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aMepUKaHCKHe UCTOPUKU Tpeycreu B 00Jblieit CTereHu, YeM UX POCCUICKME KOJUIETH T10 LIeXY,
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BaxKeH OTKPOBEHHBII pa3roBOp MeXIy YIEHbIMU ABYX CTPAH M MPONOJIKeHUE PaOOThI B paMKax
COBMECTHBIX ITPOEKTOB U KOJJIEKTUBHBIX MOHOrpaduii, rae MoxHO ObUIO Obl 0000IIUTH JOCTU-
>KEHUST HAllMOHAJIbHBIX UCTOpUOTpadUUeCcKUX KO HE TOJAbKO Ha YPOBHE MOHOTpa(uyecKoii,
HO U CTaTeWHOI MUTePaTyphl 1 HAMETHUTD MEePCIIEKTUBBI JaTbHEWINNX rccaeqoBaHuii. JlaHHast
CTaThsl MOXET U JOJKHA pacCMaTPUBATHCS KaK MPUITIAIIEHUE K TAKOMY Pa3roBOpY.
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Abstract. The article is devoted to the contemporary trends in studying the history of Russian-Amer-
ican relations from the 18" century until today. The author focuses her attention on the key books
within this scholarly field as well as on a variety of genres and methodological frames represented
in the U.S. and Russian historiographies in the 21% century. She also discusses prospects in study-
ing and teaching the historical past of the bilateral relations in correlation with the different meth-
ods of engaging in dialogue with it. The author argues that in modern historical scholarship, these
forms of dialogue along with new primary sources create a new kind of knowledge. It is author’s
belief that American scholars made greater progress than their Russian counterparts in tackling the
multiplicity of questions addressed to the past of bilateral relations, even though Russian researches
did produce individual innovative works and can boast general achievements. This is why it is so
important for the two countries’ scholars to continue the exchange of ideas and to keep on working
on joint projects and collective monographs that could summarize the achievements of national
historiographic schools found both in books and in articles and outline the prospects of further
studies. This article can and should be seen as an invitation to such a dialogue.

Keywords: Russian-American relations, Soviet-American relations, historiography, methodology,
imagology, Russian Studies in the US, American Studies in Russia.

INTRODUCTION

American Studies specialists in Russia and Russian Studies specialists in the US continue
to closely focus on the history of Russia-US relations due to, on the one hand, the realities of
today’s international developments and domestic political agendas in both states and, on the
other hand, due to the rich historical past of these relations demonstrating both confrontation
and cooperation, stereotypes and myths in mutual perceptions and sincere desire to get to know
and understand each other better.

The use of new theoretical and methodological approaches, the development of an
international academic dialogue, the emergence of many internet archives and digitized
collections, as well as of many visual sources from various genres and eras allow researchers to
not only expand their sources (this task is still relevant, too), but also to offer new interpretations
of the historical past. The study of the history of bilateral relations has long gone beyond the
traditional historical narrative, has become interdisciplinary, which produces a search for new
thematic priorities and adjustment of research practices.

The author does not claim to be providing an exhaustive description of the entire body of
works published on both sides of the Atlantic in the 21% century and dealing with different periods
and aspects of the history of Russia-US relations. She sees her more modest task in, first, outlining
the two countries’ principal historiographic trends as represented in specific monographs,
both offering summary reviews of the two states’ relations and focusing on individual periods
therein; second, in drawing attention to the variety of genres and theoretical and methodological
approaches developed in Russian and American historiographies; and, third, in depicting the
prospects of studying bilateral relations in the 21 century.

THE HISTORY OF RUSSIA-US RELATIONS IN LONG-TERM PERSPECTIVES

In the few recent decades, authors offering summary reviews have abandoned the practice of
merely tracing the course of historical events. They create either comprehensive studies presenting
various dimensions of bilateral and, broadly, international relations, or follow certain overarching
narratives. The ranks of professional historians have expanded to admit literary scholars and
cultural studies specialists who infuse historiography their theoretical and methodological
frameworks and thematic priorities and also with their own views of the past and present seen in
their interconnections.

30



B.H. XXYPABJEBA U3YUYEHUE UCTOPUN POCCUNCKO-AMEPUKAHCKHNX OTHOIITHWA. ..

Such summary studies as the books of Norman Saul, David Engerman, and David Foglesong
published in the 21% century had an important influence on the study of the history of bilateral
relations. Like Nicolai N. Bolkhovitinov in Russia, Saul is justly considered to be the foremost
American authority on the subject. The four volumes he authored span the period between 1763 and
1941; their importance is hard to overestimate given the number of his sources, his comprehensive
approach, and his professionalism in detailing the historical narrative. He could be criticized for
the mosaic-like structure of his works, for overabundance of events and facts, and for taking mostly
the Russian context as his explanatory framework. However, today’s study of Russia-US relations
cannot be imagined without this multi-volume “encyclopedia” brimming with citations and ideas
and featuring a huge cast of historical characters, both famous and obscure. Saul’s books highlighted
the multiplicity of stories in the historical past, focused attention on the problems in need of further
exploration, and opened up enticing prospects for new interpretations'.

Engerman’s and Foglesong’s books, in their turn, aim to consider the evolution of Russia’s
image in the US within an extensive time frame and with an emphasis on specific elements
within this image, particularly after 1917. Engerman concentrates on three factors he believes
to have primarily impacted the perception of Russia in the US starting in the 19" century: first,
stereotypes around the Russian national character with led Americans to believe that Russia was
different from the West and had limited ability to fit into the modern world; second, increasing
enthusiasm over Russia’s modernization that was smoothing out the differences and contradictions
between the two states; third, the growing professionalism of Russian Studies specialists in the
US. Following his preferred methodology, Engerman does not try to consider the competing
images of Russia, even though American intellectuals whose activities and writings he analyzed
with brilliant insight had directly contributed to the emergence of those images. Such a shift in
focus would allow Engerman to fine-tune some aspects of his narrative. Additionally, he claims
that the concept of modernization as applied to the perceptions of Russia in the US was shaped
in the 1920s, and this is a debatable idea. This concept appears to have emerged back at the turn
of the 19"—20™ centuries when American society was going through its first massive “infatuation
with/disappointment in” Russia over another stage in its modernization2.

Foglesong has significantly expanded the knowledge of the mechanisms for creating and
maintaining the images of the Romantic and demonic Russian Other that was part of constructing
Americans’ image of their Self. He focuses on the political, economic, cultural, and religious
dimensions of the “new messianic idea” in the US that was connected to the vision of the
prospects of Russia’s renewal and served as a projection of the American domestic political
situation. This is a study of Americans attempting for over a century to export their own symbols
of political and religious faith, technological innovations and economic theories, pop culture
achievements and in some instances even armed interventions as they take part in a “crusade”
of sorts for the cause of Russia’s modernization; this is a study of Russia being seen as America’s
“dark twin” serving to revitalize American nationalism. The book certainly presents only one facet
of the perception process, which somewhat oversimplifies the overall picture. Yet the oppositions
proposed by Foglesong (“Light-Darkness”, “Civilization-Barbarity”, “Modernity-Middle Ages”,
“Democracy-Authoritarianism”, “Freedom-Slavery”, “West-Asia/Orient”) is a highly useful
structure for conceptualizing the long-term trends of the American perception of Russia (be it
Tsarist, Soviet, or post-Soviet period)’.

! Saul N.E. Distant Friends. The United States and Russia, 1763—1867. Lawrence, 1991; Idem. Concord
and Conflict. The United States and Russia, 1867—1914. Lawrence, 1996; Idem. War and Revolution: The
United States and Russia, 1914—1921. Lawrence, 2001; /dem. E. Friends or Foes? The United States and
Russia 1921—1941. Lawrence, 2006.

2 Engerman D.C. Modernization from the Other Shore. American Intellectuals and the Romance of Rus-
sian Development. Cambridge; London, 2003.

3 Foglesong D.S. The American Mission and the “Evil Empire”. The Crusade for a “Free Russia” since
1881. Cambridge, 2007.
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One book by Alexander Etkind holds a special place among cultural studies as it takes
us into the realm of imagology of Russia-US relations through analyzing the interactions
between the two cultures. This book remains the best of its kind despite certain inaccuracies.
By considering travelogues understood as journeys in space and time, Etkind shows the long-
time role the American/Russian Other played in Russian/American cultures respectively. The
book contains several valuable insights useful for understanding long-standing mutual myths.
For instance, Etkind was the first to use Edward Said’s term “orientalism” to describe the kind
of relations the US/the West had with Russia, even though his claim that the orientalist way of
liking and understanding Russia has not changed for years needs to be adjusted somewhat. For
instance, American Russophiles, both liberals and conservatives, have never been consummate
orientalists. Additionally, orientalism played different roles in the three discourses (conservative,
liberal universalist, and Russophile) set by the text about Russia. Therefore, unlike Etkind, we
should not ignore the ideological preferences of American orientalists. Naturally, historians and
literary scholars working on different problems and different periods in the history of Russia-US
relations may propose several other criticisms of Etkind’s book and of any book that presents an
interdisciplinary overview of its chosen topic. We should keep in mind, however, that Etkind did
not intend to consider all the aspects of mutual perceptions as he focused instead on studying
the temptation of such Other as is important for understanding one’s own culture. Etkind
focused on texts produced by history, but not necessarily true to history, on books where one
can glimpse all those “what ifs” that history does now know and where history was sometimes
imagined as different from reality. Interpreting those “imaginings” was Etkind’s principal task,
and it transformed his own text into a fascinating story of “cultural mirrors.” This study based on
parallel readings of two cultures, biographies and texts of their representatives has already become
a classic among the studies of the imagology of Russia-US relations in the breadth of its span, and
in the skill Etkind manifests in combining his chosen framework with the narrative, facts, and
theoretical propositions*.

Another prominent summary imagological study published in Russia in the 21% century was
a book by Vladimir O. Rukavishnikov depicting the evolution of the image of Russia/post-Soviet
Russia in the West. Rukavishnikov took mass media, opinion polls, films, fiction as his sources
and cartoons as his illustrations. The book was intended to explicate the role public opinion played
in shaping the US foreign policy, to analyze its dynamics with account for the global situation of
the time, for the objectives of domestic political struggle, and for the conflict of values. Following
an established historiographic pattern, he took the Soviet era as his starting point in tracking long-
term perception trends, which lead him to ignore their continuous shaping over a longer time. It
prevents Rukavishnikov from offering his readers a more in-depth analysis of Soviet imperialism
of the Cold War era seen as a continuation of the traditional Tsarist imperialist policy or from
going beyond the framework of “red fascism” discussions when interpreting Ronald Reagan’s
rhetoric in his famous “Evil Empire” speech, or, ultimately, from identifying historical precedents
of the American “crusade” for liberalizing Russia in the 1990s.

Victor L. Malkov’s and Edward A. Ivanian’s summary works evidenced the readiness of the
older generation of American Studies experts in Russia to abandon old interpretative patterns
and thematic priorities in order to expand the problematics and methodologies of their research.
The former contextualized the history of inter-country relations and diplomacy within the
civilizational approach; he was interested in the algorithm of Russia-US relations in the time
of revolutions, wars, and bipolar confrontation with account for both countries’ peoples’ self-
perception as cultural communities’. The latter undertook a pioneering historiographic attempt
to create an overarching view of the history of the two states’ cultural connections in the 19—

* Dmund A. TonkoBanue myTenecTBuii. Poccust 1 AMepurKa B TpaBeorax U mHTepTekcTax. M., 2001.

3 Pyxasuwnuros B.O. XonomnHasi BoitHa, XonoaHblii Mup. ObuiectBeHHoe MueHKe B CLLIA u EBponie o CCCP/
Poccuu, BHemHelt mommTrke 1 6e3omacHocty 3amana. M., 2005.

% Manvkos B.JI. Poccust u CLUA B XX Beke: OYEPKU MCTOPUU MEXKTOCYAAaPCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHU 1
NUTIJIOMaTUU B COLIMOKYJIBTYPHOM KOHTekcTe. M., 2009.
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20" centuries by presenting a general view of newspaper columns, memoirs, and researched the
uncovering little-known pages in the history of the dialog of cultures’.

Ivanian also penned the first encyclopedia of Russian/Soviet-American relations®. In the
US, Norman Saul took up the initiative of creating reference books and wrote two fundamental
dictionaries of history based on his many years of archival and library research in both states’.
The publication of encyclopedias and multi-volume collections of archival documents edited by
Grigory N. Sevostianov" was conducive to bringing forth new research into the history of the two
countries’ relations, including the appearance of new summary studies.

It would appear that the most fruitful approach in the latter case is joint publications by
both states’ scholars with each party relying on the accumulated knowledge from its national
historiography and peering into the historical past from its own sociocultural present. This
approach creates a space for an academic discussion that produces new interpretations of the
history of Russia-US relations and arrives at a more precise chronology of these relations. The book
written by a team of scholars that includes David Foglesong, Ivan Kurilla, and Victoria Zhuravleva
(forthcoming in the Cambridge University Press in 2022) promises to be just such a publication. It is
a comprehensive study of the US relations with the Russian Empire/the USSR /post-Soviet Russia;
it employs an inter-disciplinary approach and utilizes both primary sources and classical and most
recent body of academic works, including its authors’ own authoritative research'.

STUDYING INDIVIDUAL PERIODS IN RUSSIAN/SOVIET-AMERICAN RELATIONS:
A VARIETY OF APPROACHES AND GENRES
When the Russian Empire and the US were “Distant Friends”

The history of Russian America, a place where Russians and Americans interacted with each
other and with the indigenous population as they implemented their imperial projects, has long
been the focus of fruitful research on both sides of the Atlantic. Russian scholars had been
brought to this subject thanks to the research tradition established by the Academician Nikolai
Bolkhovitinov. In the late 1990s, he edited a three-volume summary book on the historical past
of Russian America and on the activities of the Russian-American company*.

There are several recognized Russian experts in the area practicing the traditional descriptive
approach. There is the renowned St. Petersburg scholar Andrey V. Grinev who produced a
comprehensive study of the Russian colonization of Alaska in the 18th_19th century (until it was
sold to the US) that was based on his long-standing research®. Grinev also published a special

7 Heansn D.A. Korma roBopsitT My3bl. McTopust poccuiicko-aMeprMKaHCKUX KYIBTYPHBIX cBsizeit. M., 2007.

8 Duumkaonenus poccuiicko-amepukaHckux otHoweHuit XVIII—XX BekoB / aBT. n coct. D.A.
WBangn. M., 2001.

Saul N.E. Historical Dictionary of United States-Russian/Soviet Relations. Lanham, 2009; Idem. Rus-
sian and Soviet Foreign Policy. Lanham, 2015.

10 The 1% volume in the “diplomatic” series was published in 1999 and devoted to the diplomatic rela-
tions of the Russian Empire and the USA from 1900 until 1917. The last one about the Soviet-American re-
lations in 1949—1952 appeared in 2006. Two collections of primary sources on trade and economic relations
between the two countries from 1900 until 1933 have been published under Grigory Sevostianov editorship
in the late 1990s as well.

1l Foglesong D.S., Kurilla I.1., Zhuravleva V.I. America and Russia: From Distant Friends to Intimate
Enemies (forthcoming, Cambridge University Press, 2022).

Hctopus Pycckoit Amepuku (1732—1867): B 3-x T. / moxa o6u. pea. H.H. BoixoButuHosa. M.,
1997—1999.
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academic reference book™. There is the Moscow historian Alexander Yu. Petrov, a student of
Bolkhovitinov’s, who authors both summary works" and biographies of those people whose life
had been closely connected with the history of the trans-ocean part of the Russian Empire's. There
is the Kemerovo historian Alexey N. Ermolaev” who has expanded the geography of studying the
Russian-American Company and has published, jointly with Petrov and Ivan V. Savelyev, the first
student’s book on the history of Russian America'.

Today’s North American scholars also study the history of Russia’s trans-ocean colonial
empire and produce multi-disciplinary books in various genres. Kenneth Owens authored the
first academic biography of Aleksandr Baranov, the first governor of Russian America, a merchant
and an entrepreneur, an administrator and a diplomat. This biography is contextualized within
environmental, ethnographic, sociocultural, economic, and geopolitical aspects of colonizing
Russian America”. Lee Farrow published a book on the US purchasing Alaska. This work was
based on a detailed analysis of both domestic political situation and changes in the international
relations system®. Ilya Vinkovetsky offered an innovative view of the Russian Empire’s
colonization experience in the New World. His work uses the colonial discourse and research
practices developed within the New Imperial History. By considering Russia’s trans-ocean
colonies in parallel with the process of empire-building, Vinkovetsky filled the history of Russian
America with new meanings and interpretations?”.

Ivan 1. Kurilla’s book on Russia-US relations in the first half of the 19" h century remains the best
study of this topic in the 21* century. Instead of focusing on the traditional history of diplomacy,
it utilized the sociocultural approach in order to help its readers develop a multi-dimensional
perspective on the two countries’ relations in the 1830s—1850s. Kurilla contextualized his “Russia
and the US” subject within such meta-narratives as “Russia and the West,” “American and
Europe.” It enabled him, on the one hand, to consider the significance of the American/Russian
Other for the shaping of the respective national Selves and, on the other hand, to posit anew the
issue of a search for the European identity. Both American and Russian Selves serve Kurilla as
explanatory patterns for mutual representations, and his book ultimately lead us to the level of
comparative imagology as it becomes an important step in studying the overall history of the two
states’ bilateral relations®.

New thematic priorities have emerged over the last decade in studying the 1860s—1870s,
which enables historians to re-contextualize the historical past as they peer into its depths
through the lens of micro-developments and collective biographies woven from the portrayals of
several people working in a single occupation. The first trend was exemplified by the American
historian Lee Farrow’s book. She provided a comprehensive view of the Konstantin Catacazy

13 Ibunes A.B. Ansicka Moz KpbUIOM IBYIIABOTO opJia (poceniickast Koonusarmst Hooro CBeTa B KOH-
TEKCTe OTeYeCTBEHHOM U MUPOBOI UCTOPUN): 2-€ U3M., uctp. u nor. M., 2018 (The 1-st edition was published
in 2016); See also: Idem. Russian Colonization of Alaska. Preconditions, Discovery, and Initial Development,
1741—1799. Lincoln, 2018; Idem. Russian Colonization of Alaska: Baranov’s Era, 1799—1818. Lincoln, 2020.
These books represent the most detailed bibliography on the history of Russian Amenca

I}Juuee A.B. Kto ectb KT0 B uctopuun Pycckoiit Amepuxu. M., 2009.

Hempoe A.FO. Poccuiicko-aMepuKaHcKasi KOMIIaHUs: neﬂTeﬂbHOCTb Ha OTEUECTBEHHOM U 3apy0Oex-
HOM DLIHKaX (1799—1867). M., 2006.

Eeo ace. Hatamus U_[C.TII/IXOBa y uctokoB Pycckoit Amepuku. M., 2012.

Epmonaes A.H. Poccuiicko-amepukaHckas kommanusi B Cubupu u Ha JlanbHem Boctoke. Kemepo-
BO, 2013.

18 Ilempos A.1O., Epmonaes A.H., Cageaves U.B. Victopus Pycckoit AMepuku: yaebHoe nocodue. Bo-
noma 2010.

% Owens K.N. (with Petrov A.Yu.). Empire Maker: Aleksandr Baranov and Russian Colonial Expansion
into Alaska and Northern California. Seattle; London, 2015.

20 Farrow L.A. Seward’s Folly. A New Look at the Alaska Purchase. Fairbanks, 2016.

21 Vinkovetsky I. Russian America: An Overseas Colony of a Continental Emplre 1804—1867. New York,
2011 (Edition in Russian: Bunskoseuxuii M. Pycckast AMeprKa: 3a0KeaHCKasl KOJIOHWSI KOHTUHEHTAJTbHOM
umnepun, 1804—1867. M., 2015).

Kypuana HU.HU. 3aokeanckue naptHepbl: AMepuka u Poccus B 1830—1850-e roasl. Bosirorpan, 2005.
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Affair, exploring one of the earliest significant complications in Russian-American relations>.
And by studying Grand Duke Alexis’s journey to the US in 1871—1872, she, on the contrary,
highlighted the impressive variety of bilateral relations at the time when the “Russian-American
friendship equation” was operative. The second thematic area was exemplified in a book by
the renowned St. Petersburg historian Vladimir V. Noskov. The book, innovative in both its
concept and execution, explored the everyday life of American diplomats in the capital of the
Russian Empire. Working at the junction of the history of Russia-US relations, local history
studies, and anthropology, and employing an impressive array of archival and published sources,
Noskov created a picturesque portrait gallery of memorable members of the US diplomatic corps
and at the same time, transformed St. Petersburg itself into one of the main “characters” of
his narration®. This book had been intended to inaugurate a series of collective portrayals of
American diplomats painted against the background of the changing St. Petersburg. Sadly, an
illness resulted in the author’s untimely death in January 2021.

Anna A. Arustamova’s book is a summary philological study dedicated to researching a dialog
of cultures. Arustamova was interested in the representations of America in Russian historical and
literary discourse. Her book analyzed fiction and newspaper columns and it was populated with
both historical and fictional characters that provided the reader with an extensive range of images
of the US in the Russian cultural continuum of the 19" century. Literature of the Russian-Jewish
emigration and travelogues took the book into the transitory space of the turn of the 1920t
centuries. The main flaw here was that Arustamova ignored literary scholarship published in the
US, which is at the very least strange in the 21% century, a time of an active academic dialog
between the two countries’ scholars”.

Russia and the US at a Watershed Era: Transitioning from the 1 9™ to the 20™

Victoria I. Zhuravleva’s pioneering monograph made an important contribution to studying
a watershed era in the history of the two states’ bilateral relations. This crucial period started at
the time of foreign political reaction in Russia during the reign of Alexander III and at the time
of industrialization, mass immigration, and re-appraisal of values in the US. This period ends
with World War I and the Russian revolutions of 1917. The interdisciplinary study employed
the social constructivist approach to studying Russia-US relations and was intended to provide
a comprehensive analysis of the range of American perspectives on the Russian Empire in the
1880s—1910s. Discourses set by the text about Russia served as patterns of meaning that helped
find one’s bearings in the layers of historical narrative, verbal and visual sources, and collective
and individual images. These discourses were determined by both domestic and foreign political
agendas of American society, by the sociocultural traditions of its development, and by the climate
of bilateral relations. Of particular interest was Zhuravleva’s argument that radical changes in
the perception of Russia in the US were not prompted by the October revolution; they took
place earlier, against the backdrop of the February revolution, the first crisis and the first war
of images in the bilateral relations. That was the time when the Russian Empire turned into

2 Farrow L.A. The Catacazy Affair and the Uneasy Path of Russian-American Relations. London; New
York, 2022.
2* Fadem. Alexis in America: A Russian Grand Duke’s Tour, 1871—1872. Baton Rouge, 2014.
Hockoe B.B. Amepukanckue nurioMaTsl B CaHkT-IletepOypre B amoxy Benukux pecdopm. CI16., 2018.
® The memoirs of David Francis, the US Ambassador to Russia in 1916—1918, annotated by Vladimir
Noskov, was published in 2019 by Slavica Publishers as part of the “Americans in Revolutionary Russia” se-
ries: Francis D.R. Russia from the American Embassy / ed. and annotated by V.V. Noskov. Bloomington, 2019.
Apycmamosa A.A. Pyccko-amepukanckuit nuanor XIX Beka: UCTOPUKO-TUTEPATYPHBIN aCMeKT.
[Tepmb, 2008.
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a constituent Other that plays an important role in the interplay of meanings in the American
identity discourse?.

Viacheslav K. Shatsillo’ book, on the other hand, was a traditional history of diplomatic relations
between the two states; it was largely derivative and paid a certain tribute to today’s anti-Americanism.
Compared to the books by Normal Saul, to classical works by Soviet historians working on trade and
economic relations and the Far Eastern problematics, and to Victoria Zhuravleva’s works, Shatsillo’s book
added little to our knowledge of the nature, logic, and dynamics of the US relations with the Russian
Empire in the early 20 century. Despite the list of archival and published sources used and despite certain
insightful passages, this work was a product of old historiographical tradition in its explanatory patterns,
methodology, contents, and the principle of structuring the material. In the US, such a tradition has long
since become a thing of the past, while in post-Soviet Russia, it still retains its positions?.

Dale Rielage’s recent study of Russia-US relations during World War I appeared to be of far greater
interest. Rielage demonstrated the inability of the Russian Empire during the war to make full use of the
American market for its military needs. He considerd the problem of military procurement with account
for interactions between Tsarist bureaucracy and civil society and stressed the fact that both parties failed
to become efficient when Russia was forced to respond to the challenges of the new century®.

Two more books written in different genres start their narration in the 19th century and take us
to the revolutionary era, the furnace that forged Soviet Russia. Not everyone in the US who had
championed the renewal of the Russian Empire and welcomed the February revolution accepted
this new Soviet country.

Using archival sources, Saul published a biography of Charles Crane, an American businessman,
philanthropist, and Russophile who had made a special contribution to spreading the knowledge of
Russia in the US and to the emergence of Russian Studies in America. This book offered its readers a
professionally painted portrayal of an individual and of American society and its relations with Russia,
China, the Ottoman Empire, and Austro-Hungary at a time when the US embarked on the path of
becoming a global power®. In his turn, Dmitry M. Nechiporuk focused on the activities of the Society
of American Friends of Russian Freedom. Given the “new messianic idea” typical of its repertoire of
meanings and seeing the US as participating in Russia’s modernization, the Society made a special
contribution to shaping the liberal universalist discourse of Russia®. Spikes in American “crusades” for
the liberalization of Russia coincided with the times of revolutionary disruptions, be it the revolutions
of 1905 and 1917, or the collapse of the Soviet Union.

In today’s Russian scholarship on the US relations with revolutionary Russia, Sergey V. Listikov’s
book stands out as the supreme authority on the subject. He produced a multi-factor analysis of
President Woodrow Wilson and his team’s “Russian policy” with account for the contemporary
alternatives and options of the time. He based his interpretative patterns both on an impressive array
of archival materials and on a dialog with other scholars on both sides of the Atlantic researching this
particular period®.

As regards American historiography, scholars have recently been concentrating on researching
the stance of the Woodrow Wilson Administration during the Russian civil war of 1918—1921 and

28 Xypaesesa B.H. Tlonumanue Poccnn B CLIIA: 06pasbi i mucsl. 1881—1914. M., 2012. The conclu-
sion of the third part draws the reader’s attention to the First World War period, while the epilogue focuses
on today’s reality, emphasizing the long-term trends in American images of Russia (be it the Russian Empire,
the Soviet Union or post-Soviet Russia).

2 IHlayunno B.K. Poccus u CILA: ot [TopTcMyTckoro Mupa 1o naaeHus 1apusmMa (04epku UCTOPUU
oTHouIieHuit). M., 2019.

30 Rielage D.C. Russian Supply Efforts in America during the First World War. Jefferson, 2002.

31 Saul N.E. The Life and Times of Charles R. Crane, 1858—1939. American Businessman, Philanthro-
pist, and a Founder of Russian Studies in America. Lanham, 2012.

32 Heuunopyk /I.M. Bo umst HUruau3mMa. AMepuKaHCKoe 00IeCTBO APY3€eil pycCKoil cBOOOIBI 1 pyccKast
peBosnotoHHast amurpauust (1890—1930 rr.). CI16., 2018.

Jlucmuxoe C.B. CILIA u peomoninonHast Poccus B 1917 romy: kK Borpocy 00 ajibTepHaTUBaxX aMepu-
KaHCKO# nonutuku oT Meppaist Kk Okrsi6pio. M., 2006.
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the American intervention in Siberia and in the Far East*. Those historians who confine their
studies to the Siberian expedition miss the true meaning of the US intervention in the Civil War in
revolutionary Russia®*. Generally, however, post-Cold war US historiography has been dominated
by the view of the Washington Administration’s policy at that momentous era as anti-Bolshevik
in nature. Such, for instance, was the conclusion reached by two eminent American historians
Donald Davis and Eugene Trani, although their general claim that Woodrow Wilson’s policy
represented a kind of a “first cold war” appears to be debatable*.

Slavica Publishers’ Americans in Revolutionary Russia series edited by William Whisenhunt
and Norman Saul is an important contribution to studying the imagology of bilateral relations at
the time of wars and revolutions. This series reprints travelogues written by Americans who had
journeyed to the Russian Empire and Soviet Russia in 1914—1921; with eminent historians from
both states provide introductions and annotations for the series”. These books form part of the
body of American works on the Russian revolution. Observing it both directly and indirectly,
Americans “invented” its Demonic and Romantic images and experienced cycles of hopes and
disappointments influenced by their own ideology of progress and expansion, their own vision
of an ideal political and social system, a true revolution, the US place in the world, and its role
in democratizing the world. The Russian revolutionary Other was fitted into various discourses
determined by the text of Russia. This Other served as a constituent element in shaping Americans’
own collective and individual identities. Chronologically, this series goes up to the end of the Civil
War and, via the revolutionary era, brings together the history of the US relations with pre-Soviet
and Soviet Russia.

Soviet-US Interbellum Relations

Grigory Sevostianov’s book published at the start of the 21 century holds a special place
among the works on the traditional history of diplomacy between the end of World War I and
the start of World War I1. Spanning the years 1918—1933, it employed the traditional approach
to studying inter-country relations, based on Russian archival materials and different published
sources, and focused on the problem of the US diplomatic recognition of Soviet Russia*.

Vladimir V. Poznaykov authored a pioneering book in Russian historiography that contained
the first comprehensive study of Soviet Russia’s intelligence activities across the Atlantic. Of
particular value wad the unique biographical dictionary of spies, agents, and their sources in the
US, Canada, and Latin America that took up half the book. The author tackled the previously
classified subject with gusto and consummate professionalism as he introduced his readers to the
secret, yet no less important, element of the interbellum Soviet-American relations®.

Yet it is primarily American historians who publish methodologically and thematically
trailblazing works. One exception to this rule was a book by the prominent Russian historian
Boris M. Shpotov, a specialist in American Studies and an acknowledged expert on the history
of American entrepreneurship, including in the context of bilateral relations®. The book described

1St

3* See for example: Melton C.W. Between War and Peace: Woodrow Wilson and the American Expedi-
tionary Force in Siberia, 1918—1921. Macon, 2001; Willett R.L. Russian Sideshow: America’s Undeclared
War, 1918—1920. Washington (DC), 2003.

3 Tooze A. The Deluge: The Great War, America and the Remaking of the Global Order, 1916—1931.
New York, 2014.

3% Davis D. E., Trani E.P. The First Cold War: The Legacy of Woodrow Wilson in U.S.-Soviet Relations.
Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 2002 (edition in Russian: /[peuc /., Tpanu FO. TlepBas XononHast
BoitHa. Bynpo Bunbcon u Poccusi. M., 2002). Multi-aspectual analysis of the Russian Policy of Woodrow
Wilson’s Administration also see in: Richard C.J. When the United States Invaded Russia: Woodrow Wilson’s
Siberian Disaster. Lanham, 2012.

Americans in Revolutionary Russia // URL: https://slavica.indiana.edu/series/Americans_in_Revo-
lutionary Russia?page-2 (access date: 15.02. 2022).
Cesocmusinos I H. MockBa-Bammnrron. Ha mytu k mpusHanuio. 1918—1933. M., 2004.
3 Mosnsros B.B. CoBetckas pa3Benka B AMepuke. 1919—1941: 2-e uzn. M., 2015.
lInomos b.M. Tenpu ®@opa. 2Kusub 1 6usnec. M., 2003.
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the “American vector” of Stalin’s modernization and argued that Soviet Russia was not at all
economically, scientifically, and technologically isolated. Shpotov demonstrated how the Dnieper
Hydroelectric Power Plant, the Magnitogorsk Metallurgy Works, the Nizhny Novgorod Automotive
plant were built within a few years with American firms participating, how aviation, chemical,
electrical engineering industries were created. Shpotov alloted a special place in his book to the
issue of Americans’ perception of the Soviet experiment depending on their gender, race, and social
standing, although in this particular respect, he did not move beyond narrative analysis*.

American scholars in the 21® century, on the other hand, are particularly attracted by these
very imagological aspects. They study the attitude to Soviet Russia among American feminists
and left-wing female pacifists inspired by gender equality established by the Bolsheviks, or, on
the contrary, the attitudes of conservative American women who used Soviet family and marriage
policies to criticize feminist reformers in the US itself and to attack women participation in the
pacifist movement®,

There also emerged an independent area in historiography researching the race factor and its
role in shaping representations of Soviet Russia in the US. Scholars study African Americans’
attitudes to the Soviet experiment and communist ideas depending in their religious views,
ideological persuasions, and social status®, or else they research the importance of Black activists’
work in shaping the stable opposition of Soviet internationalism vs. American racism in bilateral
relations*. That was the Self—Other opposition at work in the ideological context. In that sense,
African Americans used the Romantic Soviet Orher before and after World War 11 in their struggle
for racial equality, while Soviet internationalism hampered Washington administrations in their
effort to use civil rhetoric in their relations with the USSR, since the US itself continued its racial
discrimination policies.

Philological studies investigate the imagology of Russia-US relations through the lens of
literary receptions. Thus, Milla Fedorova in her book drew her readers’ attention to the images
of America and Americans in literary and non-literary works of Russian/Soviet writers and
poets. Progressing from the pre-revolutionary era to the 1930s, she demonstrated the shaping
of a negative image of America through criticism of racism, soulless materialism, and economic
exploitation in the US, and showed how this negative image played an important role in the
interplay of meanings in the Soviet identity discourse. At the same time, she stresses that regular
people continued to enjoy American adventure novels and were fans of American popular culture,
be it movies or jazz®.

Studying the religious and humanitarian dimensions of bilateral relations both in the given
period and outside remains a promising research direction. So far, there are very few books on the
subject. The American historian Matthew Miller, known for his works on the topic, wrote a book
on the religious and educational activities of the Young Men’s Christian Association showcased
the role it played in establishing a religious dialog between the East and the West in Russia before
the revolution and in assisting the Russian émigré community after the revolution. The central
narrative line in this book based on little-studied sources was the contribution the American
Protestant organization made to developing Orthodox culture in Tsarist Russia and then among

4 E20 arce. Awmepukanckuii 6usHec u Coerckuit Coto3 B 1920—1930-e romsl: 1TaOMPUHTE SKOHOMUYEC-
CKOro cotpyaHuyectsa. M., 2013.
2 Delegard K.M. Battling Miss Bolsheviki: The Origins of Female Conservatism in the United States.
Philadelphia, 2012; Mickenberg J.L. American Girls in Red Russia: Chasing the Soviet Dream. Chicago, 2017.
43 Makalani M. In the Cause of Freedom: Radical Black Internationalism from Harlem to London,
1917—1939. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2011; McDuffie E.S. Sojourning for Freedom:
Black Women, American Communism, and the making of Black Left Feminism. Durham, 2011.

Carew J.G. Blacks, Reds, and Russians: Sojourners in Search of the Soviet Promise. New Bruns-
wick, 2010; Roman M.L. Opposing Jim Crow. African Americans and the Soviet Indictment of U.S. Racism,
1928—1937. Lincoln, 2012.

4 Fedorova M. Yankees in Petrograd, Bolsheviks in New York: America and Americans in Russian Lit-
erary Perception. DeKalb, 2013.
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Russians who fled to Europe escaping Bolshevism. YMCA thereby helped integrate the Orthodoxy
in the European cultural landscape. Miller drew particular attention to the Young Men’s Christian
Association’s philanthropic activities during World War I when it assisted POWs in Europe and in
the Russian Empire*. At the same time, there has been virtually no research into the activities of
democratic churches in the US striving to transform Russians into the object of the missionary work
spreading Protestantism, and into the religious factor in bilateral relations in general®.

Additionally, the humanitarian component in the bilateral relations is of particular
importance in its close connection with political and ideological contexts. These elements
are equally important for understanding the humanitarian vector of the US foreign policy
since the turn of the 19"—20™ century when during the 1891—1892 famine in the Russian
Empire Americans organized the first philanthropic movement for aiding Russian peasants,
and for the mindset of American society in its evolution. Each time Americans gave the world
an inexhaustible “helping hand,” they became more entrenched in their faith in their own
advantages, in their right to carry out the democratizing mission throughout the world, and
as they were getting ready to feed Russians and other peoples, they never let out of sight their
ideological and commercial benefits. As the American writer Herman Melville aptly noted,
for the first time in history, Americans demonstrated a fruitful combination of altruism
and national egoism. The American scholar Bertrand Patenaude’s fundamental book on the
activities of The American Relief Administration remains the best study of the subject; it is a must
for every person engaged in researching the humanitarian dimension of Russia—US relations*.

In conclusion of our discussion of the interbellum, we need to turn to biographies that remain
an appealing genre for scholars of all periods of Russian/Soviet-American relations, yet the end
results differ depending on the approaches selected and on respective thematic priorities.

For instance, Alexander Etkind has recently published a provocative book about William
Bullitt, a connoisseur of American politics and the first US ambassador to Soviet Russia. Etkind
wrote an intellectual biography and, unlike his predecessors®, presented Bullitt as an intellectual
enamored of the ideas of his time and overcoming their temptations, a person whose views
combined the legacy of American liberalism and European cosmopolitanism, a critical observer
who could predict the course of events, but also a person of whose potential both his country and
its leaders failed to make a full use. Contextualized within its time period and primarily within
Soviet-American relations, this biography grips its readers. Yet Etkind tended to overemphasize
alternative versions of history and constructed speculative explanatory patterns, which prompted
deserved criticism from professional historians®.

Dennis Dunn, in his turn, chose to present Bullit among the five US ambassadors to the USSR
in the 1930s—1940s; he fitted the evolution of their views into the complicated intertwinings of
the relationship between Franklin Roosevelt and Joseph Stalin, and into the Soviet-American
relations progressing from non-recognition to an alliance during World War I1. At the same
time he appears to have exaggerated Roosevelt’s naiveté in his relationship with Stalin and
underestimated the complicated situation before the beginning of World War I1°.

4 Miller M.L. The American YMCA and Russian Culture. The Preservation and Expansion of Orthodox
Christianity, 1900—1940. Lanham, 2013.

4 David Foglesong dwelled specifically on this topic in his latest book: Foglesong D.S. Op. cit. P. 2325,
35-38, 45—47, 66—72, 8393, 149—152, 191—-194, 210-213.

8 Patenaude B.M. The Big Show in Bololand: The American Relief Expedition to Soviet Russia in the
Famine of 1921. Stanford, 2002.

49 See, for example: Casella-Blackburn M. The Donkey, the Carrot, and the Club: William C. Bullitt and
Soviet-American Relations, 1917—1948. Westport, 2004.

0 Etkind A. Roads not Taken. An Intellectual Biography of William C. Bullitt. Pittsburgh, 2017. This
edition became an expanded version of Russian language book published in 2015.

Jann JI. Mexny Py3Bensrom n CtanuHbIM. AMeprKaHCKKe mocibl B Mockse. M., 2004. See English

edition: Dunn D. Caught Between Roosevelt & Stalin. America’s Ambassadors to Moscow. Lexington, 1998.
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When the USSR and the US were Comrades-in-Arms

The history of Soviet-American relations during World War II has been and still is one of the
central topics in both academic and political public discourse on both sides of the Atlantic. Every
anniversary of the end of the war once again foregrounds discussions of the nature of interactions
between the USSR and the US within the anti-Hitler coalition, about the role of American aid
under the lend lease program, about opening the second front, and finally, about each country’s
contribution to the ultimate victory over Germany and its allies. The Russian discourse is dominated
by the idea that the USSR shouldered the main hardships of the war, suffered the greatest losses,
and played the decisive role in the victory of the anti-Hitler coalition, while the American discourse
is dominated by the idea of Russia refusing to acknowledge the scale of America’s contribution to
achieving this goal®. Historians and politicians continue to argue about the degree of the USSR’s
responsibility for the start of World War II given the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact, the subsequent
division of Eastern Europe, and the Soviet-Finnish war®. Generally, the interpretation of this period
in both states is highly sensitive to the changing climate of Russia-US relations as it is directly linked
to the pedagogy of patriotism and to national myth-making.

It is consequently all the more important to publish documents™ and produce expert books
with based on representative primary and secondary sources, the kind of books that expand the
problem field of studying the subject and present history with account for both parties’ stances
and from various angles.

Such was the book authored by Vladimir O. Pechatnov®, a prominent Russian expert in
American Studies, that presented the history of Soviet-American relations through the lens
of the cooperation and confrontation between Joseph Stalin, Franklin Roosevelt, and Harry
Truman. This book was based on an impressive corpus of sources; it employed microanalysis
and accounted for the human factor. This multi-contextual study is noticeable for considering
the Soviet-American relations throughout the 1940s, which enabled Pechatnov to demonstrate
the dynamics and logic of relations moving from cooperation during World War II to the
confrontation of the Cold War.

Two books by Irina V. Bystrova, an eminent expert on Soviet history, became noticeable events
in the Russian historiography of the 21% century. The first one took its readers into the space
of personal contacts both at the very top and at the level of people immediately involved in the
military action: soldiers, sailors, and pilots from the USSR, the US, and Great Britain, the people
that interacted on the lend lease routes and came into contacts with the local population, which
resulted in the three nations’ mutual discoveries of each other. By integrating many personal
history sources into her text, Bystrova successfully transformed it into a thrilling read that enriches
our knowledge of various aspects of the allied cooperation in the anti-Hitler coalition*. Bystrova’s
second book exemplified state-of-the-art research into the lend lease program; using recently
declassified documents, she demonstrated the process of organizing and implementing the
American program of delivering supplies to the USSR with a special emphasis on the activities
of the Soviet Government Procurement Commission in the United States. Bystrova showed the
huge part the lend lease program played in defeating the Axis powers and stressed this program’s
particular importance in 1941—1942, the hardest time for the USSR when the situation on the

32 See for example, O’Brien P.P. How the War Was Won: Air-Sea Power and Allied Victory in World War I1.
Cambridge, 2015.

33 Among the latest American publications about Stalin’s responsibility for the beginning of WWII as well
as his plan to establish world hegemony see: McMeekin S. Stalin’s War: A New History of World War I1. New
York, 2021.

See for example: CoBeTcko-amepukanckue oTHoueHus. 1939—1945 / nox pen. I'H. CeBoctbsiHOBa.
M., 2004; «Ansacka — Cubupb — ppoHT». McTopust tereHnapHoii aBuatpacchl. JIOKyMeHThbI, KOMMEHTapUH,
BocriomMuHaHus. 1942—1945. M., 2004.

33 [lewamnos B.O. CranuH, Py3Benst, Tpyman: CCCP u CIIA B 1940-X IT.: TOKyMEHTaJIbHbIC OUEPKHU.
M., 2006.

6 bovicmposa U.B. Tlouenyit yepes okeaH: «bosbliias Tpoiika» B CBETe JIMYHBIX KOHTAKTOB (1941—1945).
M., 2011.

40



B.H. XXYPABJEBA U3YUYEHUE UCTOPUN POCCUNCKO-AMEPUKAHCKHNX OTHOIITHWA. ..

front lines and in the manufacturing area was critical; Bystrova, therefore, demonstrated an allied
nature of victory over Nazism?.

The lend lease problem remains relevant in both Russian and American historiographies®, just
like Hollywood’s special contribution to the allied cooperation during World War I1. The latter
topic is still mostly the focus of American historians. M. Todd Bennett in his book rethought
the diplomatic history of World War II and transformed Hollywood into a real power promoting
the idea of allied nations and the concept of internationalism. And the “dream factory” thereby
created another illusion, that of a harmonious post-war world united under the protectorate of
victor powers with the US playing the lead role therein. Bennett presented a vivid picture of the
US, Great Britain, the USSR, and China deliberately using Hollywood to position the anti-Hitler
coalition as standing firmly united despite ideological and political differences.

Frank Costigliola’s book on Franklin Roosevelt’s policies during World War 11 demonstrated
another approach to studying the anti-Hitler alliance. Written in the emotional studies vein, this
work emphasized the huge part personal factor played in the relationships between the USSR,
the US, and Great Britain both during World War II and when transitioning from war to peace.
Costigliola concluded that the Cold War was not inevitable. He believes that had Roosevelt lived
longer, had Churchill not lost the elections, there could have been a transition to a world led by
The Big Three. Costigliola laid the principal blame for unleashing the Cold War at the door of
US and British officials, since after Roosevelt’s death both countries came to be dominated by
policies intended to exclude the USSR from the ranks of equal partners, which complicated post-
war cooperation. At the same time, Costigliola recognized certain blunders made by Joseph Stalin
(isolating foreign diplomats, journalists, and military mission officers)®. Costigliola, however,
appeared, first, to exaggerate Roosevelt’s exclusive role in the three powers’ alliance and, second,
does not account for the totality of objective factors that contributed to the start of the Cold War.

The History of Soviet-American Relations during the Cold War: Outcomes and Research Prospects

The current international crisis has created favorable conditions for new bipolarities and
division lines emerging both regionally and globally. Old metaphors and cold war images
are once again in demand today, and they shape the meanings repertoires of new public and
political discourses. In such a situation, turning to the Cold War experiences is interesting both
academically and politically, whether we are talking the importance of inter-country dialog for
diffusing the confrontation, or whether we are discussing the role of civic diplomacy in building
cooperation bridges, or whether we are pondering the issue of recognizing the dangers inherent
in ramping up the hysteria and the “war of images” in the media.

Archival collections are being declassified, published, and digitized®, new international
projects are launched, sites collecting visual sources are created to be used for academic and
educational purposes®, scholars write books on teaching the history of the Cold War employing

37 Ee arce. Jlenn-nu3 nnsg CCCP: akoHOMUKa, TexHuka, aoau (1941—-1945). M., 2019. There is a seri-
ous dlsagreement in data that can be explained by the different calculation technique of the supply volume.

Among the latest publications see: Weeks A.L. Russia’s Life-Saver: Lend-Lease Aid to the U.S.S.R.
in World War I1. Lanham, 2004; Walling M.G. Forgotten Sacrifice. The Arctic Convoys of World War I1.
New York 2012.

% Bennett M.T. One World, Big Screen: Hollywood, the Allies, and World War I1. Chapel Hill, 2012.

60 Costigliola F. Roosevelt’s Lost Alliances. How Personal Polltlcs Provoked the Cold War. Prmceton
Oxford, 2012.

See for example: At Cold War’s End: United States Intelligence on the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe, 1989—1991 / ed. B.B. Fisher. Central Intelligence Agency, 1999; End of the Cold War // Wilson
Center. Digital Archive. International History Declassified. URL: https://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/

ollectlon/37/end of-the-cold-war (access date: 15.02.2022).
62 See for example: A Visual Guide to the Cold War // URL: https: //coldwar.unc.edu/ (access date:
15.02.2022).
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new methodologies and approaches with account for national interpretations and new generations
of students coming into classrooms®:.

Both the origins of the Cold War* and its concluding stage with its characteristically diverse
trends present at different levels, as well as the foreign policies of the USSR, the US, and the
powers within their respective orbits prompt particular scholarly interest today®. Works written
by those people who had been directly involved in the process of ending the Cold War become an
important contribution to understanding the complex intertwining of domestic and international
factors. These works combine “insider” experiences with other sources, and Soviet-American
relations are presented in various contexts with account for opportunities both sides had missed®.

The most recent historiography of Soviet-American relations during the Cold War is truly
boundless. Therefore, given the size restrictions for this article and an impressive corpus of
historiographic publications”, the existence of a specialized academic outlet Journal of Cold War
Studies published since 1999 in Harvard that regularly includes reviews®, given that recently
published books contain detailed historiographic sections, and since multiple reviews are regularly
published in American and Russian academic journals, it makes sense to outline the main trends
in studying the history of Soviet-American relations in 1945—1991 in both the US and Russia and
to map out further research prospects.

In recent decades, many influential American historians recognized the fact that political
decision-making during the Cold War was determined precisely by ideologies as agglomerations of
ideas, values, and myths defining people’s mindsets. These historians called upon their colleagues
to study more carefully the ideological dimension of the Cold War, the course of the global war
for people’s minds and souls, and the ultimate victors and causes of their victory. In his short
history of the Cold War written in the spirit of post-revisionism, John Gaddis, one of the top
scholars of America’s foreign policy and Russia-US relations, presented the course of the bipolar
confrontation through the lens of interactions between politics and ideology with account for
changes in both political and social areas, i.e. in society’s perceptions of itself and of the world
beyond the national borders. This book offered an overview of complex historical development,
a fresh take on the Cold War as a confrontation that sprang from fear and ideological differences
and ended in the victory of one system of values and ideas over the other®.

At the same time, even though the ideological conflict conceived of in the oppositions of
capitalism vs. socialism, liberalism vs. communism, Protestantism and Catholicism vs. atheism
was born much earlier than 1945, most scholars take this year as its starting point, when both
parties on both sides of the Atlantic formed a sufficiently monolithic image of their respective
Enemy Number One that could be easily used in propaganda efforts promoting each party’s own
social and value system”.

3 See for example: Understanding and Teaching the Cold War / ed. M. Masur. Madison, 2017.
04 Levering R.B., Pechatnov O.V., Botzenhart-Viehe V., Edmondson C.E. Debating the Orlgms of the Cold
War Amerlcan and Russ1an Perspectives. Lanham, 2002.
Among the most authoritative books devoted to the end of the Cold War see: English R. Russia and
the Idea of the West. Gorbacheyv, Intellectuals and the End of the Cold War. New York, 2000; Grachev A.
Gorbachev’s Gamble: Soviet Foreign Policy and the End of the Cold War. Cambridge, 2008; Wilson J.G. The
Triumph of Improvisation: Gorbachev’s Adaptability, Reagan’s Engagement, and the End of the Cold War.
New York, 2014; Zubok V. A Failed Empire: The Soviet Union in the Cold War from Stalin to Gorbachev.
Chagel H111 2008; Idem. Collapse: The Fall of the Soviet Union. New Haven, 2021.
See for example Matlock J.F. Reagan and Gorbachev. How the Cold War Ended. New York, 2004;
Sell L. From Washington to Moscow. US-Soviet Relations and the Collapse of the USSR. Durham; London,
2016; Yeprses A.C. COBMECTHBII UCXOM: THEBHUK ABYX 210X, 1972—1991 romer. M., 2008.
o7 See for example: Westad O.A. Reviewing the Cold War: Approaches, Interpretations, Theory. London,
2000§ Palgrave Advances in Cold War History / eds S.R. Dockrill, G. Hughes. New York, 2006.
The Journal of Cold War Studies. Home page // URL: https://direct.mit.edu/jcws (access date:
15.02.2022).
9 Gaddis J.L. The Cold War. A New History. New York, 2005.
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Gaddis continued to share his thoughts on the Cold War with the academic community in his
biography of George Frost Kennan, a person intrinsically linked with the history of the Cold War.
This book has formed part of massive research into the life of an expert on Russia whose ideas
inspired the U.S. foreign policy of “containing” the Soviet Union. In his “Long Telegram” and
in his article “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Kennan described both the conflict itself and the
US political strategy therein. And he also began to consistently abolish his own claims even before
he fully formulated his concept, since he was dissatisfied with the way other people implemented
his ideas in the US foreign policy. Gaddis’s monumental work provided a masterful description
of Kennan’s life full of ironies, contradictions, and paradoxes, all those features that attract
the biographers of the diplomat turned historian who unshakably believed in his own historical
significance. The book appeared pursuant to an agreement between Gaddis and Kennan about
the former writing the latter’s biography after his death. This agreement granted Gaddis exclusive
access to Kennan’s huge personal archive and his unpublished diaries and correspondence.
Gaddis generously quoted these sources in his book, and readers felt as if they hear Kennan’s
own voice guiding the narration. This biography rendered Kennan’s views of himself, the US, and
the world, the outstanding man’s doubts and self-criticism in such minute and true details that in
this sense, this is a biography created by Kennan himself, by the man who played a special role in
the history of international relations during the Cold War, by the man who, as the time went by,
changed his views of the present and future relations of the two superpowers”.

Generally, Gaddis’s extensive work appears to be opening a new stage in studying Kennan’s
life and career rather than drawing a conclusive line under the endeavor, especially given that
Princeton University has opened access to hundreds of boxes with archival materials and launched
a project led by Frank Costigliola, another influential scholar of the US foreign policy. This
project produced a publication of Kennan’s diaries™ that constitute, in Gaddis’s words, today’s
most extensive description of America’s life in the 20" century.

Two prominent experts on the history of the Cold War, Vladimir O. Pechatnov and Vladislav
M. Zubok”, summarized the results of Cold War research in Russia after the collapse of the USSR;
as has been mentioned before, each published his own influential works on the subject™. Another
book by Irina V. Bystrova stands out among the relevant publications that appeared in Russia;
this study presents the history of the Cold War through the lens of confrontation between the
Soviet and American military industrial complexes. Using declassified documents from Russian
and American archives, Bystrova researched both traditional aspects of the military doctrine
and economics and technologies and also introduced an innovative exploration of the social
and imagological contexts of the two superpowers’ military and technological rivalry”. Mikhail
N. Suprun continues to study the Cold War in the Arctic; he regularly organizes international
conferences and edits collections of articles produced by Russian and foreign scholars™.

In recent decades, Russian scholars have been publishing academic works and books for
students used extensively in courses on the history of international relations in the 20" century
and on the US’ foreign policy. For instance, Natalia I. Egorova, who has long headed the Cold
War Sector at the Institute of World History at the Russian Academy of Sciences”, authored a
student’s book, and Viktor A. Kremenyuk, one of the Russian leading specialists in American

70 See for example: Leffler M.P. For the Soul of Mankind: The United States, the Soviet Union, and the
Cold War. New York, 2007.
"\ Gaddis J.L. George F. Kennan. An American Life. New York, 2011.
72 Kennan G.F. The Kennan’s Diaries / ed. F. Costigliola. New York, 2014.
& 3yvbok B.M., Ileuamnos B.O. OtedyecTBeHHast ucTopruorpadus XxoionHoii BoitHbl. HekoTopbie utorn
necsatunetusi // OreuectBeHHast uctopusi. 2003. Ne 4. C. 143—150; Ne 5. C. 139—148.
In addition to the book mentioned above see: ITeuamnoe B.O. OT coro3a K x0yioaHoi BoiiHe. CoBeT-
CKO-aMeprKaHCKKe oTHoIeHus B 1945—1947 rr. M., 2006.
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Studies, produced a summary book based on official sources and the author’s own experiences.
He attempted to answer three principal questions: Why didn’t the Cold War become a hot war?
How did it end? What were its ultimate consequences’™?

Nonetheless, when it comes to interdisciplinary studies of the Cold War seen through the lens
of its various contextualizations, the achievements of the most recent Western historiography
appear to be more impressive both in the area of summary studies and in research into individual
periods. I would like to add a few more recent publications to the ones that had already been
mentioned, since they reflect new thematic priorities and methodological approaches.

Historians in the West in general and in the US in particular continue to focus on imagology of
Soviet-American relations and on the cultural and academic diplomacy. A joint comparative study
authored by Tony Shaw and Denise Youngblood” investigated the ways American and Soviet film
became a Cold War front. This work, along with the scholars’ other publications, has become
classics for everyone engaged in researching the cultural history of the bipolar confrontation®.

Two other recent books constitute an important contribution to studying the sociocultural
dimension of the Cold War through the lens of the ideological Other. Using materials from Russian
archives, personal sources, and visual texts, Résa Magnusdéttir convincingly demonstrated that
in the early stages of the Cold War, Soviet propaganda constructed Enemy Number One as the
“dark twin” of the USSR, as what in English is called a “frenemy,” i.e. the opposite of one’s
own Self needed to construct the Self-concept. She presented a masterful analysis of the political
and ideological landscapes where the Soviet propaganda “factory” operated. Her explanatory
patterns, however, became far less convincing when she transitioned from manufacturing
propaganda to disseminating it. The recipient audience as such remained outside her scope of
interests; she did not go into perceptions of propaganda, into resistance to anti-Americanism both
within Soviet society itself and among Soviet intellectuals. Being an important contribution to
the Cold War historiography, this book at the same time clearly shew that studying propaganda
requires a multifaceted approach that is irreducible to the characteristics of propaganda itself and
the environment that generates it. What is required is research into who, how, and why responded
to propagandistic messages®.

Dina Fainberg dedicated her work to studying the role American and Soviet journalists, as
people who could travel beyond their respective side of the “iron curtain,” played in disseminating
the values and ideals of the Cold War. Fainberg produced a gripping book based on interviews
and other primary sources and presenting a history of the images of Soviet/American Other being
shaped up as a result of a clash between two truths, two systems, and professional approaches
in the era of bipolar confrontation, which transformed newspaper correspondents into active
participants in the process of identity construction®.

An ambitiously conceived book by the young scholar Jennifer Hudson is a recent and successful
attempt to paint a summarizing picture of the history of the cold war. She used journalistic
writings of the time, newspaper articles and editorials, feature films and documentaries, official
documents and memoirs to demonstrate how the USSR and the US interacted diplomatically and
intellectually at every stage of the Cold War, how cultural and civic diplomacy was functioning,
expanding the knowledge and understanding of the respective Other, and creating additional
opportunities for cooperation even despite the bipolar confrontation. This book is geared toward
a more nuanced understanding of political, cultural, and geopolitical Soviet/American relations
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described through the lens of dichotomic interpretations. As such, it will certainly be in demand
in classrooms®.

Civic diplomacy is among the promising subjects in studying the Cold War in general and its
end in particular. American historians researching this thematic area concentrate on the non-
governmental level of interactions and are interested primarily in the matter of the influence
academics and civil activists had on state leaders’ ways of thinking and policies®.

This is why works exploring civil, scientific, scholarly, cultural, and academic exchanges in
the full variety of their forms and participants are of particular interest. Among the most recent
such publications is a book by Gerson Sher who for the last twenty years has been coordinating
Soviet/American academic exchanges based at the National Science Foundation. As a person
who has for half a century contributed to developing bilateral academic cooperation, he had
first-hand knowledge of the causes of malfunctions in the exchange programs that were affected
by spikes in the confrontation, propaganda wars, and red tape. He shared with his readers his
own experiences and used information from insiders (academics, program managers, government
officials) given voice in Sher’s book®. Such works take Cold War studies to a new level giving its
overall picture more dimensions and highlighting those trends that do not fit into the simplified
schemes of bilateral confrontation. The same applied to Ross Mackenzie’s book dedicated to the
series of Soviet-American meetings held since 1985 together with the Chautauqua Institution
and the Soviet Friendship Society®*, and to publications about the Dartmouth Soviet-American
Conferences that, along with the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, had a real
influence on establishing a dialog between the USSR and the US¥. All these books dwelt on civic
diplomats creating Cold War history together with career diplomats and politicians.

Preparing collective monographs by joint teams of Russian and American scholars appears to
be the most fruitful approach to creating comprehensive studies of the Cold War history offering
both summarizing takes on the issue and detailing its specific stages. For instance, in December
2021, the Russian State University for the Humanities published a monograph that described
the turning points in the ending of the bipolar confrontation contextualized within national and
global, imagological and emotional settings. The book concentrated primarily on issues that
prompt intense discussions in the academic community and on matters that were linked to the
logic and dynamics of Soviet-American relations in the late 1980s and to the end of the Cold
War in Europe. At the same time, its authors payed special attention to such little-researched
subjects as the emotional factor in negotiations, containment culture in its various aspects and
manifestations, the role of civic diplomats in the bipolar confrontation coming to an end, changes
in the imagination, minds, and hearts of people on both sides of the rising “iron curtain”®.

There is need for collective effort that would produce a book on another priority topic in
studying the Cold War in particular and Russia-US relations in general. The topic is the genesis
and development of Russian/Soviet Studies in the US and American Studies in the Russian Empire/
the USSR/post-Soviet Russia.

The first experience in pooling the efforts of experts from both states was the project
spearheaded by Victoria I. Zhuravleva and Ivan 1. Kurilla; chronologically, this project spaned

83 Hudson J.M. Iron Curtain Twitchers. Russo-American Cold War Relations. Lanham, 2019.
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Voorhees J. Dialogue Sustained: The Multilevel Peace Process and the Dartmouth Conference. Wash-
ington (DC), 2002; When Citizens Deliberate: Russian and American Citizens Consider Their Relationship /
eds D.V. Makarov, 1. Nagdasev, B. Cobb, P.D. Steward. Dayton, 2006.
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the time from the mid-19™ century until today. This project produced two collective monographs
edited by Zhuravleva and Kurilla where Russian and American scholars presented various aspects
of studying and teaching long stretches in the history of the other country, concentrated on
institutional and personal dimensions in the development Russian/Soviet Studies and American
Studies, and portray scholars as civic diplomats and promoters of knowledge among the public
at large. Both books guided their readers toward understanding the ways in which journalistic,
public and political discourses penetrated the academe and transformed the studies of the other
state and its people into a realm of identity construction®.

This inter-disciplinary subject located at the junction of Russian/Soviet-American relations,
sociology of science, and cultural anthropology finally attracted close attention of scholars in
the 21% century. A prime example was a book by David Engerman based on over 100 archival
collections and interviews with American scholars. Engerman was interested in finding an answer
to the question of how the US concern with the bipolarization of the world at the early stages of
the Cold War affected the development of Soviet Studies in the largest US universities and resulted
in interactions between the government and academic learning aimed at training experts with
sound notions of the realities and prospects of the Soviet Union’s development. By concentrating
his reflections on the process of the emergence and development of Soviet Studies as an academic
and expert field and detailing its rises and falls, Engerman shew that Soviet Studies has never
boiled down to a single interpretation of the USSR and has not turned into a simple ideological
weapon in the hands of American foreign policy makers. This statement holds true even for those
periods when scholars had the closest ties with the diplomatic and military realms. The history
of people, ideas, and institutions written by Engerman has become a standard for further works
on this issue as he combined sound use of sources, clear arguments supporting his outlook, and
impartiality of a scholar whose stance was not subject to the political concerns of the day®.

The same cannot be said about the books authored by Sergey 1. Zhuk, an émigré historian
of Ukrainian origins, who pioneered publication of books in the US on American Studies in
the USSR. On the one hand, Zhuk’s books constituted an important contribution to studying
this matter; they contained interesting materials from archives in Russia and Ukraine, and they
offered an interdisciplinary academic perspective placed within a multiplicity of diplomatic,
sociocultural, academic, and expert contexts that served as settings for personal histories of Soviet
and Ukrainian specialists in American Studies. On the other hand, his books prompted major
criticisms. First, Zhuk improperly handled both his primary and secondary sources, be it his
interpretations of archival materials, or treating Nikolai N. Bolkhovitinov’s fragmentary notes
and memoirs at Zhuk’s disposal as completed texts, or be it interviews with late scholars that
effectively verbatim prove Zhuk’s claims; or be it references to other works allegedly confirming
his ideas but in fact dealing with different matters. Second, Zhuk attempted, frequently without
grounds, to claim that some Soviet American Studies experts worked for the KGB, which was one
of the central ideas of his works in general. Third, his attempt to stress alleged disdain American
Studies experts from Moscow demonstrated toward their Ukrainian colleagues appeared to be
equally politically charged and it was also at variance with the facts.

As Bolkhovitinov’s student, Zhuk wrote the first detailed scholarly biography of
this outstanding researcher and portrayed him against the backdrop of changing eras in
Soviet-American relations. He created a somewhat idealized image of a scholarly westernizer, an
impartial historian and specialist in American Studies, a person with the greatest authority among
his peers. At the same time, Zhuk constantly, strived to oppose Bolkhovitinov as the target of the
KGB’s persecutions, an admired of the American development model, and the first critic of the
Marxist orthodoxy to the overall mass of Soviet scholars studying the US from the premises of the

8 Poceus u CLLIA Ha CTpaHUlIaX y4eOHUKOB: OMBIT B3aMMHBIX perpe3eHTanuii / moa pea. B.. XKy-
pasneBoii, U.W. Kypwiel. Bonrorpam, 2009; Russian/Soviet Studies in the United States, Amerikanistika
in Russia. Mutual Representations in Academic Projects / eds I.1. Kurilla, V.I. Zhuravleva. Lanham, 2016.
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Marxist-Leninist ideology and cooperating with the Soviet security service. As a person who has
known Bolkhovitinov and his wife Ludmila, I have no doubts that Academician Bolkhovitinov
himself would object against such classifications”. In his second book, Zhuk directly or indirectly
continued to ply his favorite ideas. He wrote biographies of the most prominent scholars from
three generations and fitted these portrayals into the history of American Studies as an academic
and expert field, into the history of academic and cultural exchanges between countries, and in the
history of the changing climate of bilateral relations, which is a highly praiseworthy undertaking.
This is precisely the way of studying these essentially interdisciplinary issues®.

These two books had certainly become historiographical landmarks due to the facts collected
therein, to Zhuk’s proposed methodology and his ambitious design, even if they simultaneously
earned well-deserved criticisms of his peers for their political bias, improper citations of other
scholars’ works and improper handling of his sources, and for Zhuk’s not always convincing
explanatory models®.

In their book on the US relations with Russia and China in the 20™ century, Donald Davis and
Eugene Trani offered an overarching vision of the emergence of Russia/Soviet Studies. They were
primarily interested in studying other countries and peoples in the US in connection with shaping
the images of the outside world. They payed special attention to the contribution of Russian
émigré scholars to the development and Russian and Soviet Studies in American universities®
and demonstrated the way refugees from Soviet Russia took their anti-Tsarist and anti-Bolshevik
message to American university classrooms thus helping foster among their students a certain
vision of the events in Soviet Russia. Comparative analysis of the development of Chinese Studies
and Russian Studies in the US also appears fruitful as it draws special attention to the existing
differences since the former area had been created by professional experts in the Far East, such as
William Rockhill, while the second had been established by journalists such as George Kennan®.

Another overarching subject is emigration into the US from the Russian Empire/the USSR/
post-Soviet Russia, i.e. the topic broadly connected with the history of the Russian Emigration.
21% century scholars continue to publish summary works describing various emigration waves®, to
produce biographical dictionaries”, scholarly and popular biographies of outstanding dancers and
choreographers, engineers and scientists, writers and poets, books that tell the stories of Russian
and Soviet culture, inventions, and scientific and scholarly achievements being exported to the
US*. These are stories of Russians and Americans’ common past, the process and causes of brain
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and talent, science and technologies, enterprising and motivated workers draining from Russia,
while the US gained this wealth.

Facets of Studying the US Relations with Post-Soviet Russia: at the Juncture of Political Science
and History

Traditionally, this period attracts political scientists applying their own methodologies. Here,
however, historians also have a lot to contribute as they zoom in on stable trends in foreign policy
and imagology stemming from the changing climate in bilateral relations and from the domestic
agendas in both Russia and the US.

I shall confine myself to a few general remarks without staking any claims to a comprehensive
analysis, since this area has not yet become the subject of purely academic reflections due to its
direct links with politics.

First, many Russian and American experts and political scientists, columnists and journalists,
state and public figures represent the other state as a threat to national interests and at the same
time as a convenient point of comparison that could be used to emphasize the advantages of
their own development model and global standing; thus is a foundation for applied Russophobia
and anti-Americanism respectively is laid down. Some of these persons appeal to universal
liberal values contrasting democracy and freedom in the US with autocracy and police state
in post-Soviet Russia, while others appeal to national conservative values and contrast the US
international all-permissibility and its hypocritical liberalism with the idea of protecting national
interests, state sovereignty, and realism. Both the former and the latter cases manifest a value-
based approach, even if its contents are different for the two sides, and the texts of Russia and
the US are consistently fitted into the discourses that had emerged long before the Cold War.
Historians using explanatory models rooted in social constructivism know these discourses well.

This is why in order to better understand today’s Russia-US relations we need works that
emphasize the difference in approaches explainable by using the Self-Other conceptual pairing,
that stress understanding why a game of domestic policies both in the US and in Russia still
requires the Russian or American card respectively®.

Second, both the value-based approach and the legacy of the 1990s with their typical asymmetry
in bilateral relations, a tragic gap between expectations and outcomes, and intoxication with
triumphalism in the US and the collapse of another American “crusade” for the liberalization of
Russia (be it through introducing market economy or implementing democratic reforms) stand
in the way of constructive dialog and become a subject to be reconsidered and reevaluated amid
changing domestic and international agendas.

Political scientists and experts propose different explanations of the outcomes of
Russian-American relations in the 1990s. In the US, these explanations turn out to be directly
connected with America’s desire to support its Republican or Democratic administration'®,
while prominent American post-revisionist Russophiles tend to accuse both of flawed policies in
regard to post-Soviet Russia, which, in their opinion, prevented the US from providing efficient
assistance to Russia and took away the possibility of gradually implementing reforms®'. Many
Russian experts and political scientists, journalists and columnists, in their turn, tend to accuse
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the US of inducing the collapse of the USSR, and to blame Boris N. Yeltsin for betraying national
interests in favor of pro-western policies.

It happens because the outcome of the “honeymoon” in the two countries’ relations in the
1990s proved truly tragic and discouraging: ten years of extremely close cooperation, billions of
American dollars and resulting economic and social chaos, a sharp drop in people’s quality of life,
rampant crime, colossal social stratification, political oligarchy.

However, in order to explain the reasons for the real failure of the American economic aid
program in the 1990s (it has been analyzed in a balanced and multidimensional manner by
Sergey Yu. Shenin') we need to abandon the conspiracy theory of the US attempting to weaken
Russia as much as possible (and, with luck, to destroy) as America’s potential geopolitical rival.
In fact, the Russian strategy adopted by the administration in Washington appears to have been
intended not to weaken as much as possible, and certainly not to disintegrate America’s former
rival still in possession of nuclear weapons but to achieve controlled and managed integration.
The US behaved as if it knew answers to every question about global development after the Cold
War, and the government, experts, and mass media formed a consensus concerning post-Soviet
Russia having to embark of the route toward democracy and a free market modeled on the
American example. No one seriously considered any other option. Therefore, the real state of
affairs in Russia that was plunging into economic and social chaos did not much interest the
people providing assistance from across the Atlantic. What they cared about was sharing certain
knowledge with Russians, including knowledge of the neoclassical “shock therapy” model that
would make the inevitable transition to market economy easier and faster. The US desire to write
Russia off as an active global player should be added to this principal miscalculation. The specific
features of the political regime that emerged during Yeltsin’s tenure certainly played their negative
part, too, as did the areas where America provided its assistance, the forms this assistance took,
and its timeliness.

Given the above and with account for today’s crisis in bilateral relations, it is highly useful to
conduct political science studies based on political realism, accounting for both sides’ motivations,
and not shying away from critical evaluation of both sides’ miscalculations, as, for instance, did Angela
Stent in her two summary studies based on the many years of her academic and practical work'®.

Additionally, conceptualizing and teaching international relations in general and courses on
Russia’s and the US’ foreign policies in particular requires short summary books on Russia-US
relations after the Cold War, even if the critical focus in these books is skewed either way. It is then
all the more interesting to engage students in comparing their authors’ stances"*.

CONCLUSION

Researchers ask different questions of the historical past of the bilateral relations, and
obtaining new knowledge depends as much on the manner of asking these questions as it depends
on putting new sources into academic circulation.

American scholars made greater progress than their Russian counterparts in tackling this
multiplicity of questions addressed to the past, even though Russian researches did produce
individual innovative works and can boast general achievements. This is why it is so important
for the two countries’ scholars to continuously engage in an open dialog and to keep on working

192 [Henun C.1O. BosBpatiienue B Poccuto: cTparerust u nmojmTrka aMepukaHckoii momorinu (1990-e rr.).
CI16., 2008.

103 Stent A.E. The Limits of Partnership. U.S.-Russia Relations in the 21* Century. Princeton; Oxford,
2014 (Russian edition of this book with additional chapter about the Ukrainian Crisis was published in 2015
under the title “IToueMy Ameprka u Poccust He cabimat apyr apyra? Bamisa BammmHrrona Ha HOBEHIIyO
WCTOPUIO pPOCCUliCKO-aMepUuKaHCKUX oTHoteHuit”); Stent A. E. Putin’s World. Russia against the West and
with the Rest. New York, 2019 (Russian edition of this book was published in 2020).

104 See for example: lllakaeuna T.A. Poccust u CLLIA B mupoBoii monutuke. M., 2012 (updated edition
was published in 2018); Peterson J.W. Russian-American Relations in the Post-Cold War World. Manches-
ter, 2017.

49



Hoeas u Hoseliuasn ucmopus Tom 66, Ne 4, 2022

on joint projects and collective monographs that could summarize the achievements of national
historiographic schools found both in books and in articles and outline the prospects of further
studies. This article can and should be seen as an invitation to such a dialog.

Finally, it is important to remember that the history of Russia-US relations should be told
to the public at large by professional historians and not by columnists, journalists, and bloggers
dabbling in amateur historiography. It can be done through books written in the spirit of
“pedagogy for everyone,” books that would be interesting to students, faculty, and everyone
who wants to understand the many forms of a dialog between the two countries’ governments
and peoples, a dialog held despite ideological contradictions, different political systems, and
sociocultural differences in development traditions'®.

Studying the history of Russia-US relations and sharing the results of this research with the
public at large is necessary not merely in order to learn from the lessons of the historical past, but
in order to understand how the present has guided and continues to guide the past, sometimes
standing in the way of this past becoming a subject of academic reflection and sometimes using
this past for its current situational purposes. In this century, as in the past one, such developments
hinder better mutual understanding that is so much needed by both Russians and Americans amid
the current international crisis.
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