initiation of Gorbachev’s reforms allowed scheltr observe a realorld test of the
reformability of the Soviet political and economic systems, behavioral dispositions of the
Soviet population, and the transformability of Soviet foreign policies. Much debate, among
members of the policy community aadademics alike, concerned the extent to which
GorbacheV’s unfolding policies and rhetoric indicated his sincerity about overhauling the
Soviet system (“is he for real?”) and his capacity to do so (“if he is for real, can he get away
with it?”). As Gorbahev’s reforms, and foreign policy changes, became increasingly far
reaching, scholarship concentrated more on the causes and consequences of the changes: the
implications of each for our thinking about the nature of the prior system (“where did
Gorbachexcome from?”), its reformability (“can there be a ‘third way' between statist
socialism and market democracy”?), and the potential assertiveness of the Soviet population.
Not surprisingly, those most skeptical about the reformability of the system temdbed t

those who embraced some variant of totalitarian imagery of the old system, while those

most optimistic tended to embrace some variant of a developmental parddigm.

2 A major stimulus for these efforts came from the Seminar in Twent@stury Russian and Soviet

Social History, organized by Moshe Lewin and Alfred Rieber of the University of Pennsylvania. The
seminar met for the first time in 1980. Subsequent meetings focussed on the Russian and Soviet peasantry
(1982), the Imperial and S@t bureaucracy (1983), the social history of Soviet Russia during the Civil

War (1984), the New Economic Policy (1986), Soviet industrialization (1988). Work presented at these
seminars was subsequently published in several edited volumes.

3See, for examle, J. Arch GettyOrigins of the Great Purges : the Soviet Communist P&egonsidered,
19331938(New York, 1985);Lynn Viola, The Best Sons of the Fatherland : Workers in the Vanguard of
SovietCollectivization(New York, 1987).

"1t is worth recording here thd#larxist analyseencompassed a wide band of theorists about the USSR.
Trotskyist analyses treated the system as bureaudtatist; their perspectives most closely resembled
those of the noMarxist totalitaran theorists. “Democratic socialists” among Marxists, at the other
extreme, held out hope for the evolution of the system toward a socialist (not “social”) democracy. These
analysts more closely resembled the #Marxist “modernization” theorists. Whas imost striking about
American Sovietology was how little attention it paid to Marxist literature on the USSR, except to dismiss
it in passing (e.g., “in contrast to Marxism, the economic base did not determine the political
superstructure”). The best Mast analyses of the USSR tended to be concentrated irmainstream or
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The substantive intellectual agenda of Soviet studies did not deepen very greatytarin
Gorbachev era. To be sure, the excitement generated by Gorbachev’s increasingly radical
changes enriched the field with a multiplicity of novel observations of policy changes and
societal reactions; students of the Brezhnev era were being rewardedif patience with
levels of excitement equaled only by the tedium of the previous twenty years. But debates
still concerned the implications of current events for our thinking about totalitarian versus
modernization images of the old politiesbcialeconomic system, and for our thinking

about the viability of a democratic or market socialism. Comparative referents employed to
think about the nature and prospects of the system did not extend much beyond that. There
was some effort to import concem@ad propositions from the literature on “transitions from
authoritarianism,” but these had not developed very far before the Soviet system collapsed
and a new intellectual agenda emerged.

What most changed in Soviet studies during the Gorbachev era evasetinodological

repertoire of the fieldGlasnost'increasingly diminished the level of data poverty that had
hobbled the field since its inception. From a trickle in 198&snost'opened a floodgate

by 198990; censorship declined dramatically; insegly sensitive archives were opened

both to Soviet and neBoviet scholars; exposes about the past and the present gushed forth;
both scholarly and cultural creativity were allowed increasingly to express themselves. This
had profound implications for $tet specialists in all disciplines. Political scientists could
reevaluate Soviet political history based on memoirs, archives, and interviews. Sociologists
and anthropologists could suddenly go beyond printed sources to study Soviet society itself
through direct, ethnographic observation, participant observation, mass and elite surveys,
and related tools of scholarly investigation in “open” societies. Economists were now able
more systematically to compare their previous statistical aggregations miticlawidened

base of statistics and anecdotes about Soviet economic realities.

Anthropologists, like sociologists, were no longer treated largepeasonae non grataley
Soviet officials. Students of Soviet nationalities suddenly were able to exathingity in
Soviet society and to do so in the republics of the USSR; previously, this had been one of
the most heavily censored, difmits realms of inquiry, though a number of impressive,
empirical works on aspects of nationality problems had beerupsztinonetheless. Students
of Russian and Soviet history more generally were now able to reevaluate all the major
issues that had animated debates among historians of the tsarist and Soviet eras, based on
exciting new flows of information from previouslyased or restricted archives. Students of
Soviet literature enjoyed benefits similar to those of the historians, including newly opened
archives, published memoirs, and oral histories. Moreover, taking advantage of the “new
historicism” in literary studis, with its emphasis on historical and especially cultural
contextualization of literary texts, some specialists in Soviet (and Russian) literature began
to focus on hitherto neglected topics in Soviet culture.

sectarian journals (e.glelos The Socialist Review Occasionally they would appear in the British
mainstream  journal,Soviet Studies For a heated critique of American Sovietgyts alleged
methodological, theoretical, and political biases, see Michael Cox,ReThinking the Soviet Collapse
(London, 1998),passim., wich includes several pestortems on Western Sovietology by prominent
Marxist specialists on the USSR.
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Specialists on geography of the USSR hawe dleen affected by the new trends. The

collapse of both communism and the USSR has turned the spotlight on the regional
dimension of Eurasta-both the newly independent states themselves and the variegated
regions within Russia and other former republi$iose regions turn out to have deep

meaning for their inhabitants, both as historical points of reference and as cultural
communities. Despoliation of the natural environment has contributed to inflaming
nationalist sentiments, and has galvanized reajias well as ethnic identities. There is an
increasing call, therefore, for a geographical approach that combines cultures, environments,
and regional identitie§’

In addition to new sources of information, scholarship in all disciplines benefited from
newfound opportunities for collaboration with Soviet colleagues. After an initial period of
caution and disorientation, Soviet scholars became increasingly emboldened to speak their
minds (and to disagree both with each other and with official policy)tatiational
conferences, to use their contacts to wedge open new archives, to expand the limits of
permissible inquiry, and to arrange for genuinely collaborative research projects with
foreign colleagues. Increasingly, Western scholarly journals pwdlialticles authored or
co-authored by Soviet scholars, though the decimation of some Soviet social science
disciplines by the old regime, and the heavy politicization of Soviet life, encouraged a
polemical or publicistic style that frustrated many a West®-author and journal editd?.

While the Gorbachev era opened huge vistas for overcoming the data poverty of the field,
scholarship was still confined by its singteuntry focus (which limited intecountry
comparisons that might have tested causgb@sdions) and by uncertainty about the
appropriate comparative referents for thinking about the type of transition under way in the
USSR. These confining conditions were to change profoundly as a result of the collapse of
the USSR.

PostSoviet Area Studes

With the demise of the communist system came the discrediting of conventional narratives
(both Western and Soviet) about the fate of Russia and the Soviet Union in the twentieth
century. The era of communist domination had concluded, abruptly andectexpy, and

now the “story” of Soviet rule had not just a beginning and a middle but also, miraculously,
an end! The end of the Soviet era required not just an explanation for the concluding years
and months of the regime that had once seemed so statentiany observers. It also

required a reconceptualization of the entire sewéoily years of Soviet power. As Allan
Wildman put in 1996: “The abrupt collapse of the Soviet Union has deflated our shopworn
scenarios that turned on 1917 and Stalinism, Aegtesent challenge is to devise new ways
of representing the past, discovering new trajectories around which to weave d Story.”

> David Hooson, “ExSoviet Identities and the Return of Geography,” in David Hooson,&eography
and National IdentityfOxford, 1994).

® Few Soviet social scientists shared the methodological standards otaletion, analysis, and
reportage of results thavere dominant within US social sciences.

""Who Writes Our Scripts?The Russian Revigwol. 55, no. 2 (April 1996), p. v.
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Western scholars since 1991 have gradually but steadily begun to register this need to
reconceptualize the entire projectaaimprehending the Soviet era. This has taken a variety

of forms, including the study of hitherto neglected cultural dimensions; identities, traditions
and collective behavior of national and ethnic minorities and political and other outcasts in
the SovietUnion; themes such as space, time, trust, folklore, and collectivism; and practices
such as funerals, shamanism, black markets, sexuality, and civic actffiguth of this

new and original research draws upon the theories and methods associated Veittiue

turn” that has been so influential in historical studies more generally since the late 1970s.
Practitioners of these approaches can be found in a wide range of disciplines, encompassing
both the social sciences and the humanities.

After 1991, fiteen independent countries came into existence where before only one had
stood. All of them shared cultural and other legacies of having been a part of the USSR; all
of them suffered the severe disorganization and disorientation attendant upon theeoofllap
the old system; and all of them were seeking to find their way in an era of
“postcommunism.” But what their separate existences made possible was the emergence
within political science, economics, and sociology of a genuine subfield of inquiry that
might be called “comparative postcommunism.”

Given the similarities of their recent legacies and current circumstances, but given the
numerous differences among them in precommunist heritage, ethnic composition, resource
endowments, location, and modetainsition from communisift these fifteen states

provided the ideal laboratory for structured, focused comparisons of their trajectories of
postcommunist developmefit.Moreover, regional and ethnic differentiatiithin many

of these newly independentsgs led to a burst of intexgionalcomparisons, within and

across these states, that enrich the comparative exercise by allowing for still greater
variations along both dependent and independent vari&bkgre broadly, but not within

the purview of tlis essay, the field of postcommunism cast its comparative net even more
widely, encompassing the countries of the former Soviet bloc in Eastern Europe, as well as
the former Yugoslavia and Albania, which had similar legacies of communism and faced
similar challenges of postcommunism.

8 Most of these topics were among those funded by SSRC Fellowships and Grantsae@1
"“The Central Asian states, Moldova, aBelarus had not experienced the rise of large national liberation
movements” in the lat&980s.

8 For a most recent example, see Joel S. Hellman, “Winners Take All: The Politics of Partial Reform in
Postcommunist TransitionsWorld Politics 50, 2, Janugr1998, pp. 203234; for an earlier, boolength
study, see Jane |. Dawsdaco-Nationalism: AntiNuclear Activism and National Identity in Russia,
Lithuania, and UkraingDurham, NC, 1996). For looser comparisons of trajectories among FSU countries,
seethe tenvolume seriesThe International Politics of Eurasjadited by Karen Dawisha and Bruce
Parrott (Armonk, NY, 19941998); also, lan Bremmer and Ray Tarsgw States, New Politics: Building
the PostSoviet NationgNew York, 1997), and Timothy J. @on and Robert C. TuckeRatterns in Post
Soviet LeadershifBoulder, CO, 1995).

8 For example, M. Steven FisBemocracy from ScratcfPrinceton,, 1995); Kathryn Ston&veiss,Local
Heroes(Princeton, 1997); Daniel Treisma#fter the Deluge: Regiondlrises and Political Consolidation
in Russia(Ann Arbor, MI, 1999);Mark R. BeissingerNationalist Mobilization and the Collapse of the
Soviet Stat¢Cambridge, UK and New York, 2002).
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Collapse of the USSR led to a proliferation of analogues with which to conceptualize the
nature of postcommunism. The totalitarianism versus modernization debate about the
nature of the old system was echoed in debatestuwerto conceptualize the “Leninist
legacy” that constrains or shapes the scope and nature of the traffsiBobeyond that,
scholars were struck by the diverse challenges facing these countries, and the implications of
those challenges for how we thiakout the nature of this transition. The challenges have
included: (1) how to build a viable state on the ruins of the previous state; (2) how to
construct a viable “nation” (a sense of “veeling” and common identification) among the
peoples of theseaw states; (3) how to deal with forces pushing for democratization of the
state; (4) how to stabilize, marketize, privatize, and demilitarize the economy; (5) how to
integrate the economy into the global capitalist economy; and (6) how to define one’s
idertity, interests, and role in the international political order.

In terms of the sheer volume of scholarship, a glance at the tables of contents and titles of
“books received” in area and disciplinary journals would show that many published works
in the 1990s focused on the ways these countries were dealing with the challenges of
democratizing their polities, marketizing their economies, and integrating into the
international economic and political orders. Moreover, the bulk of prirsanyce

scholarshp dealt with Russia, a reflection of the linguistic competence of most Western
specialists on the region.. To be sure, significant work was published on matters-of state
building and natiorbuilding, demilitarization, and the transformation of foreigtations.

But the concern with constructing a marketized, liberal democracy that is integrated into
global capitalism captured a great deal of scholarly attention.

The proliferation of periodicals, journals, and information sources illustrates the new
directions in scholarship. Some preexisting journals broadened their focus and in some
instances, also changed their title to reflect the shift in orient&fidvew publications
appeared that were devoted in whole or in part to tracking the transitionexpein the

FSU and Eastern EuroppemokratizatsiyaEast European Constitutional Review
Transitions(Open Media Research Institutd@yansition(The World Bank) Communist
Economies and Economic Transformati®ussian Economic Trend® mention but few.

A major crossregional journal appeared in 199yurnal of Democracywhich regularly
devoted a portion of its coverage to democratization processes in Eastern Europe and the
FSU. Internet sources of information also proliferated, with dailygitations of

information and interpretation reaching our computer screens, in some casesdnegge,

with such frequency and volume that no scholar could possibly keep up with théflood.
New newspapers, magazines, journals, and intdrastd informton outlets have also
proliferatedwithin the FSU. Western libraries can barely afford to maintain subscriptions to

82 Ken Jowitt,New World Disorder: The Leninist ExtinctigBerkeley,CA, 1992); Beverly Crawford and
Arend Lijphart, eds.l.iberalization and Leninist LegacidBerkeley, CA, 1997).

8 Thus,Soviet StudiebecameEuropeAsia StudiesProblems of CommunistrecameProblems of Post
CommunismStudies in Comparative CommunisecameCommunist and PosEommunist StudieSoviet
EconomybecamdPostSoviet Affairs Soviet GeographpecamePostSoviet Geography and Economics
Journals such &Slavic ReviewThe Russian ReviewandNationalities Papersetained their former title but
participated, to varying extents, in scholarly discussions and debates inspired by postcommunism.
%For exampleJohnson’s Russia Lislamestown Prismlamestown MonitoiRadio Liberty (RL) Daily
Reportsto note but a few.
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all the important new sources, forcing scholars to make hard choices about recommended
subscriptions.

The proliferation of new topics hadso led to a much broader integration of pSswiet,
Western scholarship into the dominant theoretical concerns of the social science disciplines.
A significantly larger proportion of articles idisciplinaryjournals is now devoted to

analysis and careptualization of changes in the postcommunist area. Similarly, in area
journals, the theoretical repertoire of publications has vastly expanded. Footnotes now
proliferate that cite theories of stabeilding, natiorbuilding, democratization,

marketizaibn (“transition economics”), and the transformation of international systems.
While the dominant analogies used initially to capture these processes were those of
“transitions to democracy” and “early capitalism,” those comparative referents were rapidly
supplemented by analogies with ealyropean statbuilding and natiorbuilding projects;
“transition to feudalism”; Third World stagnation or “dependency”; the transformation of
earlier international systems; and the collapse of earlier imperial sy&tewiith respect to

all these theoretical concerns, scholars have sought either to use theory to help illuminate
postcommunist processes of change or to enrich theory by demonstrating how distinctive
features of postcommunism create unprecedented “saiitiofiamiliar challenge&®

Collaboration with posSoviet scholars in the study of these phenomena has expanded
significantly beyond the levels achieved in the Gorbachev era, as has the frequency of
publication in Western journals by scholars from the FRdstSoviet scholars have
advantages that few Western scholars can match: native linguistic skills; a “feel” for the
situation on the grounela sensitivity to unique cultural meanings and privileged access to
sources. Their Western collaborators hawe¢ducation in social science theories and
methodologies, as well as experience in writing to Western journals’ epistemological,
ontological, and discursive standards, that most-fastiet scholars sorely lack. We are
currently witnessing a growing trdrthat combines the best of each of these: scholarship
produced by talented Soviet colleagues who have been educated in, and received PhDs
from, Western universitie¥.

8 From the latter perspectiy®ussia was the “core” of an “empire” that included an “inner” and an “outer”
periphery: the fourteen other republics of the USSR, and the Eastern European members of the Warsaw
Pact, respectively. For excellent work in this genre, see Karen Dawish&mawe Parrott,The End of
Empire? The Transformation of the USSR in Comparative Perspe@inaonk, NY, 1997). On the
“transition to feudalism,” see Katherine Verdekhat was Socialism and What Comes NdRfinceton,
1996).

% For exemplars of how spidists on poscommunism can improve received social theories, see Gerard
Roland, Transition and Economics: Politics, Markets, and Fir(@ambridge, MA, 2000); Richard D.
Anderson, M. Steven Fish, Philip Roeder, and Stephen Hafsmsticommunism and thén@ory of
DemocracyPrinceton, 2001); Michael McFalRussia’s Unfinished Revolution: Political Change from
Gorbachev toreltsin (Ithaca, NY, 2001); Thomas F. Remingtdine Russian Parliament: Institutional
Evolution in a Transitional Regime, 198399 (New Haven, CT, 2001); Pauline Jones Luohmgtitutional
Change and Political Continuity in PoSoviet Central Asi#dCambridge, UK and New York, 2002); Rawi
Abdelal,National Purpose in the World Economy: P&&bviet States in Comparative Perspectitieaca,

NY, 2001).

8" For example, Oleg Kharkhordifthe Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices
(Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1999); Vadim Volkdxiplent Entrepreneurs: The Use of Force in the Making
of Russian Capitalisrithaca, 202).
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The proliferation of theoretical interests has also led a considerable number of Wester
theorists, who had not previously worked on the region, to devote themselves to the study of
the postcommunist world. Some of them lack the linguistic skills and collaborate with post
Soviet scholars to compensate for that drawtf&c®thers have gonedar as to learn new
languagesind immerse themselves in-site, ethnographic fieldwor¥ In either case,

their inquiries are informed by idepth familiarity with analogous phenomena elsewhere.

The purposes of their studies are varied. Some are doy@mnescriptive concerns: to

suggest strategies by which p&aviet decisionmakers might attain positive goals

(economic stability and growth; marketization and privatization; democratization; stable
federalism; etc.) or avoid negative ones (ethnic ¢onipolitical and social instability;

poverty, ill health, and environmental disaster, etc.). Others are driven by predictive
concerns: to foretell the prospect that p8siviet countries will attain these goods or avoid
these negative outcomes. Stithers are most concerned with theaigvelopment: use of

the postcommunist laboratory as a means of identifying novel solutions to familiar problems
(e.g. new approaches to natibnilding, constitutionalism, multilateral organization) or of
enriching ourunderstanding of the explanatory power of varied causal factors (culture,
ethnicity, class, gender, region, institutions, economics, leadership, etc.) at the micro, meso,
or macro levels.

Much of the research on the Soviet system befamstroikafocusedon “regime studies”
(among political scientists and political sociologistsyn aggregate economic trends

(among economists), and on social stratification (among the few sociologists). These
narrow agendas, and their focus largely on “mdexeel” phenanena, were necessitated by
Soviet censorship. A good number of political scientists had worked on Soviet local
government, but their studies did not benefit from candid interviews or access to information
about the most important issues (such as theaigesources of locajovernmental

budgets). This too has changed in the gastiet era. Research is now taking place on the

full range of micrelevel phenomena, under constraints that mirror only those found in the
study of any regiofi* The bulk of resarch falls under the analytical categories delineated
above (democratization, marketization, natmrlding, etc.). But what is noteworthy about
those categories is that they are amenable to study at any level of analysis (micro, meso (i.e.
institutiona), and macro), depending on the formulation of the research question. This
facilitates comparisons between phenomena and trends in the postcommunist area and those

8 For example, Mikhail Myagkov, Peter Ordeshook, and Alexander Sobyanin, “The Russian Electorate,
1991:1996," PostSoviet Affairs 13, 2, ApritJune 1997, pp. 13466.

8 For example, David Laitindentity in Formation: The RussiaBpeaking Populatiain the Near Abroad
(Ithaca, NY, 1998)Michael Burawoy and Pavel Krotov, "The Soviet Transition from Socialism to
Capitalism: Worker Control and Economic Bargaining in the Wood Indusé&gnérican Sociological
Reviewb7(1): 1638 (1992); "The Rise of Mehant Capital: Monopoly, Barter, and Enterprise Politics in
the Vorkuta Coal Industry.Harriman Institute ForumVol.6, no.4. (1992);- Michael Burawory, Pavel
Krotov, and Tatyana Lytkina, “Domestic Involution: How Women Organize Survival in a NortkiRus
City,” in Victoria E. Bonnell and George W. Breslauer, ed®ussia in the New Century: Stability or
Disorder?(Boulder, CO, 2000)

% See CoherRRethinking the Soviet Experiena. 1 on “regime studies.”

%1 For example,repressive dictatorshipsimtihg those in the postcommunist world (Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, Belarus),tend to exclude scholars investigating regimmpromising subjects.
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in other regions of the world, an intellectual trend that has also burgeoned duringtthe pas
decadée?

There was always a cresstional component to the study of the Soviet Union. The
totalitarian model grew out of observation of the similarities between Hitler's Germany and
Stalin’s Russia, and the dissimilarities between either of thes&aatitional,

“authoritarian” dictatorships. The developmental approach to Stalinism treated the Soviet
regime as a type of modernizing dictatorship that sought to break out of the constraints on
economic and political transformations found in most Thirdf countries In

accordance with this general type of approachpibet StalinistUSSR was viewed as a
product of the Stalinist developmental experience: a society that had achieved certain
features of “modernity” and “industrialism” analogous to taas Western Europe and

North America, which raised pressures on the regime to adapt its pebtigahizational

and administrative formats accordingly.

Political scientists who embraced these ways of thinking about the USSR sometimes sought
to test convegence theoryalbeit in a very specific and novel form: that "they" will

converge in "our" direction* Totalitarian theorists emphasized the unique features of the
Soviet political system, and its inability to tolerate, much less sponsor, such convergenc
Those who embraced some variants of the developmental model tended, by contrast, to
emphasize growing societal and economic pressures for adaptation to the alleged
“imperatives” of legitimacy and efficiency in the peasttalitarian phase of Soviet hasly.

Convergence theory lost its luster as it became evident during the 1970s that, whatever the
adaptations the Soviet regime was willing to countenance, these did not include liberal
democracy or a privatized economy. But the postcommunist era hasdenterest in
convergence theory. Advocacy of market democracy, and the faith that it can be made to
succeed in the postommunist world, represents a revival of that variant of convergence
theory that was most popular in mainstream US scholarshigeid 950s: that “they” will
converge in “our” direction. But whereas in the 1950s the scholarship on the theory was not
driven by prescriptive concerns, that is no longer the case, as the former Soviet Union is

92 For example, in March 1999, the University of Wisconsin hosted a major conference, "Beyond State
Crisis?: TheQuest for the Efficacious State in Africa and Eurasia." Organized by (Africanist) Crawford
Young and (FSU specialist) Mark Beissinger, the conference probed analogous dimensions of the political
crises that have enveloped Africa and Eurasia in the wakieeofollapse of communism in Eurasia and a
deepening crisis of the state in Africa. A stimulating volume emerged from this conference: Mark R.
Beissinger and Crawford Young, edBgyond State Crisis?: Postcolonial Africa and p8stviet Eurasia

in Compaative PerspectivéWashington, DC, 2002).

% See, for example, Charles Wilbdte Soviet Model and Underdeveloped Countfi@sapel Hill, NC,
1969); Chalmers Johnson, eBhange in Communist Syste(@tanford, 1970); Kenneth T. Jowitt,
Revolutionary Brekthroughs and National Development: The Case of Rum@gakeley, 1971).

% For a useful survey of the many variants of convergence theory in the literature of the 1950s

and 1960s, see Alfred G. Meyer, "Theories of Convergence," in Chalmers

Johnson, edChange in Communist Syste(ganford, , 1970); by contrast, among economists ideas also
circulated of a mutual convergence between the US and Soviet economies. Jan Tinbergen’s view of
convergence as an “optimal regime” was the most widely accepted. \ggateful to James Millar for
drawing this to our attention.
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now much more open to specific Western presswr demands (“conditionality”) for the
adoption and implementation of certain types of policies.

The current prescriptive trend in scholarship (“as long as they listen to us, they will become
more like us”) has been reinforced by trends within the tetcal development of the social
sciences. Area studies have come under attack by social scientists who argue that
intellectual progress can best be achieved either throughgesal comparisons or

through the application to specific areas of thephased on universal assumptions about
human nature (“rational choice theory”) or about the homogenizing impact of the
international system (“globalization theory”). Craggional comparisons are said to foster
intellectual progress by eghettoizing ara studies. The effect has been the production of
some very good scholarship comparing analogous processes in Latin America, Africa, West
Europe, East Asia, efe. But too little attention has been paid to determining the relative
payoff of such a researdtrategy, compared to the payoffs from exploiting more fully the
newfound opportunities for intreegional comparisor.

Other trends are still more threatening to area studies, as they posit its growing irrelevance.
Many theories of “globalization” prtct the homogenization of most sogconomic orders

and the standardization of policy options in the face of imperatives dictated by the capitalist
international economy and the global revolution in informafimacessing. Those that fall

to adapt to thse pressures will simply lose their capacity to provide for their populations,

and will become the losers in the international system. Hence, over time, they or their
political successors will learn the Darwinian lesson and accommodate to reality. To
enbrace this theory is to relegate scholarship on specific areas to the study of whether or not
given countries’ elites have as yet learned the appropriate lesson.

Similarly, rational choice theory, in one or the other of its numerous variants, is making a

bid for hegemony within political science, just as it has long since dominated the discipline

of economics. What the theory assumes is that, in crucial respects, all people are alike; once
we specify that commonality, it argues, we gain considerable ptonysedict certain kinds

of political behavior regardless of cultural, ethnic, class, or gender differences.

A variant of rational choice theory that has made the greatest inroads #spast studies

is sacalled “rationalchoiceinstitutionalism.” Accading to this theory, if institutions are
designed properly, human beings will ultimately adapt their behaviors to the patterns being
rewarded by the incentive structure built into those institutions, even if attitudinal and
cultural change lags behind k@horal change. The Darwinian process of natural selection,

% See, for exampleVictoria E. Bonnell and ThomaB. Gold, eds.The New Entrepreneurs of Europe and
Asia : Patterns of Business Development in Russia, Eastern Europe, and (@hinank, N.Y., 2002).

% See the running debate over appropriate comparative referents in the p&imgoReviewPhilippe C.
Schmitter and Terry Lynn Karl, “The Conceptual Travails of Transitologists and Consolidologists: How
Far to the East Should They AttermptGo?” Slavic Reviewb3, 1, Spring 1994, pp. 17B35; Valerie
Bunce, “Should Transitologists Be Grounde@®avic Reviewb4, 1, Spring 1995, pp. 11127; Terry

Lynn Karl and Philippe C. Schmitter, “From an Iron Curtain to a Paper Curtain: Groundargsitologists
or Students of PostcommunismSlavic Reviewbs4, 4, Winter 1995, pp. 96978; Valerie Bunce, “Paper
Curtains and Paper TigerdBid., pp. 979988. The tenor of this debate (and others going on in the field
over methodological, epistemolagil, and theoretical issues) reveals that one does not need Cold War
passions to generate emotional defenses of intellectual positions on this area.
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as in the case of globalization theory, treats these transformations as lengthy processes, not
“single-play games”; but the assumption is that people will eventually adapt to the new
incentive stucture or suffer the obvious consequences. Hence, area specialists need only
document this process of either adaptation or deselection.

One attraction of both globalization and rational choice theories is that the outcome of
current processes is treateslboth knowable and desirable, if institutions are designed
properly. Hence, predictive and prescriptive concerns are merged. Moreover, fiernear
time frame is offered for testing whether the assumptions underlying the theories proved to
be untenableHence, the faith that the theory is tenable is difficult to undermine; in the case
of entirely operended time frames for prediction, it is, in fact, impossible to falsify either

the predictive or the explanatory claims.

The recent hegemony within compéive politics and international relations theory of the
subfield of political economy has reinforced the attractions of globalization and rational
choice theories. Political economy examines the interaction between governments and
economies, and shouft be confused with classical political economy, whether Marxist or
otherwise, which remains influential within sociology and anthropology. Its analyses are
more amenable to “systematic” analysis because of the ease with which economic flows can
be quanfied. As in economics, so increasingly within political economy, Hgprantifiable

studies are dismissed as “soft.” Formal modeling of expected relationships, while not
required in order to make one’s point, is increasingly valued as a sign of rigorous,
systematic, and cumulative scholarship.

These tendencies will probably never come to achieve the dominance within political
science and sociology that they have achieved in economics. Since the “currencies” of
politics and social lifepower and status are not as easily quantified as money,

guantification will reach natural limits. Since most of comparative analysis in international
studies focuses on fluid, often turbulent, situations in which people have great difficulty
knowing precisely where theinterests lie, the assumptions underlying rational choice
theory, and the formal modeling that often accompanies it, will be so at odds with the facts
of situations as to lose credibility as a universal explanatory device. Since comparative
analysis shold be interested primarily in documenting and explairdifterencesamong

states, nations, societies, cultures, regions, and classes, the field is not likely to succumb to
the hegemony of theories based on simplifying assumptions about human rationality.
Moreover, and perhaps most powerfully, the events of September 11, 2001 have undercut
optimism about both the inexorable march of globalization and the “rationality” of human
nature. They have revealed the dark side of both phenomena as well as tieywige
understanding the negative side effects, and potentially apocalyptic consequences, of
formulating policies based on those assumptions. And yet, given the disciplines’
pretensions to being social “sciences,” and given the large numbers of stueiegttrained

in the economics of social and political exchange relationships, the challenge to area studies
within the social sciences will be a continuing one.

From a methodological standpoint, that challenge is often expressed in bogus terms as a
choicebetween descriptive work (by area specialists) and theoretical insights (of the

28

http://repositories.cdlib.org/uciaspubs/editedvolumes/3/4



Bonnell and Breslauer: Soviet and Post-Soviet Area Studies

theorists))’ While there was something to this distinction in the divisions within

scholarship of the 1930s through the 1950s, there has been no substance to the distinction
for at least 2830 years. Whether they were political scientists, sociologists, or economists,
Soviet area specialists came to be trained in theories, and comparative referents, thought to
be relevant to their interests within the area. Modernizationryh@bthe macro level) and
interest group theory (at the micro or meso levels), for example, were at the basis of the
challenge to the exceptionalism of totalitarian theory. Today, the vast majority of those who
produce serious scholarship on the posteumist world relate their studies to relevant

bodies of theory; often, they seek to revise the received theoretical wisdom.

Intellectually, what is at stake in the misguided debate over theory versus area studies is
the types of theories we seek to construDoes intellectual progress result from a search

for grand theories that apply across regions and cultures? Or does it result from a search
for contextually specific theories that apply across a specifiable domain of cases? As the
reader will have gessed, we favor the second approach, although we believe that the
level of contextual specificity will vary, depending on the issues and contexts in question.
Hence, we endorse the tendency that is currently dominant within postcommunist studies:
to studymiddle-range processes in postcommunist systems, informed by an
understanding of the existing literature on analogous processes outside the
postcommunist areX.

Hopefully, the acrimonious debate about "area studies” versus "theory" will subside and
give rise to a more balanced appreciation of the real question: how to combine the two.
For example, processes of globalization are fully evident in the posiet region, as are

a diversity of responses to them. The role of contextual knowledge in the extiomof

the impact of global pressures should be to focus on how the global atat#ienteract,

and what that teaches us more generally about the varying impacts of globalizing
pressures. Similarly, empiricallyrounded analyses of strategic inter@ctamong actors
within our area can enrich our understanding of the conditions under which the
assumptions about human rationality built into the theory are, and are not, likely to to be
reflected in the behavior of actors in this regin.

" See the tendentious caricatures of area studies, and theeseilig definitions of “theory,” in debates
published in selected issuesAPSACP: Newsletter of the APSA Organized Section in Comparative
Politics, volumes 57, 19931996; see the same tendency among some scholars quoted in Christopher Shea,
“New Faces and New Methodologies Invigorate Russiadigs,” The Chronicle of Higher Education,
February 20, 1998, pp. A1A18.

% This is not a blanket rejection of ratiorahoice theory, only a call for putting its utility into perspective.

For example, the widespread tendency toward “nomenklatura péatetn” in the FSU is explicable

without reference to ideology, identity, or culture: a ruling elite saw clearly that its political and economic
survival were at stake, and saw equally clearly that a path existed through which it could exploit itslpolitica
position to gain material security and riches in the emerging system. Many other situations in the fluid,
postcommunist environment, however, do not so uniformly threaten physical, political, and material
security, and do not so clearly present “ouis’ those so threatened. To explain choices under those
circumstances requires a more subtle intellectual apparatus.

% For examples of the application of rational choice theory in the FSU, see Timothy®Binyleers and
Bureaucrats: Building Maket Institutions in Russi@Ann Arbor, MI, 2000); Andrei Shleifer and Daniel
TreismanWithout a Map: Political Tactics and Economic Reform in Rug§iambridge, MA, 2000);

Steven SolnickStealing the State: Control and Collapse in Soviet Instituti@anbridge, MA, 1998);
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The push folovergeneralization in the sghroclaimed sociaciencess counterbalanced to
some extent by the opposite tendency within anthropology, portions of sociology, much of
the humanities, and even an occasional political scientist. Here, largely inspiree by t

works of Geertz, Foucault, and Bourdieu, the trend has been toward close study and
interpretation of the particularities of situations at the micro or local [&eSimilarly, in

studies of postommunist natiofbuilding, particularizing inspiration dees from seminal
theoretical work by Eric Hobsbawm (“the invention of tradition”) and Benedict Anderson
(“imagined communities”§°* The postcommunist context is fertile ground for such studies,
both because of scholars’ ndaund access to the grassroatsl because the institutional
turbulence and the popular search for new meanings taking place in those countries invites
nonstructural analyses that seek to explore the emerging shape of things in their own terms.
Hence, whereas middiange theonpuilding in the sociascience$ooks at processes of
institution-building, statebuilding, natiorbuilding, the construction of a market economy,

and the like, the particularizing trend resists such a degree of aggregation or teleology.
Instead, in ways thacho Weber's concern for “meanings,” practitioners of the new

cultural history seek to deconstruct the ways in which individuals and collectivities within
postcommunist countries understand themselves and their contexts.

At present, contextuallgpecifc structural analysis remains dominant within pSsiviet

studies in political science and sociology, universal deductive theory is dominant within
postSoviet studies in economics, and pasbdernist particularizing approaches are

dominant within posSoviet studies in anthropology and much of the humanities. In all
disciplines, though to varying degrees, these are contested hegemonies. As noted,
globalization and rational choice theory challenge the prevailing hegemony within political
science. The ne subfield of “transition economics” is challenging universalizing

tendencies in the wake of disappointing results of “shock therapy” in Russia and elsewhere.
Traditional ethnographic work, with an explanatory focus and a commitment to replicability
andfalsifiability, challenges postodernist approaches within anthropological studies of
postcommunism. And, in the humanities, textual analysis and deconstruction are challenged
by those who prefer to treat literature as a body of evidence abowwoglal conditions in

society (as a “window on society and culture”). The latter approach qualifies its
practitioners more as empirical sociologists or atemgjth ethnographers than as literary
theorists. We believe that the uniqueness and complexity of postoomst phenomena

cannot adequately be analyzed through a single intellectual framework or disciplinary
perspective. The distinctive features of the political, social, economic, cultural, and
international landscape of the former Soviet Union require tbeatwve application of

diverse theories and methodologies drawn from several disciplines and traditions, including
some (such as sociology and anthropology) that have hitherto received relatively little

Laitin, Identity in Formation. For a rebuttal of its use in determining economic strategies of transition, see
Lawrence R. Klein and Marshall Pomer, edghe New Russia: Transition Gone AwStanford, CA,

2001).

10 gsee, for examplegharkhordin, The Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices
Michael Burawoy and Kathring€erdery, eds., Uncertain Transition: Ethnographies of Change in the
Postsocialist World (Lanham, 199%}aroline Humphrey,The Unmaking of Soviet Life : Everyday
Economies After Socialism (Ithaca: 200Ruth Mandel and Caroline Humphrey, eddarkets and
Moralities : Ethnographies ¢fostsocialism(Oxford ; New York, 2002

91 Eor one of many examples, see KatimeSmith Mythmaking in the New Russ{iihaca, NY, 2002).
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attention from Western specialists on the regionhdbarship will be impoverished by the
imposition of orthodoxies within the individual disciplines or by rigid adherence to
disciplinary boundaries. When studying wehdtorical changes of such magnitude,
novelty, and diversity, we must beware of prematintellectual closure, be it theoretical or
methodological. A healthy eclecticism should reign.

In sum, the dramatic changes in the Soviet Union and the world during the past decade have
vastly broadened and transformed the intellectual enterprigesbSoviet studies. New

issues dominate the agenda, and new methods of inquiry have become available. What has
changed most has been the end of censorship and the flood of new archival and other
evidence, which have allowed for exciting new studies ltie@lr on continuing efforts to

weigh the relative strengths of arguments on each side eblagguestions.
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