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ANTHROPOLOGISTS GOING
INTO THE COLD: RESEARCH IN
THE AGE OF MUTUALLY
ASSURED DESTRUCTION

Steven L. Sampson
David A. Kideckel

The cold war and the tensions it spawns seem permanent features of
the late twentieth century. As a document issued by the Methodist
clergy suggests {Pace 1986), the policy of nuclear deterrence adopted
by both superpowers has condemned East and West to endemic com-
petition, conflict, and mutual suspicion. However, though the cold
war's international dimensions are well known, the chief question that
occupies us here is its influence on social scientific and, specifically,
anthropological research (cf. Byrnes 1976a).

The social scientific ramifications of the cold war are many. In the
West, particularly the United States, it shapes university budgets and
grant priorities, affects basic social social scientific paradigms and pre-
conceptions of other societies; and influences both the dissemination
of research results and their public reception. Though these effects are
general throughout the social sciences, anthropological research about
Eastern European socialist societies is especially influenced. Since
these so-called captive nations are a direct object of the cold war strug-
gle, they have heightened sensitivity to the extremist politics of the
period. Anthropological research, on the other hand, is predicated on
face-to-face interaction and in-depth subjective understanding of other
societies, practices which fly in the face of both Eastern and Western
priorities in the cold war context.?
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This chapter thus assesses some of the implications of cold war
politics-2nd culture for anthropological research. It particularly focuses
on We. n anthropologists in Eastern European research and the role
of anthropological knowledge and practice for either bridging or rein-
forcing cold war-inspired cultural suspicions. Though this essay is
based largely on our and others’ experiences in Romania, we feel it has
wider applicability in other Eastern European states as well.?

To be sure, fieldwork in Eastern Europe has much in common with
anthropological research in general. Like others, anthropologists work-
ing in the cold war context are faced with problems of identifying
research sites, gaining entry and building rapport in communities,
steering clear of factional quarrels, gathering systematic data, and main-
taining their health and emotional stability. However, as June Nash
(1975) pointed out, there is more to fieldwork that the field worker.
Conditions encountered in the field are shaped by its specific time-
space location which, in Eastern Europe, is particularly colored by the
cold war.

That the cold war provides the basic context of Eastern European
research was constantly brought home to us during fieldwork and in
subsequent discussions with interested parties in the West. Romanians
of all walks had problems comprehending our presence in their country
and often interpreted it in cold war terms. They often assumed we were
agents of the United States government, various socialist governments,
or descendants of expropriated kulaks returned to sue for patrimonial
rights. Still others accepted our stated research goals but questioned
their use for anything but political ends.

These suspicions were initially laid to rest during a decade of
intermittent research as we established a degree of permanency in our
social relations and became fairly well integrated into our host com-
munities and became (we thought) familiar and unthreatening to re-
gional officials. However, despite our integration in regional life, the
mid-1980s was a turning point for us. Steven Sampson was denied
entry into Romania and declared persona non grata, and David Ki-
deckel had a number of restrictions placed on his research in a 1984
visit.

Meanwhile, home circumstances were analogous. For example, our
discussions with academics and others were invariably interrupted
with questions concerning how we were able to do research in Romania
in the first place. Western colleagues especially questioned the veracity -
of our data and were skeptical of statistics garnered by us from local
and regional censuses and other documents. Some people even sug-
gested that lying was necessary to accomplish any sort of germane
Eastern European research.

Thinking about these events and interpretations, we came to see
that they were based on mutually distorted or mistaken assumptions



abgut both Eastern European socialist society and the Western research

eiterrise. Given the mutual suspicion and caricatured i les they
~emcSewed, it was logical to turn to the cold war as at least a partial
* - explanation for these distortions. In particular, we were forced to reflect
on how our own research experience was shaped by our and others’
cold war assumptions and to examine what the role of American an-
thropologists in Eastern European socialist societies is and ought to be,
Consideration of these questions, however, first demands analysis of
both the nature of the cold war and how it shapes the Eastern European
research environment as a whole.

CHILLING ASSUMPTIONS—COLD WAR CONCEPTIONS AND
MISCONCEPTIONS

There are a number of common understandings about the cold war that
must be addressed and enlarged in order to grasp its relationship to
anthropological research in Eastern Europe. In popular terms, the cold
war is the nonmilitary struggle between two competing world orders,
the “Free World” and the “Communist bloc.” As usually conceived,
the struggle has both ideological and geopolitical implications. Ideo-
logically, from the Free World's perspective, the conflict revolves
around Western freedom vs. Eastern repression. In the Communist
perspective it concerns the struggle between the exploitation of indi-
vidualism versus the security of collectivism. The ideological struggle
translates geopolitically into a struggle for international influence. The

West talks of Soviet expansionism via surrogate regimes in places like"

Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and Nicaragua, while the East sees Western im-
perialism throughout the world attempting to protect its dying, ex-
ploitative world order. ;
For those who accept the Manichaean view of reality, the cold war
is pervasive and all interaction between the competing powers is part
qf the struggle—with victories or defeats seen as the outcome of par-
ticular events. Any event (from chess tournaments to space disasters
to nuclear meltdowns) is part of the overall struggle, and all exchanges
are potential confrontations and tests of strength and/or weakness.
Since all actions are thus part of the grand cold war scheme, the po-
tential for conspiracy theories is extraordinary. Instead of simple dis-
trust, the relations between the two competing blocs are elevated to a
"“culture of suspicion” whereby there are no coincidences. It is this
culture of suspicion, then, that serves as the backdrop for anthropology

in Eastern Europe and generates some particular pressures on the field-
work enterprise.

POLITICO-CENTRISM AND THE VERDICT MENTALITY

The pervasiveness of the cold war has caused it to become fixed in
Western and Eastern political consciousness. In the West, this is also
fostered by an enculturation process replete with popularized images
of Eastern Europe from the “‘Six O'Clock News,” school history lessons
(cf. FitzGerald 1979), air raid drills, and the whole range of international
crises which punctuated the 1950s and 1960s. The permanent merging
of cold war and consciousness engenders what we call “politico-cen-
trism,” an internalized belief in the superiority of one’s own political
system and an automatic suspicion of our “adversaries."”

Though analogous to ethnocentrism, politico-centrism in some
ways is even more pernicious due to the potential implications of the
cold war struggle as well as the intellectual blinders it places on the
researcher. Though all anthropologists have a degree of naivety about
the people and places where they conduct research, it is our belief that
notions of Eastern Europe are more ingrained in the American world-
view than the hazy images we have of New Guinea, East Africa, or the
Amazon. While anthropological research in the Third World is basi-
cally a matter of acquiring knowledge, Eastern European research re-
quires a systematic purging of prior misconceptions before one can
begin knowledge acquisition.

Without this purging politico-centrism colors the assumptions one
brings into the field and shapes the questions asked of one’s data. In
particular it fosters & *‘verdict mentality” where one continually eval-
uates the overall worth of socialism as a social system—is it progressing
or degenerating, good or bad, creating equality or inequality? The con-
trast here with tribal or Third World research is instructive. Though
anthropologists who work in these regions are occasionally asked to
explain them to others, they are not usually pressed for a comprehen-
sive evaluation except during some crisis (often brought on, we might
add, as a spin-off to cold war struggles; e.g., the civil wars in Nicaragua
and Angola). Verdicts about Eastern European socialism, provocative
as they are, do little more than confirm the preconceptions of the ques-
tioner and force the anthropologist to place the research into artificially
contrived categories.

More to the point for actual fieldwork, the culture of suspicion
makes human contact between the two camps difficult at best and
fraught with numerous obstacles. Ideologically, it manifests in the fear
of subversion or “ideological pollution,” by which people with foreign
ideas will negatively infect our or their society. Geopolitically there is
the fear that espionage may weaken the political or military order. In
the conduct of research, then, there is an a priori assumption that all
individuals so engaged have dark motives until or unless they prove
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by host countries or their Own concern lest they be so labeled.

.~ YWO, THREE, MANY CoLD WARS

Other conditions shaping anthropological research in and about Eastern
Europe are the differential way the cold war affects individual states
and its changing, cyclical nature over time. Typically, the cold war is
often seen to affect all participant states fairly similarly. As the conflict
revolves around the two Superpowers, it is often assumed that their
“al}ies” pretty much follow their lead. Thus, détente between the

Despite this alleged homogeneity, variation in Eastern European
national, political, economic, and cultural environments suggest that
the cold war experience also varies, No doubt, United States-Soviet
relations affect other countries; American and Soviet alljes are often
called on to follow their “big brothers” and demonstrate unity in boy-
cotts, economic sanctions, and other diplomatic initiatives, However,
there are other cold wars besides the United States-Soviet one, In fact,
for the Eastern European states the cold war is as much a struggle for
them to maneuver between the Soviets and the West to satisfy their
own national interests, as it is their following the Soviet lead. =

Given their differential integration in the overall conflict, the states
of the competing blocs periodically readjust their diplomatic postires
and political economies to the irregular shifts, obstacles, and possibil-
ities of the basic cold war competition. Thus, each Eastern European
state is involved in essentially three cold wars: the main one as Soviet
client, its own separate “war” with the United States and its allies,
and a cold war of sorts with the Soviet Union and its allies. Similarly,
each of these cold wars runs in its own cycle of “"détente-tension-crisis”
thas may, though not necessarily, parallel the main United States-Soviet
cycle.

Romania especially illustrates these multiple cold wars. Over two
decades in relations with the Soviets and its allies, Romania has pur-
sugd a policy of relative autonomy. It was the only “bloc” country to

are constant controntations over small and large issues. At the same
time, there is fear of ideological or geopolitical subversion by the Soviet
Union anc ;7 Hungary which, from their persistent conflict over Tran-
sylvania, Romania sees as a Soviet surrogate.

The cold war cycle between Romania and the West has its own
logic separate from, though related to, the main United States-Soviet
conflict. To facilitate its autonomy from the bloc, Romania was re-
warded with a variety of perquisites by the United States and its allies.
Richard Nixon visited it in 1969, and it was granted most-favored-
nation trading status in 1975, extensively increasing its participation
in Western capital markets from the mid-1970s. Romania has responded
by allowing increased immigration from that time (though its human
rights records is still one of the more dismal in Eastern Europe).

The expansion of anthropological research in Romania was thus
coincidental to the developing tension in Romanian-Soviet relations
and the warming of Romanian-Western ones. Romania in the 1970s
was an attractive site for anthropological research because of its rapid
industrial transformation, ecological and ethnic diversity, and archaic
folk regions, among other reasons. However, its attractiveness was first
possible due to the changing cold war context. In virtually every year
of the 1970s at least two American anthropologists were among those
utilizing part of the eighty “man months" quota provided to the Inter-
national Research and Exchanges Board (IREX), and anthropologists
were also grantees in Romania on various F ulbright exchanges. Simul-
taneously with the American research effort, there were also French,
Swiss, and West German anthropologists active in the country.

RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS OF THE MULTIPLE COLD WAR

For social science in general and anthropology in particular the shifting
nature of the cold war in Eastern Europe causes uneven research pos-
sibilities. American anthropological research on Eastern Europe began
in the interwar period with Philip Mosely's Balkan research (cf. Byrnes,
ed. 1976b) and continued in World War II with Columbia University’s
“Culture at a Distance” project (Benedict 1946, 1953; Halpern and
Kideckel 1983). However, since the war, there has never been a time
when each of the Eastern states has been simultaneously open for
Western anthropological research. Instead, as illustrated by Romania,
the multiple cold war cycle results in some states openly encouraging
research while others actively prevent it.

A brief chronology clearly shows this. Tito’s Yugoslavia, beginning
with the break with COMECON and continuing through its ascendant
role in the nonaligned movement, was the first Eastern state to allow
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an iupressive array of diverse studjes issued (Halpern 1958; Hamme]
,1968; Lockwood 1975; Simic 1972; Winner 1971). Hov s, though

* East-West relations warmed in the early 1970s, Tito's worsening health,

Yugos avia’s unique ethnic problems, and its problematic relation with
the Soviets caused g restriction of anthropological access such that

As discussed above, Romanian research possibilities in the 1980s
are restricted due to the economic crisis; deepening internal political
problems, and its own ethnic restiveness and related problems with
Hungary over Transylvania. Currently, then, in the midst of the Reagan-

parativism suffers ag people study different areas at different times (cf.
Halpern and Kidecke] 1983:394). Second, culturg] transformations are
harder to gauge, since it is wel] nigh impossible to maintain steady
access to particular nations over time. Third, the cold war cycle often
parbdoxiFally €ncourages naive or unrealistic views of Eastern Euro-
pean nations as Western anthropologists enter these countries on the

'rn socialist life,

~There are also ir_nplications for the conduct of fieldwork that derive
tom cold war conditions, F irst, as Western anthropologists in Eastern

social science studies, anthropological projects tend to be long-term,
to be located out~ide capital cities, to deal with common people and
current events, &, to require fluency in local languages; all these make
anthropologists more susceptible to the culture of suspicion.

Anthropologists are on the job twenty-four hours a day at the cafs,
at home with host families, and in the fields with collective farmers
and private peasants. They place a high value on all this information,
Given the cold war notion that all knowledge is useful, the culture of
suspicion can then play itself out with accusations regarding anthro-
pological motives, activities, or intentions. In a culture of suspicion,
anthropology and espionage are considered the same thing, since all
knowledge about Eastern European countries (at particular times in
their specific cold war cycles) is, in effect, a state secret.

THE COMMUNITY CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH

With the general influence of the cold war on anthropological research
outlined above, we turn now to a brief examination of its specific
influence on our actual fieldwork. Romania’s role in the multiple cold
war manifested as we entered our respective villages. Since we were
unlike British or French anthropologists returning to their former col-
onies as researchers or members of development projects, the Roman-
ians were under no traditional obligation to accept us. However, our
access to the field was made possible by the cold war dynamic of the
mid-1970s. Once we received national permission for village residence,
local officials were required to accept us, which they did with the usual
mixture of caution, curiosity, and enthusiasm.

In the absence of established channels for placing American an-
thropologists into Romanian villages, there was a host of small prob-
lems to resolve. Before we officially settled into our communities there
were inevitable delays, with resulting tensions and anxieties about
losing valuable field time. These were increased by our ignorance of
bureaucratic procedure and a range of simple cultural and linguistic
misunderstandings. For example, one of us waited six weeks for per-
mission to settle in one community only to find that he had been
approved for the wrong village. The entire process had to be reinsti-
tuted.

As discussed above, like anthropologists working elsewhere, we
experienced difficulties in clarifying our role in our communities, How-
ever, the cold war context particularly exaggerated the confusion about
our presence. There were problems in building rapport specific to the
circumstances of Americans doing research in socialist communities.
In our local relationships we tried to treat all citizens equally in order




however, often put villagers into ambiguous positions.JSometiI;nes cor:-'

tact wjth us enhanced social prestige (e.g., our presence at ~ edding);
.more often it was discomforting. Though most villagers talxed openly
- . with us about any variety of topics, the political implications of these
conversations were never far from the surface.

Other citizens were obviously concerned about becoming too close
to us lest they be politically compromised. As far as we know, nobody
was sanctioned or threatened because of conversations with us, though
many were asked to summarize their discussions with us, by security

officials, after the fact. Thus, relations with some individuals always

remained at the formal level. Given these deep-seated barriers growing
from the culture of suspicion, we could only react by trying to define
our.selves in our communities, specifying who we were, what we were
trying to do, why we were trying to do it, and how we were going
about it. :
Suspicions about us and our activities often arose during public
meetings. Meetings serve as forums for decision making, arenas of
public controversy, and reflections of the social and political workings
of the Romanian community. Permission for us to attend meetings was

at the discretion of local officials, but due to legal restrictions some

meetings were off-limits (e.g., meetings of Communist Party cells, nor-
mally open only to Party members). On some occasions our presence
at a meeting caused anxiety for officials and/or participants. For ex-

ample, a visiting county official was shocked to notice one of us taking .

notes during his speech, whereupon local officials were asked for a

full explanation for our presence and we had to produce our author-
izations. '

At times we also felt the ambiguity, tension, and embarrassmentl :

of social interaction as keenly as members of the communities where
we worked. For example, we were occasionally unduly suspicious
abgut some informants and wrongly assumed them to be security of-
ficials. In other situations, and contrary to our expectations, some
people were neither circumspect nor taciturn but expressed their feel-
Ings to us about state policies or their difficulties in the factory or on
the collective farm, publicly, loudly, and often in response to an in-
nocuous query on our part. Needless to say, our being used as public
spundmg boards provoked anxiety and uncertainty for our own posi-
tion of social neutrality within the communities and made the field
situation even more problematic.

There were also constant problems about how to interpret our field
observations. On one hand, intense expressions about the frustrations
of everyday Romanian life, as those described above, put a strain on
our at.tempt to avoid politico-centrism and the verdict mentality about
socialist society. Thus, we occasionally interpreted essentially short-
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tive of socialism per se, though at home we would never see them as
proof of the decad e of capitalism,

On the other hand, as the fieldwork went well and we had the
extensive cooperation of Romanian officials and collaboration with
Romanian scholars, we also fell prey to the naiveté that a cold war
thaw encourages. Though we were somewhat critical of certain regime
policies, in our work we never really examined the basic premises on
which the Romanian system was based and which, a few years later,
would produce the extreme deprivation and repression the country
now knows. We tended to avoid touchy political questions, such as
legitimate Transylvanian Magyar grievances, and we also downplayed
any disagreements we had with state policies and practices. On the
whole, we rationalized an awful lot!

Our activities after formal on-site research ended also were influ-
enced by the multiple cold war relationships in which we previously
had been enmeshed. Thus, some of our post-fieldwork activities helped
Romanian officials and scholars maintain trust in us but also embroiled
us in the third cold war between Romania, the Soviet Union, and the
rest of the bloc. A key event in this was the Romanian Research Group’s
polemic with a Hungarian-American anthropologist regarding the Tran-
sylvanian ethnic conflict (Romanian Research Group 1979; Sozan 1977,
1979). Here our response clearly overlapped with Romanian policy
toward the province and its Magyar minority. This encouraged the
Romanians to consider us as allied with their cold war position and
dampened any negative repercussions about our other publications
which were mildly critical of regime policy and practice.

Let us recapitulate aspects of our fieldwork in Romania and its
aftermath in the 1970s. Basically, American anthropologists entered
the country at a time of détente between the United States and Romania
and tension/crisis between Romania and her allies. Anthropologists
were seen by the Romanians as possible vehicles to help solidify re-
lations with the West and as allies in their cold war with the Soviet
Union and Hungary. This state of affairs was dependent on both internal
stability in Romania itself and in its relations both with the United
States and the Soviet Union.

We assumed that our relationship with Romania would persist,
that once this trust had been established between us and our host nation
and communities we could continue our work with only slight ad-
justments in consideration of developing international relations. We
were wrong. We now know that this atmosphere of trust merely re-
flected a tactical alliance that developed under the specific cold war
conditions of the 1970s and that once these conditions changed so too
did the possibilities and nature of our research.

In summing up our 1970s fieldwork and postfield experiences, we




Pl Sultess, d5 we nave discussed, was partly due to the conjuncture
. between the three cold wars and the quality of United-“tates-Soviet,
: Usited States-Romanian, and Soviet-Romanian relatior. at the time.
This is not to say that other factors were inconsequential. Clearly, the
atmosphere between American researchers and Romanian officials and
scholars was relatively open and optimistic. We developed long-term
rapport with villagers and scholars and officials, having returned to do
fieldwork several times without any extreme repercussions on peoples’
lives. In addition, we actively tried to allay the suspicion built up in
the cold war atmosphere by providing as much information about our-
selves and our research as possible. Our research and friendships flour-
ished and we left the field with considerable optimism about both.

THE 1980s—CHANGING CLIMATES
AND FAIR-WEATHER FRIENDS

Several of the anthropologists who carried out Romanian fieldwork in
the 1970s continued research into the 1980s. Now, though, they pos-
sessed greater knowledge of the society and language, more extensive
connections, and a high degree of optimism about research possibilities.
Yet, despite these more salutary conditions, research possibilities had
changed drastically as an intensified culture of suspicion came to dom-
inate relations between Western anthropologists and Romanian offi-
cials and some scholars. This renewed suspicion now causes long
delays for foreign anthropologists in getting permission to consult ar-
chives or live in villages (if it arrives at all). Restrictions are also placed
on their ability to conduct interviews or visit people without super-
vision, while greater numbers of locations and topics are off-limits. '
Romanian officials and scholars meanwhile are more concerned
that foreigners will abuse their privileged information and present hy-
percritical portraits of the country and that the foreign presence will
be politically provocative and undermine national authority. Even of-
ficials and scholars who wish to go beyond the prevailing suspicion
are constrained to do so (though they often apologize for the obstrut-

tions they erect). The extreme evolution of these patterns finally re- -

sulted in the recent expulsion of two anthropologists, one after
incarceration and interrogation overnight in a provincial train station.

Scientific collaboration has also become difficult. Many Romanian
colleagues are no longer available for consultation, and those who work
with visiting scholars are regularly questioned by security forces and
expected to provide lengthy written summaries of their conversations.
Travel by Romanian scholars to foreign meetings, even those held in

of foreign publications. To give an idea of the restrictions on infor-
mation flow, ir~™e decade 1973-1983 the Romanian statistical annual
shrank from 63. .0 355 pages!

A number of factors relating directly to the evolving cold war
explain this turnabout. Détente between Romania and the United States
and the United States and the Soviet Union has evolved into tension,
while tension between Romania and the Soviet Union has abated. Eco-
nomically, Romania is more dependent on the Soviet Union and seems
to have drawn closer to it in many policy positions (though the accident
at Chernobyl may again change all that). Simultaneously, billion dollar
debts to Western banks, severely restricted consumption, rationing, and
increased labor demands have produced considerable social and po-
litical discontent in the country. In reaction, the regime is more re-
pressive toward its own citizens and more xenophobic about foreign
influences. United States-Romanian relations are increasingly strained
due to these practices, United States criticism of human rights abuses,
and Romanian bitterness about IMF repayment demands and related
United States threats to withdraw most-favored-nation status.

The foreign researcher, now more nuisance than oddity, sits uneas-
ily in the midst of this maelstrom. Anthropologists, with their strange
requests, their desire to live among the people, and their informal
methods, are perhaps the most bothersome of all. Thus, though Western
anthropological research and publication about Romania remained
fairly consistent, if slightly more critical, from the 1970s through the
mid-1980s, the Romanian response to it was considerably intensified.

Two specific phenomena catalyzed this increasing Romanian dis-
affection. First, increased Romanian political and economic sensitivi-
ties heightened Romanian awareness of the critical nature of some of
our publications and of the ways we presented our research results.
Despite earlier articles of a similar tone which had appeared in Ro-
manian journals and despite our soliciting Romanian criticisms of our
work (e.g., Cobianu-Bacanu 1977; Costea 1976; Iordachel 1979), greater
exception was now taken to these same articles. Moreover, great mean-
ing was attributed by some Romanians to our presenting papers at
conferences where Romanian cold war adversaries were prominent—
in Budapest and Belgrade and before West European Romanian emi-
grés. Thus, we lost the label “friend” and became just another hostile
force buffeting the Romanian state.

Second, our actual activities in Romania became subject to greater
criticism and suspicion. As we learned the language and the ropes of
Romanian society, met friends and colleagues outside controlled set-
tings, and widened our social networks, our presence in Romania was

,\}eﬁ and less predictable. Similarly, our presence was viewed as a

\
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greater potential source of ideological pollution at the same time foreign
contacts throughout the state were being severely restricted.

Once symbols of détente in the 1970s, anthropologists in Romania
in the 1980s have become trapped “in the cold.” For this situation to
change significantly we must possibly await United States-Soviet rap-
prochement combined with some chink in the Romanian-Soviet dyadic
relation (again, Chernobyl comes to mind). More critically, we hope
for the arrest of Romania’s serious social, political, and economic decay
for our own research interests but especially for the well-being of all

the peoples in the Romanian state and for the advance of Romanian
scholarship,

CONCLUSIONS

Fieldwork in Eastern Europe is influenced by factors more complicated
than just the East-West cold war. It is influenced by a variety of conflicts
and their conjunctures over time which, depending on the way indi-
vidual Eastern European nations are involved in them, either facilitate
or neutralize anthropological research. These conditions transcend the
particular problems of individual fieldworkers in Eastern Europe and
demand the realization that the specific problems of the field have
deep-seated structural causes based in international political economy.

Though understanding cold war effects on anthropological re-
search is important, we also feel our discussion contributes to helping
define the role anthropologists might play in the cold war. First, an.
thropology is uniquely suited to work toward diminishing cold war
tensions precisely due to its nature that subjects it to such tensions in
the first place. Since anthropological research produces in-depth un-
derstanding of Eastern European life, it is a natural counter to the
rampant politico-centrism of West and East, locked in their multiple
cold wars. The anthropologist’s conduct and research activities in East-
ern Europe and subsequent publication and dissemination of infor-
mation about Eastern Europe must consciously try to bridge the gap in
understanding and knowledge embodied in those same politico-centric
views, :

This is not to say that, in seeking to diminish cold war-based
misconceptions, anthropologists should purposefully refrain from hon-
estly examining socialist society “as it actually exists" (Bahro 1978)
and developing informed critiques about it. We do not hold with the
position that any criticism of socialist society only provides ammu-
nition for the forces of reaction, Rather, in seeking a more just social
order, we recognize the need to expose contradictions as the first step
in their ultimate elimination. Thus, in-depth anthropological resasreh

Research in the Age of M.A.D.

also has the responsibility to enlighten about the concrete realities
East European life—its achievements, its problems, and most imp
tant, the relations between the two.

Our goal for anthropology—to bridge cold war-inspired gaps
understanding as well as to expose and criticize the contradiction:
Eastern European life—is also self-serving. As this chapter clearly
dicates, anthropological research especially suffers “in the cold,”
though it thrives wondrously under conditions of détente. Simply
this reason, anything we might do to identify sources of tension ¢
injustice and reduce them should be a prime objective of our activiti

NOTES

1. For an extended discussion of the nature of “mainstream”’ views
Eastern European socialism by Western/American social scientists,
Cole 1985,

2. Most of the authors’ research was part of a group project whose ot!
members were: Sam Beck (marginal peasant communities, regional po
ical economy); John W. Cole (village socioeconomic organization, domes
economy); Marilyn McArthur (ethnicity); and Steven Randall (domes
economy, mountain communities). For a more detailed discussion of t
project, see Cole 1976 and Kideckel and Sampson 1984.

3. Other American anthropologists who carried out field research in |
mania at the time include: Theresa Adams (prehistoric archaeology); £
dreas Argyres (peasant economics); Joanne Bock (popular art); Regi
Coussens (ritual and general expressive behavior); Diane Freedm:
(dance); Gail Kligman (ritual and symbolism); Joel Marrant (history a:
folk tradition); Erica McClure (sociolinguistics); Mitchell Ratner (educ
tion); Zdenek Salzmann (Czech-speaking minority); and Katherine Verde
(regional political economy).

4. Chris Hann (1987) quite accurately terms this skewed perspective “'d
tente relativism.”





