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I. INTRODUCTION,

This is a.fitting time to survey the interdisciplinary
professional assoclation that deals with Russia and eastern
Furope. The American Association for the Advancement 6f Slavic
Studies or AAASS~~"Triple A Double §"--entered a new era on
July 1, 1969, The organization's first nine years, from 1960
to 1969, took on g new meaning as a period of preparing for
the expanded role of the Association in the 1970s.

Its basic goals remained as they were expressed in
the Association's first announcement, in the spring of 1960:

"to advénce scholarly study, publication, ana_teaching relating
to the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and the Communist bloc,"
and '"to encourage cooperation and exchange of information

among scholars and institutions concerned with Slavic, East
European, and Soviet studies.”1 It would carry on the functions
that characterized the years 1960-1969--coordination among dis-
clplines and among regional groups; publication of a scholarly
journal, a newsletter, and periodic directories; sponsorship
and stimulation of national and regional professional meetings.
But new functions were now to be added: the supervision of the

Current Digest of the Soviet Press and greatly imcreased plan-

ning and promotional activities. The Association, till 1969
governed by officers who held other full-time jobs, was now
provided with a half-time executive secretary. The office

staff in the secretariat was increased from one to three persons.




With the aid of a new university home and a three-year grant

from the Ford Foundation, the Triple A Double § had prospects

of becoming financially self-sustaining in the next few years.
The survey begins with a narrative of developments

to 1969, After that come sections describing the structure and

functions of the Association. Iach section includes evaluative

comments and tries to amswer the main questions that may be

raised about the role of this professional organization.



Il A CHRONOLOGICAL SURVEY.

A. The Preparatory Phase.

Although the year 18960 marks the bi?th of the Triple
A Double 5 pe an int@rdisciplinary professional organization,
wo muet look back to $the 1940¢ snd even eerller to understand
how 1% got ite sbhari.

Our Association's chief progenibor, and its
precursor‘as a planning and coordinating body, was the Joint
' Committee on Slavie Studies (JCSS), a committee of the Ame rican
Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) and the Social Science Research
Council (SSRC). It was in 1938 that the ACLS appointed a committea
on Slavic studies. In 1948 this committee became a Jolnt committee
of the ACLS and the SSRC. This group was small but extremely in-
flueﬁtial, Its members were drawn from among the most public-
spirited and organization-minded as well as most prestigious of
American scholars concerned with Russia and eastern Europe. With
funds derived from the major foundations, it supported scholarly

conferences and publications (Including the Current Digest of the

Soviet Press), disbursed research snd-fellowship grants, and

sponsored bibliographic and other projects designed to help the

whole field.l



Another antecedent of our present organization was the

professional journal, The American Slavic and Fast Furopean Re-

view {(ASEER)., This began in 1941, with support from the ACLS
Slavic committee, as a sort of immlgrant from Britain, when

wartime conditions forced London's distinguished 8lavonic and

Hast European Review to intexrupt publication. After the British

journal had got back on ité feet:, the ASEER continued on its

own., By 1948, when it was being edited at and subsidized by
Columbia University, a corporation was established to

sponsor it under the laws of the State of New York. This corpora-
tion was called the American Association for the Advancement of
Slaﬁic Studies (AAASS). At that stage it was simply a legal um-~
brella rather than an interdisciplinary professional organization.
But its journal, the ASEER, as edited by John N. Hazard through
the decade -from 1951 to 1960ﬁwas interdisciplinary in scope and
covered the whole Russian and east Huropean reglon, Therefore
its several hundred subscribers naturally constituted the ready-
made core for an interdisciplinary professional organization,

and it was almost inevitable that when the time came to establish
guch an-organization, the ASEFR and its corporate umbrella should

be used for that purpose.

&%aﬁm o Find
We must look back to the 1940s alse—ter the earliest
PN .

sizable interdisciplinary organization that held professional

meetings dealing with Russia and eastern Furope: the Washington

Unclassified Forum, established



by a group of scholars who worked in the govermment during World
War TI. Its continuoﬁs existence dates from 1945, Begluning

in 1948 it met at the Brookings Institution., It embraced govern~
ment workers, teachers, journalists, librarians, and independent

g}

researchers.

Another Immding element of our Association that dated
from the 1940s was the Russian and Slavic area programs that

emerged after the war at such places as Columbia, Harvard,

Berkeley, and the University of Washington. They played an
fmportant role, both formally and informally, in fostering
interdisciplinary cooperation in our field. Most of the indivi-

duals who assumed leading posts in the Triple A Double S in the

1960s had first known each other as graduate students or faculty
$ueky

members in énewev.meweuod-those area programs.

@nmwa@-{ﬁ the late 1950s tlm#t several developments con- -
spired to make a nationwide interdisciplinary association seem
both desirable and feasible. The hysteria of the McCarthy era,

) . :1 pimivg Suwad 4 o
which would have discouraged some people from cLganizing.as = 9 CY%P
few years earlier, was now long gone. The Soviet sputnik had
spurred Congress to pass the National Defense Education Act,

and the U. S. Office of Education was encouraging the develop-
ment of language and area centers for Russia and eastern Europe

at many universities. These interdisciplinary centers, whether
cooperating to exchange ideas or competing for scarce personnel,

were heightening the already-existing sense of community across

the boundaries of the conventional disciplines. J. Thomas Shaw's

American Bibliography of Slavie [later Russian] and East European

Studies, which at first focussed on the humanities, had been



broadened in 1957 to take in the social sciences-as well, The
resultant volumes batokenad a large and active multidisciplinaxry

constituency, whose various parts could use the Bibliography

éo keep track of each other's work., The Inter-University Commi-~
tee on Travel Grants, headquartered first at Columbia and then
at Indiana University, served the same multidisciplinary con-
stituency and was becoming an important vehicle for ¥amiliariza-

tion and cooperation between

institutions and seswress departmené%ém&éﬂﬁﬁs Meanwhile, within

some of the professional associations in the social sciences--

notably in history, political scilence, and economics-~the

numbers of persons interested in Russia and eastern Europe had
e 2. @mw&'h>§%ﬁﬁr’

grown to—the-peint-whete-theyp-had-formed subgroups. Thus there

were now several counterparts to the long-established organiza-

tions for teachers of Slavic languages and literatures--AATSEEL
(the Amgrican Association for Teachers of Slavic and East European
Langﬁages) and the Slavic subsection in the Modern Language
Association.

One other harbinger of a national interdisciplimnary
organization emerged in 1958 when the Far Western Slavic Con-
ference (FWSC) was formed. Here the interdisciplinary pattern

of the Washington Unclassified Forum was extended to encompass the

whole territorisl expanse of th8 western United States and Canada.
The success of the early meotings of the FWSC showed that scholars
would come from the Middle West and the Hast Cﬁast as well as from
the Rocky Mowntain area in order to participate in interdisciplinary

professional gatherings.



Meanwhiie, within the precincts of thé Joint Commit-
that
tee on Slavic Studies, discussions were taking place whieh would
lead directly to the birth of our professional association.
In 1957 the Committee, which had been surveying the problems
- confronting East Central Ruropean studies in the U. S.,
turned to survey the problems of Russian studies. A Subcommit-
tee on’the Review of Russian Studies was set up. Cyril E. Black,
a historian at Princeton, was its chairman. Also on the Sub- .
commlttee were Robert F, Byrnes (history) of Indiana University,
Charles Jelavich (history) of Califorria at Berkeley, Henry L.
Roberts (history) of Columbia, Melville J. Ruggles (political
and: information science) of the_Council on Library Resources,
Marshall D, Shulman (political science) of Harvard, and
Donald W. Treadgold (history) of the University of Washington.
John M. Thompson, a historian then in the employ of the SSRC,
served as Staff Assistant to the Subcommitteefbf&
The Subcommittee began its two years of work in May,
1957, The proposal for a national professional organization
must have been made earlzb#nmiﬁsmd@$ibam&a$@na4 for glweady by
March, 1958, an informal draft by Shulmgéi?S? forth the idea in
considerable detail.&‘ The finished report of the Subcommitiee

s
appeared in October, 1959.1‘ It stated that a national membership

organization was needed as a means "of promoting contact and com-
munication and of encouraging a sense of identification and
association among those concerned with Russian and Fast European
studies" in all disciplines and in all kinds of work, includi;g
private and govermmental research as wéll as tea¢hing,' The report

went ot



A national membership organizabtlon for Russian and
Fast Furopean studies mlight have as its chief functions
the sponsorship of periodic national meetings, publi-
cation of an expanded journal, the stimulation of
occasional regional conferences and meetings, the
maintenance of a roster of personnel, and the ex-
change of information through a newsletter or similar
device. Such an organization might be expected to be
self-supporting in all of its actlv;tles except the
publication of an enlarged journal.

Having received that report, the JCSS then appointed
a woweand smalldsp sﬁbcommittee to decide how to créate such an
organization. This subcommittee was chaired by the chairman
of .the JCSS itself, William B. Edgewxton, a professor 6f Russian
literature at Indilana University. It had only two other members,
Henry Roberts agd Marshall Shulman. Edgerton and Roberts were
both already directors of the American Association of Slavie

Studies, Inc,, the corporation that owned the American Slavic

and Fast Furopean Review. Other directors included Editor

Hazard and Philip E. Mosely, a historian then serving as Direc-

tor of Studies at the Council on Foreign Relatloms, (Mosely, it may be

noted, was also a past chairman of the JCSS and the oﬁly person
still on that body whe had been with it since its beginning in 1938.)
The overlapping personnel facilitated the next step., On March 18,
1960, undexr the auspices of the ACLS, representatives of the JCSS

+o
and the AAASS met and agreed @s convertdng the AAASS into a

v

membership organization.1 On May 2, 1960, with the help of John
Hazard, who held the official title of Secretary-Treasurer of
the AAASS, the By-Laws of the Corporation were amended to provide

s g3 8
for #te conversion.

Meanwhile, the three-man Edgerton subcommittee had con-
gulted with colleagues at various institutions and invited certain
ones to join them in forming an Organizing Committee. Those added

were Hazard and Mosely, plus Joseph Bexrliner (economics) of



Syracuse University, Victor Erlich (literature) of the University
of Washington, Gregory Grossman (economics) of California at
Berkeley, Chauncy D. Harris (geography) of the University of

Chicago, and Stephen B, Kertesz (political sciemce) of

Sl CF
Notre Dame.}v’

Of the ten men on that Organizing Committee, five had served on
the JCSS (Edgerton, Harris, Mosely, Roberts, and Shulman). This
wasg appropriate emorgh In view of the initiating role played

by the JGSS throughout. The planned tie-~In with the American

Slavic and Bast Furopean Review was signalled not only by the

presence of BEditor Hazard but also by the inclusion of four
other members of hisg Editorial Committee (Erlich, Harris,

o,

Mosely, and prerts)alb

Assisting the Organizing Committee as secretary was
Thompson, who in 1959 after his work on the survey had leftr the
SSRC for a history position at Indiana and was therefore now
a faculty colleague of Chairman fdgerton's. It was Thompson
who handled much of the detailed work of planning the initial
operating budget of the Association and of finding it a home.
It was he who, on behalf of the Organizing Committee, invited
Ralph T. Fisher Jr., a historian at the University of Illinois,
to become ("temporarily') the secretary of the Assccilation.
Fisher, as the director of a new Ceniter for Russian Language
and Area Studies, had a small administrative office to which,
the secretariat of the new Association could be readily attached.

On his recommendation the University of ILllinois acceded to the



(0!

Commnittee's request to proﬁide the additional space, with the
understanding that the Association would cover the salary of

L4

a full-time manager of the records and files of the Association.

Both Thompson and Fisher assumed that if such an office manager
were provided, the secretaryship itself would not demand encugh

time to necessitate any reduction in teaching load.

The question of the secretaryship had been decided

13 ,
by May 20. Meanwhile, the Organizing Committee had been

seeking an editor for the expanded journal. Toward the end

of May they succeeded in persuading Donald W. Treadgold,
professor of history at the University of

Washington, to take on this major responsibility. The University

of Washington agreed to furnish space and part of the editorial

staff, and to reduce Treadgold's teaching loadé whenever he wished;

so that he could devote, if need be, as much as half of his time
to the managing editorship. Thus it was that by the end of

May, 1960, the arrvangements had been completed for launching

the new organization.

Before going on wiith the brief narrative of the Associa-

tion in the 1960s, we may pause for a comment upon the preparatory -

phase. One thing that stands out, as one looks at the lists of
people involved, is not only the multiple roles played by a few

individuals but the leading parts played by those who might

seem ko ¢ iiviyseees gonstitute either a "Columbia gang' or a

"Harvard gang.' Tor instance, on the JCSS in 1959 there were
twelve men. Eight of them had taught or studied at Columbia,
while six (including five of the aforementioned eight)‘had taught

&
or studied at Harvard.lf‘On the Subcommittee that conducted the

/0



Review of Russian Studies, there were eight people including the

staff assistant. Six of them had taught or studied at Columbia,
and five at Harvard.la On the Organizing Committee of the AAASS
were ten members, Seven of them had taught or studied at Columbia,

and five at Harvard.;%

However suspicilous those enumerations might have 1ooked.
to the person who had not been associated with either Columbia or
Harvard, they did not connote any kind of conspiracy. They re-
flected in large part the very high productivity of the Columbia
and Harvard graduate schools in the years just after World War IT--
the years when most of the persons mamed had come to know each
other.l? They reflected, too, the limited size of the total body
of Russian and East Europeén specialists in those vyears, plus
the natural tendency of people making appointmeﬁts to pieck
those they had already seen in action. .Additional factors in
the Columbia case were the presence of the editorial offices

of the Review and the physical proximity of the ACLS and the

S8RC and the great foundations. There seems to have been

little or no i feeling of exclusiveness smong sither the Colunbia
ox the Harvard people, We should recall‘ﬁhat it was only a
fematively few of the many who studied or taught at those places
wno were active in organlzing the Triple A Doudble S,

Anothor quelification to keep in miad ig that many of
those who were viewed by others as Columbia or HaTVard people
had spent most of tholr lives elsevhere snd 4id not regard

themselves in the same lizhit, Tor

example, Edgerton was a North Carolinian who had gone to college
there and taught therve for many years. Frlich had been at the
University of Washington since 1948 and was strongly attached to

that institution. Grossman's university education up through the
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MA and his employment since the PhD had been at Berkeley.
Harris's assoclations with Chicago, Oxford, Brigham Young,
Indiana, and Nebraska were all of longer duration than his sojourn
at Columbia. Treadgold by wvirtue of his earlier education and his
professional service was primarily assoclated with the Pacific
"Northwest. Other examples could be cited.

i}\vﬂg: Suie TB Qe But even if the concept of Columbia or Harvard cliques

%e@\ of {L¢5““ﬁ had limited validity, it did remain true that a relatively few

st m bk
‘&thﬁm M}W'J“u N

M {m? . T6gmhe American academic world being as decentralized as it is, one

b) people seemed to be running the Russian and east European show.

mfz should speak only qualifiedly of anyone's wielding power over a

R N T d \ -
4a‘“}“w*z o field of study. Still, to the extent that there was power to be
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wanted the headquarters of the Associalfion to be if possible at
some institution other than Columbia or Harvard on the East Coast,

Berkeley or Washington on the West Coast, or Indiana in the

Middle West.l8 The first four had of course been outstanding

centers of Slavic studies ever since World War II, while

I

Indiana had leapt into prominence in this fleld in 1956-1958,

Thompeon in his approach to Fisher il explained how

’ﬁiua‘éxflkéﬁ cAm the new Association would be financed until it got going., wh—

SRV ITE e “SOREIOE DO B S
i

s
Lompﬂj?‘*““£%2wm§

PO G T Rl L 5 000 s Ldbewmmade

e Leta® I}
dgvailable -rhrvwghr-tbre=iei=®, mainly to assist in the expansion

of the Review, Part of these funds could be used by the secretary

/’ . . .
Q& VS DY ‘ forge +LQ.Lu1m&hﬂg wt

to hire a full-time office manager tewhandle subscriptions and
the solicitation of memberships. Beginning in 1961, it was hoped,

a combipration of dues, subscriptions, and university contributions
would provide enough income to supvort the considerably enlarged

Loct? .
Review,  without depleting the modest reserve which Hazard had
prudently sei aside. As it turned out, the Association during
all of its first decade remained partially dependent on the
ACLS. Frederick H. Burkhardt, president of the ACLS beginning
in 1957, and Gordon B. Turner, its executive associate and
later (beginming in 1963) vice president, not only provided
the initial developmental grant but alsc took the lead in
obtaining contributions for the Association from many univer-
sities year after yeawr. More will be said about that later
under the financial heading. It is perhaps relevant here to
point out that Bﬁrkhardt, earlier a teacher of philosophy,
had cealt with eastern Ruropean affairs\fizfﬂﬁ

' 2

wartime service in the 0SS, while Turner, a specilalist in ‘i»u«wvi%hm

Fas

s
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dowedke ot Princetons In additlon to wiaab they did to give the
4
Triple A Double § its start, both Burkhardt and Turner have

assisted the development of teaching and research on Russia and
]

eastern Europe in ways far too numerous to list here.
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B. Growth and Development, 1960-1969,

The actual launching of the Association may be said
to have taken place on June 1, 1960. This was the date of the
letter in which the Organizing Committee invited interested
persons to join the AAASS. The letter, an accompanying 1gafleﬁ)
and membership application forms went out to all the pertinent
mailing lists Thompson had been able to collect. The lists
contained about seven thousand names in all,l but some of the
lists were marginal for our purposes, and there was no way of
knowing how many of the persons named might really be pfofessionally
interested in Russia and eastern Europe.

The invitational letter announced the transformation
of the American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies
into an active membership organization. It saild the Association's
purpose, '"as a non-profit, non-political group,' would be "to
encourage scliolarly study and teaching" pertaining to the USSR,
eastern Europe, and the Communist blo¢, and "to provide a forum
for the exchange of ideas and information." The letter went on

to describe four main functions of the Association: -

[

bt

(1) to sponsor a revised and enlarged journal to be

edited by Treadgold; ™

. (2) to cooperate in distributing an annual bibliography;



= (3) to sponsor professional meetings and scholavly
conferences; an@rib

»~'"/(4) to provide & regular newsletier and other services
through a central secretaviat, The leiter declared that the
new organlzation would not weplace exisiing sroups such as
the JC8S8, the Slavic or Soviet sections of various natiocnal
associations, in the discinlines, or regicnal bedies like the
Fax Western Silavic Conference; wather the AAASS would encourage
and assist them and would be an aporopriate vehicle for "new,
expanded, or Intensified activities required by the rapid

t;‘\’
) ) qowl .
advance of Slavic and Hast Buropean studies."” The accompanying

leaflet explained how thé Association would be governed (see

the section oun the Boawd, below), and gave further details,
Concerning the jourgal, the leaflet explained ihat where Hazaxd
(iike his predecessors Simmons, Strakhovsky, and Cross) had
carried the editorship along with a full teaching load and =il
no extra compensaltion, ithe new arrangemeht called for a paid part-
time managing editor. The fixst number of the expanded journal
under Treadgold would appear in the spring of 1961; Hazard had
kindly agreed to carry through the remaining t30 issues of 1960,
Special effort would be made in the expanded journal to focus on
probiems cutting across disciplinary lines and to encourage cross-

%

disciplinary communicatiocn.
In anticipation of the response to the initial mailing,
the Association hired its first office manacer, Mrs. Frances

e
Brown Reed. She proceded to organize the records and files in



the room contributed by the Uaiversity of Illinois, fnwsuppors

% A N
. oot " . : . . |
wlshessssocliaticns  (See the section onthe ﬁecretarlat,néth}

The first meeting of the FEditorial Board of the Amexi-

can Sltavic and Hast Furcopean Review under Treadgold};ﬁfﬂrﬁeWH

editorio-bey teok place in Bleoomington, Indiana on September 24
and 25, 1860. Here Treadzold and his assistant editor-to-~be,
Miss Gladys Greenwooud, discussed plans with outgoing editor

oV

. § o -
Hazard and the others present, The develovment of the Review

is treated in a separate section below,

The first issue of the new Newsletter, edited in
Urbana, anpeared late in the fall of 1960, (For move on the
Newsletter, see the section on publications, below.) The

American Bibliography of R ien and Eaust European Studies for

1959 was distributed to all wesbers of the Association late

The response to Edgerton's June 1 invitation and to

A

R
- - . " o L
a follow-up seunt out by secwetary pro tem Fisher in October™ had

oy
b}

yielded a membership of about 600 by the end of November.
That electorate wvoted by mail in December in the first formal

]
1. >

4 - N ) (R

elections to the Beaxrd oi Direcitors, and the new RBoerd of

the reconstltuted Associgtion heid its first meeting on

g
December 29, 1960, in Wew York.
The Board elected the following persons Lo hold office threugh
i%61l: as pregident, Edzerton; ag vice president, Thompson
{then asglstant profesgor of history at Indiana); as secretary,

Fisher; and as treasurer, Hazard, Hazmard's financial report

showed that, thanks o the generous sunporlt of a number of

[



universities, thoe Agsociziion was off %o a falrly good sitard,
(Bee the section on financews, bolow.) The Doand accepbed
Treadgold's decision that the journal, beginning with the issue

of October, 1961, would be venamed the Slavic Review, with an

v of Soviet and East

explanatory sub-title: Americen oo

)

Furcpesn Studies, The cther sign 1L1cant item was the formal

recognition of the Vachingbon Enc-gsa;maed Forum as a chapter of the
AMABE.  Thiz group was lod by Sergius Yekobson of the Libravy of

Oongress and vepresented at She Dosvd weeling by John P. Bardis.,

)

Under the aryxangement <&

v2 estabilished~~which was scon to be
applied to groups in other parts of the country-~ithe chaﬁter
would contipue to manage 1ts own affairs, set its own dues,
elect its own officers, and arrange Lts own mectings. The
AAASS was to serve the members of the chapter by providing the

Review, by distributing the Bibliog-avhy, and by assuring

coverage of chapter actlvities in the Newsletter. Moreover,
when the Association's Direc tory was published, its geographical
section would provide an easy way for the members of the chapter
to didentify and keep track ox each other, Several of those
present expressed hope that other local and regional groups
would affiliate in the future. In iine with that hope, in
the spring of 1961 the Far Western Slavic Conference--led at

. - . . e s 1 ) by
that time by Treadgold--requested affiliation. This request, ik
later requests from similar groups, was unanimously approved

A

by the Board of the Association &t its next meeting.

(The FWSC and other affilistes are discussed in the section on

organizational ank sad, below.)
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It provided the fullest picture theretofore available of

I
P
those persons in Novth Awerica and Western Lurope who specialized

in Slavic and eastern Rurope, The listings of occupational
titles, academic degrees received, and major fields of competence
as well as office and residence addresses made the work L Rvag
useful, and many copies were purchased by publishers and other

institutions,

, . . et 1
of work or wesidence and gxcilins by discipline, 3 Further details on the

s

size and composition of the membership are given in a separate
section below., Three more editions of the Directory were pub-
lished in the 1580s

Two Tom divectovrs were named in 196%# who were destined
to serve through 1969: Wolland Eunter, asscciate professor of
econcmics at Haverford College, was elected by the executive

comnittee of the Association for the Study of Soviet-~Type

Ecomomies (ASSTE) to represent the American Ecomomics Association
y i

1
LT

on the Board of the ALASS. George Klsf, professor of geography

S B, ‘*c‘»; RS
at the University of Michigan, was named by the Association of

American Geographers as 1lts representative on the Board.

For further information on the other directors elected or ap-
pointed, see the section on the Board, below,

For 1962 the Board elected as president Chauncy D.
Haxrls, professor of geography at the Unlversity of Chicago,
and as vice president Marshall D. Shulman, professor of in-

erngtional xelations al the Fletcher Scheol of Law and Dip-

i

ector of the Russian Research Center

Iy
Iad

lomacy and assoclate d

-
El,
1 "

of Harvard University. For the next three yvears the Board

(L!L Pl A

}..d

. ;- e,
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followed the practice of moving one year's vice president up
to the presidency in the follewlag year, so that the office
of wvice president became in eiffect that of president-elect.

Under this system Shulman was president for 1963, while Joseph §.

I

: . 1
Berliner (econcwics, Brandeis) served in 1964,

hed
One of the mony things Thompson il done during his vear

- "

. been to work with John A. Armetrong (poli~

as vice preslident hs

oy

I

tical science, Wisconuin) and others to organize a regional

. ; . 4 - Y : : =3
group in the Middle West. On April Z4-25, 1962, the First

g
LAy

Midwest Slavic Conferenc? mat in Madison., Those attending
numbered 121, The business meeting voted unanimously to estab-

iish the MSC as a contluulng organization and to request affilia-

oy
i

]

s

tion with the ALASS.

Meanwhile another regional group was being formed in
the souﬁﬁeast. People from Duke, the University of North Carolinaf
and North Carolina Women's College took the initiative, under the
chairmanship of John 8. Curtiss, They held a meeting October 5

and 6, 1962, at Duke and the University of North Carolina. About

100 persons attended. At thelr business meeting they voted to
establish the Southern Conference on Slavie Studies eu-a-—aon-

1553 and to request affiliatlon with the Triple A

Double SQQ'RO

Scon after that, still another regional group emerged,
This one sexved & sub-cegion of the Middle West, centered on
Kansas City. Its organizer was William W. Adams, Jv., of
William Jewell College in Liberty, Missouri., Its first meetiﬁg
was held there cn MNoveuwber 3, 1962, The group voted to es-

tgblish & continuing organization, the Kansas-Missouri Bi-



State Slavic Conference (ILater koown simply as the Bi-State
. \ P - 1|
Slavic Conference) and to vequest affiliation with the AAASS.

The vear 1962 also scw thae establishment of one more

~ . e

affiliate, this one nout-cu o ronionni) on a topical basis,

On September 20-22 a Conference on Sovied Agriculiure and Peasant
Affalrs was held at the University of Kansas., ¥ was arrvanged
and presided over by Roy D; Ledind of the host institution, with
support fﬁom the University of Tilincis. Somewhat unexpectedly,
the group voted to make the Conference a continuing institution

, , . e AR
and to request aifiliation with the AAASS.

in 1962

Along with the eszablishnent of

went a signiflicent iucvezss in the menbership. This was ac-

e

ja]
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complished i
"membership representacives” who, making use of the geographi-~

cal listing in tae Fail sent to the secretary

the names of colleagues end studenits at their institutions or
elsewbere who were not listed there znd might like to receive
an invitation to join. The response was good. From around

1,000 in December of 1961, the membarship rose to about 1,300

CROR:S
S

v

by Octcober of 1962. The Slavic Review under Treadgold was mean-

while attrvacting morjpencir institutional subscribers here and
abroad, so that by the ssme date the number of coples being

(REIAN o

pzinted bad visen to 2,100, ¥

A new organization of specialists was born in July
of 1963, A Slavic and East European Subseciion was formed in
the Subject Specialistes Seciion of the Association of College

and Research Libraries (a2 par: of ¢he ‘ruavican Library Associge

oS
:



> A

tion), This action came in responze to the petition of some

sixty Slavic iibrarians. The group's

first chairman was Laurence Ho Miller, Slavie bibliographer

R
- 4 2, s FR
at the University of Illiinois, In due course that group was
3 o
~ fEiliar =N T Ai‘f-"'S
accepted ag an arfliiate oi the AALSS.
The biz event of 1964 wes the First natiorsride con-

vention of the AAASS, held April 2-4 in Few York., Tt attracted
about 600 particijants and was highly successful, (See the

) - T S
gsection on naticnal meetings, below.)

A new region
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A
was the Southwest Conference on Silavic Studies. % came into

(¥

being as a gubgroup of the Southwes: Social Science Association,
meeting in March 1964 1n Dallas. George W, loffman (geography,

247

Texas) was the first president

By 1964 many of the universities that contributed to
the AAASS in its fipst years had fulfilled their original three-
year commitments. The Association was still falling ten or
more thousand dollars short of covering ite annual expenses., At

the same time the Curvent Digest of the Soviet Press, sponsored

by the ACLS through the Joiat Committee on Slavic Studies, was also
in the red. The Fozd Foundation had declined to provide

subsidies for the CDSP and the Siavie Review, At that point

Chancelior Herman B Wells and Robert F, Byrnes of Indiana

Universicy--Byrnes heving recently served for several years as

~

secretary of the JCSS-~launched & special campailemn for university

G

contwibutions, under the wing of the ALLS. The result was the



Siavic Publications Fund, administered over the next several
&

—

vears by CGordon Turner &s vice president of the ACLA. Thanks
to this Fund and the universities that contributed to it, the

deficits in the Association’s budgets were covered each year
: £
g

. . ) . L. ' I, ’ia\ama‘
until the start of the Ford gwant in 1959, \)Gt»*iﬁ Seetizn BR

1984 Treadgold completed four years as

R . a Y og Ty L .
mavaging editor of the Slavic Review,and asked to be relieved.
i
r
Henry L. Roberts (history, ™ )

“ewm. Columbia) assumed than post. The offices of the Review

moved to New York., Roberts appointed as -ssociate editor Louise E.

Luke, a fowrmer Columbia student in Russlan Literaturs who had

worked professiomally as en editor for the Russian Tnstiture and
s e
other Coluwbia crganizasions.
AL ite meeting of Octobar 25, 1964, the Board decided
3 »

to pul botia the presidency and the vice presidency om a three-

vear term, the tramsfer o fske place at the national conven-

tion. John A. Awmstrong (poiiticil science, Wisconsin) was
then elected president, to serve uantil vhe convention of 1967,
q,{'

; 4 e . . " o L
Holland Huniter was elected vice presideat. For the following

term, 1967-197C, those elected were Rdward J. Brown (literature,

indiana) as president and Leon Lipson (law, Yale) as vice presi-

An important questlon of affiliation was settled in
1966, This concerned AATSEEL, the American Association of
" o '
Taachers of Slavic and ¥Yast Furopean Languages. AATSEEL's members

included language teachers inm sac ary and primary schools as
~or g

A
ATAR IR
. .

well as those in colleges and unlversities. Ik began in 1941
Fi

—?’

[,
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long before the Triple A Double 5. in 1960 when the AAASS
: an
. . - . I .
was formed, AATSERL was e0l1il velatively small. But it grew

rapldly in the simtiss, approximately keeping pace with enroll-

racesnition on the Roard
Slavie subseciion of ihe
many AATSENL manbers did

AATSEEL, with 4ts ouwn

European Journal) and wa

of AATSEEL should pwopose nob simply affiliation wish the AAASS
Ty g i L. 1 Y " . 0@ - "}: 33};-
RUL al30 § special reprasentative on the Board. The matter

)

was ralzod fomually in Mey of 1963 The Doard granbed both vosueste, Only
after that decision did Board member and president-elect Brown,

who had kept relatively silent during the debate on this question,

o

y)

confess that he himseif was curvently the president of AATSEEL!
By Gctober L9606 the wmembarship stood at 1,831, An
analysis of the U, §. mesbers was made alt thait time on the basis
of urban clusters. This was toe provide & notion of the size
of thne colonies of specizlists scattered avound the country,

les from tha urban center was used,

s

A radius of about ten m
0 ecourse Now York City with nearby towns in New Jersey and
on Long Island had by far the lowgest colony--about 254 persons.
Nexec largest was Washington D, C. with nearby parts of Mary-

fand and Virginia, contaluing some 121 wersons. Other fairly
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iavge colonies were Boston-Cambridge (56), Bloomington (54),

Chawpaign-Urhana (50), Berkeley-San Francisco (38), Chicago
) 136 e
(37), Los Anzeles (37), and Secavitle (36). For further details

sersiin, below,

see the section on the i

The main event of 1937 was the second national con-

vention. It toock place March SG-Apriil L in Washington,

LS (2]

tration ewceeded 700, and the tarea~day program was vich and
-~
a3

g mt
. L - , i -~ R
varied, Not long theveafier, Columbus, Chio, was chosen as

o f

the site for the naticnal convention of the epring of 1970,

Alded by the convention, the membarship by October

of 1967 had weached a total of 2,183, In the ranking of states

T e - L

: Sy
e ot Ced i o : Wi agERR G
by number of members the first three positlons vomaincd ag by Wit T &

I LN
fie deredp

p
vapst o

New Vorl (396), Czlifornia (178), and Illinocis (136).

But Permsylvania (117) zeuslind woved intoe fourth position,
displacing Massachuzetis (110), while the District of Columbia

(96) Lol moved up to sixih place, barely displacing Indiana (92).
Canadizn members now foizled 99, while Germany had 23 and

: e
Great Britain Z2. Twenty-two other countries were represenced,

Meaowhile, the ecitorship of the Review had changed
again. By the spring of iY66 Henwy Roberts had decided, partly
for reasons of health, to move to Dartmouth in the summer of
196?. The Bozrd desired that Roberts remain as closely involved
with the operation of the Review as he found possible; it recog-
nized also that he umust be gllowed to shlft the main burden,
however gradeaily, to other Lond:. As explained more fully be-

low, the undewstanding avrived af wes that the Review would rew
7 () i



A
b
main at Columbia and thai MiIzse Luke would take over as manarin
o]

tor in mid-L987,

+h

- ad
The vean 1965

was woen occunled with the interrelated

cthe fmsceistion and syroviding for the

wroblems of

3 I sy e [y, T eyl . et - K +
support and amooih oreration of the Review and the Current Digest,

in large pavt the vecrcouioation stemmed from the

Joint Commlttee on Slavic Studies, The JCSS under Thompson's
" chairmenship hed been evalucting itself intermitiently during
the past two vears, examining iis funcitlonz in relation to
varvious activities in the Russlan and east Zuropean field, in~
cluding the AAASS, the Infeu-Universliiy Committee on Travel
Grants, and the Foreign Area Fellowship Progzsm, The JCSS,

the IUCTG, and the FAF? were all di

e

vectly ox indirectly de-
pendent on Foxd Foundetlion monay. The JCSS needed, in Thomp-
son's words, “to presenl & long-term progrem of activity if
further suppowt from the Ford Foundstion were to be expected,™
not only for the JCSS itself but also For other programs, The

otiher programs inciuded noi ounly rvational enterprises like the

IYSTEG and the Current Dizest of the Soviet Pwress but also

arca studies generally, for the Ford Foundation had given signs
oi moving away from grants vo individuzl universities and to- ,
ward furnishing susport instead, on a reduced scale, through
-k
o~ U . B o e oaT At
naticnal orzanizations in esch fleld.

By 1&_@ 1967 and early 1568 there were also factors within

the AAASS that were making reovganizatlon increasingly urgent.

Co$unb1a was sghowing signs of wanting to limit if not eliminate

o

ite large subsidies in space and salaries for the Slavic Review.

s

(Sce the secticas on publicaticns and finances, below.) The



subsidies from universiities through che Slavic Publications
Fund could not be erxpected to continue wore than another two

or three years. (See ihe section on finaznces.) The AAASS ,

although it had incressed ion of the Review about
Tourield sincé 1029, and cithoush Lt hsod been growing a: about
21 percent war yesr since thae fall of 1952 (after the more
rapid initial buildup cf 1960-062), needed Lo grow more rapidly

if it were to become seli-sustaining. For that, it needed an

administrator who could devote zt least haif his time to the

Aggociation, and 1f needed funds for developuent--funds which
could keep ihe Asscclation going z2ud growing from the time the

Slavic Publications Fund stopned until the Asscclation became

large enough to support iiseiil. wost promising source
of such funds was the Ford Foundsiicn., And Ford was culte

properly interested in seelng the Assoclation develop a larger

h

G it were to be

i
w

and more parmanent adumlnlistrative azpara
handiing sizable fumnds for planning and development of the
field.

in Decembor of 1967 the JCSS decided to ask the AAASS
and the IUCTG to join with 1t in exploring plans for the

~

future owvganlization of the field., Thomzson gnd Marshalltﬁ@

Sauimar were nemed to ropresent the JCSS on an ad hoe Committee
on Crganizaticn which would Include representatives of the
ocher two groups. AL & specilal meeting on January 12, 1968,
the ALASS Board discussed & mamo prepared by Th ompson on the

T, e ae R O - ot . kS
"Future Organization of the Slaviec ¥ield," There was genera

I
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agreement that the Asseclation should assume a more active
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ea from the standpoint

of the ACLS., Cherles . Hucker, secretary of the Aszsociation

for Asisn Studles, descriloed the cwerations of that body, which--
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LUB LNTRIL L MESIUlings, RU8 DUIaloln ua_./eC-:Lo.j. bUDCCfamLtte@.S:,

ceiar of three

its gvents fcr conferences, and ios
pergons~~seemad Lo woind cul the paih fow he AAASS. The Boawr
“— the proposal of the ad hoc Comaittes on Orzanization, and

namaed Heolland Zunter snd Leon Livson fo represent the AAASS

o Mg-mnty A QLD B lm T A -~
Qo Meren 28, 1968, the Board held another s special meeting

(=
Here Thompson presented the draft report of his ad hoe Commitice

: ~ . s .
Ol Urganizaiion, Phs

mendations concerning the IUCTC were to lead later to the
? - T,
: ezstablishment of the Imternationz? Research and Exchanges

\ww S0

Board (IREX). Like the IUCTG, IREX remained independent

WG, CEMAL o of the AAASS, and does not need fo concern us further herve,

r

[N 06'6? ) o . . . .
¢&)fﬂl $§“ As To the AAASS, the revort recommended appointing a half-
et '
CWM‘*"‘ RV &K% [ S N . FE. o e, e -

time emeculilve secraetary on at least a threeq il l~year term,

G{}%WVB‘“* b} with a paid staff to it
- Cocd ot

henager and a full-time bookkeeper who could serve both the

.t

ciude at least a full-time office

\Jv ;5¢ﬂ gl Raview znd the Curwent Digesi: owoviding funds for travel ex-

tings, so that the Board could meet at
t owice a year and zzsume & wove active vole: holding a

national cemvenilion every year, probably by rotating the
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responsibiliity amongz the regional crgenizations; taking

over from the JCSS the resvonsibility for gupervisging

H

¥

tha Current Dizest o

i

the Soviet Press; and augmenting the

woie or the Associztion &8s a pianniang and develonment body,

" £

with the aid of

publications, bibllograyn elations
. 1 e
and other wmatters. The repert went on to uvrze that if

-

suitable university howmes and subsiclezu could be Ffound for

the three main funciions of (1) ~czing Che Review, (2)

O] 3 1 R e el =k o Lok o
end (3) heousing snd staffing the expanded

three-man secretariat, Cle n should then seek from

velopmens grant, in tiae hope
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that in five veawvs the Asscciation could become virtually
.

self-sustaining

Current Digest was alrezdy being acted on., As soon as

word got out that the Currvent Dises® could no longer vemain

at Columbia and could not afford other guarters in New

r

York City, Ohlo State Uaniversity had offered it a home,

the Board of the nezotiaticns then proceedin
-

et

Leon Twaroz to

between Chio State snd end bLeouzht official word

from hie Vice President and Provosit that Chio State would
also be willing to house the L_VL¢W and the secvetariat.
~

The Posrd exmvessed its apprecieticn to Thompson and

fant Browm appointed

nd o make appropriate

recommendations on such maiters as the Siavic Review, the




Current Dizeth, tha projosed office of executive secretary and
the home of the secvetsarias, and the solicit of foundation

support for the Associaticn, Elllson became chairman of
that subcommitteevwith Brows, Jisher, Funter and Lipson
asslsting him,

Elliscn subcommittee

worked on uiwe geveral matieve entrusted to it, and on September 21,

150

1968 1% weported o 2 spacizl mas :inﬂ of the Board.

! :*:
P 2 acm e e

Goncc:&i:g~:ﬁa~°““Vgc-E;Ti:wg presiems had develoved at

Columbia since March thet had made 4t urgestly niecessary to

find the Review suother home, (That story Ls told below, in

unanimously that the ©o the Unlversity of Washing-

ton ag coon as feaslible, to be edited agzin by Donald W.
1 57
Treadgold, The Board apou that recommencation unanimously,

The Current Digest of the Scoviet Pregs, it should be

remembered,” was at this seoint scill under the supervision of

the Joint Commitcea, whilch that summer had changad its name from
Joint Commitvee on Slavic Studies (JCSS) to Joint Committee on
Siavic and Rast Eurcpean Studiaé (JCSEES). The actual super-
visors were Gordon Turiter as Vice Presideat of the ACLS and

Leon Lipson as chalrman of the JCSEES subcommittee om the Current
bigest (as well as vice president of the AAASS for the term 1967 -

70). By this time the plan Fow moving the Digest from New York

!
to Columbus was alveady definite, snd Edizor Leo Gruliow was

working out the details of perscanel and schedules that were

to make it possible, nine months later, to move the whole big



operation to Ohioc State while waintelning the weekly publication
J%u schedule, The gquesilon before the Board was whether or not
jZ ww}"’“ e
A the AAASS should

=:-r\-——

WLy Zov the Current Digest,

1

kr\j M w. @ ‘a
Weﬁgd o Ga s Pane e ot 1"\(’1‘)'_51.::‘11‘7"-2_"”"‘:- (e AU S o i @Wé”ﬁm

{;-gﬁﬁ B;—@“F%\ﬂ'\»\ﬁn!wc f .v?
fﬁ; «—T>‘~ T Vesy, siay
\A “/é' . »‘I'; (1% inﬁ?.;.., Mapn i =

Y e
_ijéigﬁhﬁi;;§XJ&\ in 1ts new locatiocn.

’MY4&MQQ¢W&ém\W "

ﬁ&g; @k@k&?%ﬁﬁ v service to the field &
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sab .ol senodtlons.

the Digest the Asso

ol A
”f‘éﬁua¢ﬂa o university sunport Turner and Lipson both recommended that

LD AR e

ake over responsibility for the Cuxxent Digest,

(43

the Asgociation

. : e b . . . .. . .
%f{ iiéi and the Board unanimouczly agreed to scesume that obligation

nd “Eﬁﬁtjm effective July 1, 1969, immediately after the scheduled move
L. Tsd
to Chio.

[ e g g e e i et
Io the matter of the

Ellison subcommitice 2.3 nesded to Find an unusually capable

@ share of his

aiw

[
rwl‘

. - oo . ; e R
pevson wido was Lnoaeresied 0 d@\TG._NL{ig

G’O

time to the Associatilon over the next several years and whose
university was puepared to back him by velessing at least half

his time for Association duties eri zyoviding him with office
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the ALASS had accomplished

b

T
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a notioneal focus and orgzniziang
center for schclaws inm varlous discloslines” concerned with Slavie

wice in the cireulatcion of

azsoclalions and conferenccs

“

proiession through the Newsletb:

ré Asgoelation next planned

O &35

[

1

the Soviet

and wan

Press, time to wmake a special effort to

develon the £

v

arplicarion mentioned the shift

to a helf-time executive secwvetaryshis, the wore active role of

431

covered, the plan for nacienal meefing

every year,

¥penses could be

and the

o ~ B . - T, F S
cn meatings, infeowmation, publlications,
59
‘:J )“‘.

ang resesreh and elucstion. in due

ot
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standing commmitiees

v and develcpment,

course the Ford Foundation
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apoprovad a granc of $§20,000 par yecr for three years to begiln

- e

“2ol gn lmportant new regional

i the northeast--the North-

eastern S8lavie Conforznce of the AAMASS--filling the last big
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The flrvst hali of 1969 wes 2 busy time. In Seattle,
Treadgeld and his staff, haviag taken over the Review az.ool

Jovembar 1,

geveral wonihs and to get

back on aCluuU;G Lafore the and of the year, In Wew Yorkg

4 W & psP
\A&? , P 4T "‘“""“‘“"“”“"@l‘i Die

Crulicw was 3~_Uukln; to move the !

i)

for Colurbts o wenlazce those who could
planning & croining schedulc Zov rhewm, and making arrangements
for the new facellities ina Chlo., In Wew York, too, the new

reasurer, Williom E. Favkins {(Ilterature, Columbia), was

[

{
o
£
In?
w
o
i

studying he flnanclal che Association and institeting
5 berter booihikeanine svyasiom 1a ovder t© achi g h di
& vetter boclkikeapling systom Lo onder Lo achleve smociil coordlina-

the handling of funcs,

hie commitiee to complete ithe

ond their final

Lo
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the membership and
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IIT. THE STRUCTURE CF THZ L33CIIATECN.

Having im miad ¢ Lrlef nazrative of the Associa-

tion during ite fira:

ay--the Board of

structura,
ror managing the
tnen vne membership and

the fincnces of the Associlation,
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Fia L BOET G DITeltors.

= A .

The By-Lews of tha Ameviczn Associe-ion for the

e e e e e B
aen Trne CO..:.J-J\.,:.;. &

the Americen Slavie fas® Iuropsen Review., Those By-Laws

were amended Mzy 2, 1960, Ly the then orfficers of the Corpora-
tion, iun accordsnca with the plan worked out by the Organizing
Committee, By the revised By-Ilaws, the ABASS was to be TUun
by & Beard of six elocted wmembers and six representatives of
crageaizations--the JCSS and five groups of specialists in the

discipiines of econcmics, geography, histery, literature (and

tanguage), and political scieaco. Later on a representative

lakmbnk L q +
of ALTERRL was added,



The sin ilirvecters elscted az larpe and Che seven
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representing professlonel ovganizations wexe the paople
e - .- e . N g .
Who eiech {cad might elso remove) vhe officers of the

a vice-presideni, a scernatory, &r° & treciarer, The B od
could wot only fix the camns of offlce Lot could also create
additional officera, Tha edito: of =-a Slavic leview was ipne

)

formally treated zsz an 1980 on.  Iu 1959 boch he

aad the editor of the Curvent Digest of the Soviet Press were

formally made officezs of the Corporazion. ALl officers became
5 . . T e b . ‘1
voting membars of the Zoard.

of thae seven orzanizations that sent directors ro serve on
tne Board,  Those who sevved as divectors in this way during
the pericd 1960-69 ware as followe:

From the JOSERS {(upsii 1968, JCSS):

Harvard)

istory, U, of Washington)

1964-85;  Chauncy D. Harris {geography, Chicago)

1965-68:  John M. Thompson TLE (history, Indiamna)
= oy ¥ Ly - - Ve . e o ) - P
1968~y ¢+ Marshall D. Shulman {(international relations,

Columbia)
Feom economics, AEA:

1961 ~ ¢ Hollend Funter (Have 21 ford)
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1960-63: 5. favrriec. Thomson (Colorado)

—— TG Y ~ooert .
1907-59:  fevbewt J. Eliilzon {Kensas, then Washingion)
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Frem loenaausca and
T o - P o oy mm T e e g e ttoh

From languase and litersture, Ll4:

2961-637  Daming Brown {(Michigan)

~56:  Edward J. Irown (Zndiana)
1867-80y  Trwlin Well (Jorthwestern)

[ M A o AT A
From ponivical sclence, LPSA:

N — )
LRE0-5k:  Fredsrick 2. Davsho (Yale)
e fo [ P P Ty o s B, S
1952-6%1  Robert €, Tuczer {(Princeion)
Ay D e il i 1.3 Yoy oy i
1564-65: George Fischar {Corneli)

1985-66: A, Doak Dorpett (Columbia)

Alfred G, Meyer (Michigan)
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1., Goudon Sxiliing (Tovonto)

As that Llist indicates, the terms of off

presencaiives were con iniefinite terms, three were on

1
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chves-year torms, and che JCSEZS end political science repre-
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wa ware elected, two each
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frmual Meeting of Members,™
according to Ihe Sy-Llaws. Actuzlly that meeting was a for rma lity

i

wandiled by the secwetary, one or two orhoer members, and the

manager, on che basis ol proxies. The real decision was made

.

in & prefereatial bailot wiich was conducted by mail., ALL regular

and sustaining wombors weceived ballots. The names to appear on

a1 . A oo 3 oy T P e F A A
the ballot ware selected by & nominabing coumitiea.
L i PRI, - e TR

The nominetinl process was so cyucial that 1& should
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A8 GaSCUiDad CLEariy. In e gumnes of LYol ivhe Oo THEATILALTLE

.

Committee appoinited a five~man teuporasy newinacing commit-

-
tee, That commilie

in November wul forward twelve

candldates for the six elective piaces on che Doard of Livectk rE,
880G alac saven candidates for four positions on a rvegular

The waill bailor of the members came in

December. The four wisners for rhe noninating committee, under

the chalwipenshin of the one who gov the most votes, prenared

the slates for the twe new diveciors and for the nominating
g oo . _ o N 6
tommivuee or tne succeoding year. Deglmaing in 1963, the

chaizman of one ™

car's noo $ i - ;
year's nominating coumiittee served &3 an extra member of the

nominating committes duzing the 2nsUing veayr., TFrom 1960 through

-

- - - . 1 '
L9867, 31 people served on the nominating committee, f
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in 159567 the systom of nomination was changed., The
5 , e S 1 iy
immediate cause was & e Frormegds protest over the action
of the nominating committee of 1966 in presenting only four
candidates for the four opan posiviond on the new nominating
committee. Move thawn sixiy members added write-in votes or

4

the skatter at its

nexi meeting, Marceh 31, 1907, aad decided unanimously to in-
stitule a new system. Thls system in effect made tho Boawrd
thi nowinating commictee, with the president and vice
president playing & koy role. The idea behind this was

not only to assure breuader cholee buz, more important, ﬁo in;

crease {he Likelihood that all persons put up as candidates
i G
wouid be genuinely interested in serviag the Association,”

tha divectors elected at large were chosen. The six who ware

elected the first year drew lots for rerms of one, two, or

three years. Thereafter, two were elecied each vear. Those
elected at large during the period 1960-89 were as follows,

with their dnclusive years of servico:

1961 Joseph Derliner (economics, Brandeis)
1961 Philip E. Mosely (history, Council on Forelgn
Relations)

1961-62  Merle Fainsod (political sclence, Harvaxd)
1%61-62  william B. Edgerton {literature, Indiana)
1961-63  Henxy L. Roberts (history, Columbia)

1961-63  Alex Inkeles (sociology, Harvard)
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1962~64  Joseph 8. Berliner (economics, Drandeis)

1962-64  Victor Yrlich (Literature, Yale)

1963-65  John A. Armstrong (political science, Wisconsin)
1963-65 Gleb Struve (literature, Berkaley)

1984-086 .Alexander Dallin (history, Columbia)

1964-66  Tranklyn D.'Holzman.(economics, Tufts)

196557 Oswala P, Backus (history, Kansas)

1965~67  Hugh MeLean (literature, Rerkeley)

i966~68 Zbigniew Brzezinski (political science, Columbia)
1966-68  Wicholas V. Riasanovsky (history, Berkelay)
1967-69 bavid Joravsky (history, Northwestern)

1967-6%9  John M. Montias {economics, Yale)

1968-70 H, Gordon skilling (political sclence, Toronto)
1868-70  James H. Billington (history, Princeton)

1969-71  Robert V. Daniels, (history, Vermont)

1969-71  Theodore H. Von Lave (history, Washington U., sk, Louis)lu

The duties of the thirteen directors were in most
cases limited to attending one Board mgeting per year. Except
in the extraordinary circumstances preceding the conversion of
1969, when the ACLS made funds available for additional meatings,
the directors had to obtain their travel expenses from their

own universities or cover them personally,

t
The presidency and vice presidency at first had terms
A 7 A

of cne year. The first president anl vice president were the
former chairman and seécretary, respectively, of the Organizing

Committee, Then for three years the Board made cach year's



vice president the president in the following year., In the
fall of 1964, after the first national meeting, the Board

decided to give the presidency a three-year term, running from

\k w:? one convention to the next. At that time the Board explicitly
»
\)J o stated that the vice president would no longer be expected to

{;giﬁ ;\ %Qawyg&m, succeed to the presidency., TIn 1966 the three~year term was

Lt Lens O extended to the vice prasidency,ll

Those who served in the two top offices of the

: f\fq, t}lh [ Eof G&R& ----- '

e

N g £, e

Ly ol e
‘ N Y President:
B a?km& 5;?

GP {;&}&wﬂkf%ﬂrjwﬂ\l 1961: William B. Edgerton (literature, Indiana)
i
- oy A o 1962: Chauncy D. Harris (geography, Chicago)
| r h.: rF .;lf‘i;:--t‘ b e
(\[¥U& : - 1963: Marshall D, Shulman (political science,

Fletcher)

Association during the 1960s were:

1964: Joseph §. Berliner (economics, Brandeis)

1965-67: John A, Armstrong (political science,
Wisconsin)

1967-70: Tdward J, Brown (literature, Indiana)
Viee President
1961: John M. Thompson (history, Indiana)

1962: Marshall D, Shulman (political science,
' Fletcher)

1963: Joseph S. Berliner, (economics, Brandeis)

1964: John A, Armstrong (pelitical sclence,
Wisconsin)
1965-67: Holland Hunter, (economics, Haverford)

1967-70: ZLeon Lipson (law, Yale)ll'
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In the spring of 1969 the Board elected in advance
the president and vice president for the period 1970-73,
The new president was to be Holland Hunter, who had served
as vice president Iln 1965-67 and had been on the Board since
1961, The new vice president was to be Herbert J. Ellison,
who had been the history representative on the Board in 1967-
69,

The office of secretary was linked to thelphysical
location of the business office of the Association., Ralph T.
Fisher Jv,, historian at Illinois, served during the nine ‘
vears when the headquarters was in Champaign-Urbana. He was

appointed secretary pro-tem by the Organizing

. Committee for the last balf of 1960, then elected secretary

for 1961 and each succeeding vear, except-that Ehen he was on
sabbatical leave in 1964-65 two of his colleagues at Illinois
served as acting sectetaxies:' fdward G. Lewis (political
science) for 196465 and Jerome D, Fellmann (geography) for
the fall of 1965, The office of secretary during the period
1960-69 did not carry any reduction in teaching load. For
handling the day-to-day business of the Association the secre-
tary depended on the manager, a person hired full time (see

below). In 1969 an essential feature of the reorganization of

the Association was the conversion of the secretaryship into
' ‘ Ag enh oot abD\mJ

a half-time executive secvprgvych42ﬂ Afhe person chosen by
T

the Board for this crucial position was George J. Demko, #

who
geographer at Ohio State, &= was elected for a five-year

term running to 1974,
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The office of treasurer was linked to the legal home
of the Corporation, which by law had been since 1948 the'
State of New York. Columbia University had kept the books
of the Corporation during the years before 196C, when John N.
Hazard was editing the Review. That same arrangement continued
during the period 1960-69, with one or another professor at

13

Columbia serving as treasurer on a no-released~time basis.

The treasurer, with the part-time help of - an accountant

or clerical assistant at Columbia, kept track of the receipts
from the office in Champailgn-Urbana, made payments on bills
sent from there, and reported yearly to the Board on the state

of the Association's finances., Those who served during 1960-69

were:
- 1960-65: John N, Hazard (law, Columbia)
1965-67: Henry L. Roberts (history, Columbia)
1967-68: TLoren R. Graham (history, Columbia)
. 1968~ : William E. Harking (literature, Columbia)

The editorship of the Slavic Review was during the

period 1966769 the most important office of the Associatioﬁ,

in the sense that everything elece depended on having a scholarly
journal of high quality. The rvamifications of the position

are discussed in the section on publications;‘below. The term

was a matter for Individual negotiation between the Boaxd

éfgfﬁwﬂnd the editor, s B ey Those who held this
LN

e \u;nposition in 1960«69 were;

1950~60: John N. Hazard (law, Columbia)



1961-64: Donald W. Treadgold (history, U. of Washington)
1965-67: Henry L. Roberts (history, Columbia)
1967-68: Louise E, Luke (literature, Columbia)
1968- : Donald W, Treadgold (history, U. of Washington)
in sccovdance With '
In 1969, to~conform-to what had been the prevalling
practice, the By-Laws were amended to make the editor of the

Review legally an officer of the Corporation.

The editor of the Current Digest of the Soviet Press,

Leo Gruliow, became an officer of the Corporation at the very
end of the period under consideration (see the section on

publications, below).

The attendance at Board meetings was remarkably zood,
considering that there were mo Association funds for the officers?
travel, that most of those elected or appointed to the Board

were prominent scholars heavily burdened with other commitments,

and that the machinery for selecting directors often failed
to take into account whether or not the individual was in-

.. 14
terested .in the Association.

The Board served both as a maker of basic policies
and as a confirmer of actions alread& taken by the officers.
The officers enjoyed wide latitude in determining day-to-day
policies. In part this was because Board meetings were so

infrequent, In part it was because the Board, having chosen
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as officers people it thought would do a good job, was eager

to keep them happy and . give them all possible support.
e .

..... L
-

Muchuéf each meeting was devoted to reports from each
officer to the Board, and discussion through which the directors
learned what problems there were and what had been or might be
"done about them. Although there were usually a few new directors
present who needed to acquire the necessary background, the core
of holdovers was large enough to reassure the new ones and to

prevent too much loss of time in the educative process,

The president, having consulted with the secretary or other
officers concerned, usually knew beforehand Qhat actions he
wished to recommend, and his recommendations were usually
followed, after fuyll discussion. None of the presidents

showed any tendency to be overbearing. That was not their

style. 1If there had been such a problem, the directors probably
would have put a stop to it, for they were typically independent.

It is a twibute to the quality of the leadership and a

teétimony to the absence of sharply divisive issues that the
declsions of the Board in the years 1960-69 were usually

reached by consensus and were unanimous,

The only exceptions the secretary can remember are the secret
voled i
kallots for officers, and even there, once the secret balloting
had ascertained the informal preferences of the group, the
decislon became in effect unanimous,

Tn analyzing the composition of the group, we see

that from 1960 to mid~1969, 45 persons from the United States

and one from Canada served as editor of the Review or as direc-



tors or other officers on the Board of the Assoclation. They
represented a.total of about 165 man-office-years, counting each

office separately in those cases where one person occupiled more

15

than one concurrently,

Among all those people and man-years, there was only
one woman, and she servedjfor only one year, Underrepresented
though women are in senior academic positions in our soclety,
this small fraction on the Board is nonetheless remarkable.

As to discipline, computing again by man-years in
office, we find history, litera;ure, political sclence, and -
economics predominating in that order., This accorded with
their rank in the membership as a whole. History, economics,
geography, and law were represented somewhat more than their
numbers in the membership would justify, but the disproportions
were not great. Among the "small" fields, only geography,

16

law, and sociclogy were represented,’

A more serious irregularity appears in the distribu-~
tion of Fhe officers by geographic regions, Lallying them by
where they workedrat the time of their service, and using
the same U. S. Census regions as used below (see the section

on the membership), thus omitting the Canadian from Toronta,

we find;
Northeast 77
Nofth Central 65 _
South 0 f
-West o, 2L

163 man-office~years

47



1f we compare regional percentages of members and officers we

have these rasults:

Region petcent of members Percent of officers
1968-69 1960-69 (in men-vears)
Northeast 37 47
North Central 28 ' 40
South 20 0
. West . 15 13

Those figures were striking confirmation of the charge of
oecasianalh

underrepresentation : voicedkby those in the

South, Of course the officers were not selected on a reglonal

basis, and probably no one paid special attention to regions
in drawing up the slates for the yearly election to the Board
of Directors. But these percentages were studied by the Board
in 1969 with the thought that measures should be taken

to provide representation for that segment of the
members reslding in the whole southeastern part of our country,

' 1
from Washington D. C. and Maryland across to Texas. 1

A
As the mention of Washington D. C. ﬂhggests, there
had also been an underrepresentation of people who worked in

the government or in quasi-governmental research institutions

as contrasted with those who worked for colleges and univer-
sities. I do not know what proportion of our membership in
the 1960s was typically employed in the government. The
"government service' category in the Directory ranged between

+haose ngeﬁ. s
44 and 56,'buthcertain1y understatg; the case; on the other hand,



C QAL@UMéQJ? not all of the 160 or so members who in 1969 lived in the
a5 . .
N ps 7 Washington D. C. area were govermment workers (see the section
¢*f VA‘A'£¥O‘S on membershilp, below). Perhaps the number was a little over
kﬁﬁféﬂﬂ'&t£> - 100, or about 5 percent, Random selection could account for
'Cﬂ* Y - the non-representation of any particular one-twentieth of the
E%Y
\ 4 SN P
’TjiZZjﬂwﬁjZ) membexship on the Board, especially since the number of Board ~

\J'\:w’z.

members involved was still so swmall, But in view of the
L=
'F\(

historical importance of the Washington D. C. Chapter in our
Care v ¥

w\ field and the prominence and expertise of many of its individual

/ 37 ‘ y )
ﬂuAL\wii &&\ members, I believe the absence of aniﬂfgzizafiﬂsmggakg SO @y1y¢;£T_ ?

@,1 C¢tarén  the Board in the 1960s was significant. Probably it could be
" “-—"—""——"'-—-—--l
“ﬁwﬂ%f*m explained in paxt by the separateness of the government and

university worlds. We should not necessarily assume that -many —
—of-our members in the govermment felt discriminated against,

For many of them, as mentioned below, their professional world

within the government was probably so varied and all-absorbing
that they had little reason to be concerned with the organlza-

tional affairs of the AAASS,

An underrepresented category that was more likely
o feel slighted was that portiom oﬁ the membership that was
teaching or stﬁdying at small colleges. T do not know how
large that propbrtion was, but I feel sure it was larger than
Holland Hunter's share of the © 165 man-office~-years--
f “and he was the only Board member of the period 1960-69 who

was at a small college. ' .
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Inquiring a little furthér, we see that the Board
consisted largely of people who taught at a relatively few
universities, all of which had sizable graduate programs on.
Russia and eastern Europe. Columbia was by far the best
represented, Leaving aside Hunter's Haverford, the other in-
stitutions that had seven or more man-office~years of repre-
sentation were, in alphabetical order, Berkeley, Harvard,
Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Washington, Wisconsin, and Yale.
There were twenty-three institutions represented on the Board v{ N
' bl oot (ot (} .
in the years 1960~69, But the nine universities named/1 Fﬁ{gkuﬁ{&(”é‘%bfﬁmgﬁgu

accounted together for over two-thirds of the total man-office-

yvears involved,

The Board may also he aﬁalyzed from the standpoint
of the sort of old school tie mentioned above in connectiaon : ' -
with’ the launching of the Association., Taking into account
both student and faculty status, we fiﬁd‘that out of the 46
people who served on the Board in this period, 28 had been
at Columbia for a year or more, while 23 had been at Harvard.
Only 5 had been at neither. Since the selection process was
80 differenf for_the various categories of Bqard member, again,
we seem justified in concluding thag these figures, while
striking, ave less a testimony to cliquishness than thej are
a testimony to the prominence of those two uﬁiversities in
our field.up through the postwar decade. TFor this group was

Second Wearld Waor

predominantly a product of the ol and immediate postwar _ ‘

period. All but one of the 46 had had thelr formal graduate

study before 1955,18 while only four of the 46 had completed
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their graduate degrees before 1939.1q

What about aga? To analyze this wé can count, for
each of the 46 who served on the Board in
‘1960—69, that person's age at approximately the mid-point of
his service on the Board. The tabulation shows that 45 was
the median age, and.that 35jof the 46 persons served at ages
whose mid-point was from 39 to 49 years old inclusive. One
was younger, while 7 were in their fifties and 2
were in their sixties. (One person's age vremains unknown to me.)
No one should jump to ﬁhe conclusion that this age distribution
betokened some sort of revolt of the young or middle-aged. Rather,
it reflected ithe familiar fact that the big expansion in our
field came only after World War II. Probably the age distribu-
tion on the Board did not differ very much from the age distri-
bution among the holders of tenured teaching positions in the
Russian and.east Buropean field in the ¢country as a whole during
the 1960s. But we must not forget to ask whether there was
any change in_the average age of the Board in the course of the
decade. Here we find an interesting answer: The average age
of the Board in 1961 was 46 (the median was 45); in 1969 the
average (and also the median) had risen to 48. This was still
far from an age of decrepitude; but it posed a clear question
for the future: Would the trend toward increasingly mature
leadership continue in the 1970s, and if so at what rate? To
what extent would the graduates of the late 1950s and early
19605 now be brought into positions of leadership to replace
the aging but still numerous graduates of the first postwar

decade?
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Finally, we may look at the Board from the standpoint

of whether they were primarily Russian specialists or were people

iﬁterested primarily in some other part of easterm Europe.
Even interpreting "non-Russian" quite broadly, we would be
hard pressed to bring our "Russian'" total below 39 out of the
46 individuals to be counted. This may have been a fairly ac~
curate reflection of the academic interests of the membership
as a whole during the 1960s, but it did lend strength to the
oft-made ﬁoint that our Association, in its publications and
meetings, needed to encourage especially the study of the

countries lying between Germany and Russia.



53

'“ﬁma_B. The Secretariat, .

The secretariat of the Triple A Double S in the
yvears 1960-69 qonsisted of (1) the secretary; (2) the manager,
(3) the editor and associate editor of the Newsletter and the

"News of the Profession" section of the Slavic Review, and

(4) occasional part-time heipers as needed, They occupied

one and then two roomé, not counting the secretary's own
office, which was the same one he used as director of the
Russian and East European Center at the University of

Illinois, The actual quarters moved three times to accommodate

the needs of the Center.1 The Unlversity of Illinois provided

the space and utilities without charge to the Association.

The University also covered the telephone (including long
distance cglls), the secretary's postqge and other office'costs,
including part of the time of the Center's administrative secras
tary (a University employee), the secretary's travel to AAASS
Board, national, and regional meetings, such part-time clerical
helpers as were needed by the maﬁager, the'wages of the part-
time associate editor of the Newsletter, and in the latter part

of the decade such released time as was allowed to the editor

and associlate editor, The Association paid the‘salary of
the manager and her expenses directly connected with AAASS
business. | |

The secretary of the Association was responsible
for'seeing that the office functioned properly, but during

most of the decade the job‘required only a few hours per week.,

L.



The job was somewhat more burdensome during the first two and
one-half years, when the secretary served also as editor of
the Newsletter and the "News of the Profession" section of
the Review (see below% and when speclal efforts wefe devoted
to repeated mémbership drives and to building up a network

of membership representatives. During the period 1961-64,
also, the secretary made it a point to do as much as possible,
through correspondence and visits, to encourage the formation
of regional groups. The other busiest stretch came in 1968

and early 1969, with the crisis in the Slavic Review and the

preparations to convert to an executive secretaryship. It had
become clear by that time that Lf the Associatlion were to assume

responsibility for the Current Digest and for more planning,

grant-making, and promdtion across the country, the job could
not be done on a limited, no-released-time basis. Thus the
search was initiated for the beat peésibl@ person to take over
as a balf-time executive secretary--the searchlcompleted 50

successfully with the selection of George J. Demko, -geopiepies

Ohio State provided everything he needed, and

even gave him full ﬁime off from teaching dﬁring'his'fifst
year in the job, 1969-70--a tremendous boofi for him and for
the Associlation.

The manager's duties included taking care of the
subscriptions and memberships, compiling and typing the
Directory, solieciting advertising for the Directory and for
the convention programs, typing the Newsletter in camera-

&
ready form, and many other tasks.z ‘The Association was fortunate



58

in attracting responsible women for this position., From .

1960 to 1964 the manager was Mrs., Frances Brown Reed, widow

of the former chief chemist of the Illinols State Geological
Previouws

Survey. Befereshevwmarriagewto=Dr=Réody she had been for

twelve years the secretary to the president of the Natlonal

3

Association of Food Chéins in Washington, D, C.I In January

of 1964 she remarried, Her successor was Mrs, Agnem W, Wilson,
a university wife who had had many years of secretarial ex=-

perience at Illinois.af

¢

The work of the editor and associate editor of the
Newsletter and "News of the Profession' is covered in the sec~

tion on publications, below.
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c. The Membership.

Several points deserve attention under the heading
of the membership: (1) changes in the total membershlp over
- time; (2) the distribution of members by category of membership
(regular, student, etc.); (3) the distribution by academic

Bnd POSIHONS S _

disciplineshx(4) the geographical distribution by state and
country;(5) the distribution by major regions within the United

States; and .(6) the concentrations or urban clusters of members.

1. Changes over.time.
In studying the growth of the membership of the
Association over the nine écademic years 1960*69; we must keep
in mind first that tﬁe initiél buildup was partly at the expense
of subscriptions, Thus the total of members plus subsériptions was
.a better indica- ‘
_tibn thah‘membership_figures alone for judging the net change. FBF“
%or the whole period it is helpful to keep in ﬁind that

the total of memberships and subscriptions reached by mid-1969

slightly ovevr
was about 3700, or aﬂ%gmﬁhmut four times the total for E » :
Drtame, -wsS & AN
1959)_ ~before-the-converston-of the Association tmsns,

a membership organization.1

Fremdnd=is=tiat Because of delays

in remewals and variations in the timing of membership drives,

oy colandoi \Woxl

figures given in the flrst quarter or third of ﬂ\year aﬁg\less
accurate indicators of growth f@%mwmmpamﬂﬁimﬁ=§uapaﬁaé than

figures gilven in the second half. Here are second-half figures

for each of the calendar years within the period under coﬁsideration:



1960 (ca. Dec. 15) ' 633

1961 ( Dec.) - ca, 1000

1962 (0ct. 10y 1284 . : f .
1963 (0ct. 10) 1395

1964 (Sep. 16) 1663

1965 (Dec.) . 1563

1966 (oct. 30) © 1831

1967 (Dec. 31) 2180

1968 (Dec:) 2260 &

In order to express that growth in average yearly
terms, we need to start with the figure for October 1962, by
which time the Assoclation had been recrulting for more than
two years and had gone through the initial buildup. From the

fall of 1962 through the fall of 1967 the average increase per

In 1968 the incomingw_

M

year was about 1] percenﬁ c:.ompcmruied..'1

flow of new members proceeded normally through the first‘half o | '
of the year, but slowed appreciab&y in the £all when publication

of the Review was interrupted. In part this reflected the secre-

tary's reluctance to put om a full-gcale autumn recrultment

campaign in the face of the fact that new members might have

to wait half a year or more before getﬁing their September and

December issueé. The interruption in the Review also hampered

the process of obtaining both renewals and new members in the

Y There were $0dng
first half of 1969, Nevertheless, Ghewe=we -

o l.O S Gl e O T T o T
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expecting that renewals and new memberships would pick up fast
in the‘fall”a3~soon as people became aware that under Treadgold
the Review was golng to be back on schedule, and 1t seemed .

quite likely that the 11 percent yearly rate could be regained

and sustained as the Assoclation entered  the new era under an
executive secretary. Moreover, the fact that another national

conven o
meeting was approaching promised, on the basis of the experience

g

of 1964 and 1967, an extra influx of new members,

One comment may be made about membership drives, The
membetrship figﬁres giVen‘above show' an increase in every year
except 1965, This drop probably reflects the lack of any mem-
bership drives from late 1964 to early 1966,'while the secretary
was on leave, Except for that interruption and the previously-
explained hiatus of 1968-1969, membership drives were conducted

at least once and sometimes twice per year, Aiding in these

drives were up to 350 individual members in coileges, | .
universities, and government offices all over the couhtry,

who were public-spirited enough to respond to the request of

the secretary for suggestions of new members. Such campaigns,‘

repeated frequently, were éﬁidently neéessary to the continued.

\ b
growth of the Associatilon,

\

2, Categories of membership.
By 1969 there were five different categories of

membership., The most common was "regular,'" costing $12 per




year-(earlier $10); That was originally intended to bewﬁmm res+7{;+ei”+v
people professionally interested in the Slavic and east Huropean

field. For non-professionals there had been provided a category

of "associate member," costing the same.but carrying no vote;

The Board had the right to determine who would be eligible for

regular membership. In the period 1960-69 the Beard automati-

cally accepted as regular members any who applied for that cate-

gory. The number of associates was very small (9 in April 1969).
This reflects two facts: (1) The Association had no need to

define "professional" very narrowly at this time, and (2) it

was not attracting many non-professionals anyway.

e L T e e e

There were two cut-rate classes of membership; student and

emerithé.- Boﬁh carried dues of $6 (eafiier”$55. Fmeritus
members were few.(S in April 1969), but student members were
numerous, In April 1969 they comprised about 22 percent of the
total. Over the nine-yeaf period ﬁhe:proportion of students

ranged between a low of about }SVPeygngmqnd a high of about . '

25 percent, with no consistent trend up or down., The student
rate was.available-only to those who obtained a facu}ty member's

certification of full-time student status, Postage costs limited_



the student rate to those with U, §. malling addresses.

There was a fifth clasgs of membership, the "sustaining,"

designed for those profaselonalsor—otheny who wished to make

an extra contribution in support of the Association, The yearly
rate was $25, No specilal attempt was made to sell the 325 mem=

bership, and there were never many of them, - Two people volun-

‘tarily made this contribution for the whole period under review:

A, Edythe Mange of Western Michigan University and Philip E.
Mosely.qf.Columbia University. A third, Albert L. Weeks of

New York University, contributed for four vears, .The Board in,
1969 took special note of their extra coﬁtributions and expressed

: x'7
its thanks for their generosity.

B.l Distribution of membeérs by academiérdieciplines.

Each time a Directory was published, it gave an upwté-
daﬁe indication of the distribution of the members by discipline,
In the editions of 1962, 1966, and 1968, members were permitted
to list a second discipline if they wished. The régults arel

indicated in the following table,

L0
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* MEMBERSHIP BREAKDOWN BY DISCIPLINE

October December*  January* Februaryﬁ'
1961 1962 1966 1968
ANTHROPOLOGY : 6 11 13 16
ARTS | ‘ H 17 18 , 22,
DEMOGRAPHY ‘ 10 6 6
ECONOMICS . 91 125 | 122 141
EDUCATION , . .10 22 33 48
GEOGRAPHY . 33 48 40 49
GOVERNMENT SERVICE . 56 bl 55
HISTORY - 358 o 526 724 919
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS ) 156 172 265
JOURNALISM 12 23 22 Co3
LANGUAGE & LITERATURE _ 225 332 385 492
LAW , 34 32 | 35 53
LIBRARY | ’ 10 29 42 71
NATURAL SCIENCES ' 5 7 .15 15
PHILOSOPHY | 12 97 29 37
POLITICAL SCIENCE 160 | 271 290 391 ,
PSYCHOLOGY | 5 7 9 y
RELIGION o ' ~ 14
SOCIAL SCIENCES 39 . 37 52 - 56
SOCIOLOGY | " 10 23 24 28
MISCELLANEOUS écategori‘.es. vieh - 28 1 21 36.
less than 6 members) —_ - : - —_—
Total of listings, counting \. :
duplications¥ 1038 1782 2096 2755

Total Members - 1038 1284 1525 1966

'

*Note: 1In all issues of the Directory from 1962 on, members
were permitted to list a second discipline if they
wished, Some did not list any. -



The absence of certain categories in earlier editions makes f.

the results not exactly comparable, Nevertheless, some features
stand out. The relative position of the top five (or fou;
before internmational reiationa,was intfoduced) remained the

same throughout: (1) history, (2) languége and literature,

(3) political science, (4) ipternaﬁion&l relations, and (5)
economics, Beyondlthat there were some shifts, with social
sclences, govermment service, geography, and law being in

close competition for sixth and seventh places until in 1968

the library secience ﬁeople, having come up fast in 1962 and
1966, emerged in clear possession of gixth place well ahead

S Y‘CL
of the other four. Another peimt to note is the above~average

increase in the education category:rg

With respect to the two largest categories, history

and language~and-literature, we should observe that in the
‘country as a whole, to judge by the size of AATSEEL, Slavic
language and literature specilalists ocutnumbered historians of
Slavic and eastern Europg by more than two to one, That the
proportions are almost réversed within the AAASS is probably
explained mainly by two factors. One is the stronger appeal
of the AAASS for college and university teachers than for high
ajmxvﬂjl; Giﬂ;ﬂr school teachers, The other 1s the essentially interdisciplinary
(\*gk \* NS Ok‘a{ijﬁﬁtgge of the discipline of history, which makes students of
ﬁd' EJ:fi;meTﬂ° hi:;ory strive to understand or keep contact with all of the

& (ﬁ other disciplines listed, ’

Ckﬂﬁﬂlv

Y “Mj;h“ T Looking again at the table, we should note also that

é&%gnﬁemxttﬁf“ﬂ the categories are not all directly comparable., The category

& Lo, .'&(") et m\?‘

b



63

r

réf "government 3ervice“wsa§s nothing about-a\départment of.
kﬁow%edge. It could go along with any of them, The same is
true to a4 lesser extent.of other categories that are fields

of employﬁent spanning many disciplines, such as journalism‘
and Ilibrary science;

There are other qbservations to be made about the
"government service' category., The number who checked it seems
considerably lower than the number of members employed in the
government. Probably, as mentioned above, that number was over
100. (See also the listing by urban areas, below.) Each
person could check only two categories, and it would have been
natural for many persons emplqyed in the govermment to check
not "government service" but their subject fields, which often
would encompass two of the "disciplines" listed~-especially
in the overlapping cluster of international relationsy history

)
Oueth .
economics;‘political sciencer social sclences, One can specu-

late furthef concerning the place of governﬁent workers in

the Association. As already mentioned, they were underrepresented
in the 1eadership;of the AAASS during the 1960s. This was one

of the several indications of the Association's primary identifi-
cation with college and universiﬁy teachersfand students, and

its relative lack of appeal to mnot only goverﬁment workers but
also to people knowledgeable on Russia and eastern Europe in

many other walks of 1ife. I do not know how many people were
working in the 1960s professionally on Russia and eastern .
Europe in the various branches of the federal government, but ‘

I feel sure it was far more than the 100 or 150 who came within



rthe orb£t of the AAASS:and'iﬁs Washingtpn D. C, Chapter. Some
government workers may not have joined because they were already
fully occup;ea with thelr own intra-govermmental circles;

others because they were dealing with highly classified materials
and could discuss Russian and eastern Ruropean affairs only

with their colieagues who had similar clearances; still others
perhaps because they felt the AAASS was not eager to recruit
them, or because they already received its publications in

their offices and could see no point in paying the dues out of
their own pockets. Prébably many of those government workers
who did join were ones‘who had special reasons for maintaining
their academic contacts, like those who had received or were
working toward advanced professional degrees in the Russian

and east Eufopean field and who thought they might like to

move to a college or university job at some time in the future,
It is noteworthy that while the Association in the 1960s enrolled
as members virtually all of the leading specialists in our field
in university circles, it attracted very few of the top Russian
and east European specialists from the State or Defense departments

or the CIA,

4, Geographical distribution of members by state
and country. i
The last analysis of the geographical distribution .

of members during the period under review was made on March 25,

1969, It included the 2,375 persons who were then on the rolls,

ef



Including members for 1968 who had not.yét renewed for 1969"
(they were still bona fide members, for they had not yet re=
ceived all their Reviews for 1968). One striking thing wés ‘ o i
that for the first time all 50 states plus thé District of

Columbia and Puerto Rico were represented in the membership,

Here is the tabulation by states:

New York 395
California 188
Illinois . 160
Pennsylvania 127

District of Columbia 124 '

Massachusetts - 113

Indiana 12

"Michigan 95 : p

Ohio B 84

Virginia . . 78

New Jersey _ 74 '
Wisconsin , ‘ 54 )
‘ Maryland 52

North Carolina 51 ..

Washington 49 _
Connecticut 46 ) '
Kansas ( . 38

Minnesota 27 X

Missouri,.Texas 26 ' ‘ ' .

Colorado © 25



Florida, Tennessee
Qregon

Rhode Island

Vermont?

Georgia; New Hampshire‘
Rentucky

Arizona

"Nebra s.ka s Qk lahoma |
Iowa

Louisiana, Utah
South Carolina

Delaware, Hawaii,
Nevada

Alaska, Alabama, Maine,
Misslssippi,
New Mexico, _
West Virginia

Arkansas, Idaho,
Montana '

North Dakota, Puerto
Rico, South
Dakota, Wyoming

20

19,

17
15
12
11

1

In the above ranking, those states that had moved up notigeably

since the last previous ranking (Fall, 1967) were Ohio (which

passed Virginia), North Carolina (which passed Connecticut

and Washington), and Oregon (which passed Vermont).

In general,

the sequence had changed little throughout the nine-year

perilod,

New York was always far in the lead, having about

one-gixth or more of tﬁe total. California and Illinois were

consistently second and third, respectively, though their

o’

bb



combined total never exceeded the figure for New quk alone;M.m”
The next four--Pennsylvania, the Distriet of Columbia, Massa-
3chusetts, and Indiana--consistently occupied fourth through
l'mseventh places but the sequence shifted from one dount to the

T

next.

In that same analyéis of March 25, 1969, and turning
té'the countries outs;de the United States, Canada had 112
meﬁbers. 0f our Canadian members, roughly half (55) were in
Ontario: Only ten of our states and the District of Columbia-

had more members than Ontario. The figures by country were

as follows:
Canada \ 112 ‘
Germany . 23
Great Britain - o2l
France 11
Israel ~ ) 8
’Italy 7
Holland, Switzerland,
Yugoslavia 4
Japan, USSR | 3
Swaden 2

Czechoslovakia, Den-
mark, Guam,
Iceland, India,
Mexico, New Zea-
land, Rumania,: South
Africa, Spain,
West Indies, '
Zambia 1 ) p

Although our foreign members had grown more numerous than before,
the general plcture had not changed strikingly. Many people

- had commented from time to time about the possibility of



recruiting additional members abroad, but efforts on the part:
of the secretary to exchange subscription lists with foreign

perlodicals had not borne fruit.lo

5. Geographical distribution of members by regions
of the United States

Using once more the data for March 25, 1969, and
focusing on those 2,160 of our members who were in the United
States, we can use the tabulation by states ﬁo examine the
distribution of members by regions of the United States, Taking
first the nine "Divisions" as defined by the United States
Census Bureau, we arrive at these figures: New England (Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermoﬁt, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Conmecticut):
206 members, or 9,5%, Middle Atlantic (New York, New Jersey, |
Peﬁnsylvania): 596 member;, or 27.7%. East North Central (Ohio;
Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin): 505 members, or 23.4%.
West North Central (Minnesoté, Lowa, Missouri, WNorth Dakota,
. South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas): 108 members, or 5.0%,
South Atlantic (Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia,
West Virginia, North Carolina,‘South Carqlina, Georgia, Florida,
Puerto Rico): 351 members, or 16.3%, Fast South Central (Kentgcky,
Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi): 37 members, or 1.7%. West
South Central (Arkansas, Louisiéna, Oklahoma, Texas): &Z-mem-
bers, or 2.0%. Mountain (Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, .
New Mexico, Aﬁizona, Utah, Nevada): 52 members, or 2.4%.
Pacific (Washington, Oregon, California, Alaska, Hawaii): 263

members, or 12,1%

b9



We can take those figures for Divisions and combine
them into '""Regions' as defined by the Bureéau of the Census, as

- follows:

-~

Region Percent of AAASS Members

Northeast (New England and
Middle Atlantic) ‘ ar.1

North Central (East Noxth

Central and West North

Central) 28,4
South (South Atlantic, East

South Central, West
South Central) 19.9

West (Mountain and Pacific) “14.6 4 ‘
Those percentages in turn may be éompared with the

distributibn of the population as a whole among the same

regions, The Northeast (New England and Middle Atlantic)

is then seen to be mucﬁ better represented ambng our membership

(37.1 percent) than its share of the population as'a whole

(24.8 percent)., The South showed a contrasting siﬁuation, with‘.

only 19.9 percent of the membership although_it had 30.6 percent

of the population. The North Central and the West came out to

have approximately the same share of the membership as they

had of the population as a-whole (28.7 percent for the North

" Central and 15,7 percent for the West)olnb

6. Geographical distribution by urban clusters.
In some ways the distribution of members by urban

clusters is more meaningful than the distribution by states,

69



As a rough-index of those clusters of members.that were clogse
enough to be'in direct contact with each other (for lectures,
etc.), we . used a ten-mile radius with small.variationsr
Using theiMarch'1969 roll of members, Mrs, Wilson taﬁulated
the following clusters:

New York City (including, as in all

cases below, other places within
about 10 miles in any direction) 246

Washington, .D. C. ) 160
Bloomington, Indiana : ) 76
Champaiganrbana, Illinois 73
Boston-Cambridge, Massachusetts 58
Ann Arbor, Michigan 45
Chicago, Illinois , L 45 .
Berkeley~-San Francisco (7 in

San Francisco, 34 [ast Bay) 44y
Los Angeles, California 41
Seattle, Washington | 37

burham-Chapel Hill, North Carolina 35

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania o 34
Palo Alto-Stanford, California 26
(Lawrence, Kansas | 25
Toronto, Canada o 25
Columbus, Ohio . ..‘ 7 24
New Hayen, Connecticut l 21
Princeton, New Jer#ey | 21
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania . - 21

Madison, Wisconsin . 20 "



Denver-Boulder, Colorado 17 _7‘”

Minneapolis-St, Paul, Minnesota‘ 17
Egst Lansing, Michigan : 16

' 8t. Louls, Missouri 'f ‘ i5
Ithaca, New York - 15
Cleveland, Ohio 4 . 15
Montreal, Cénada ' 15
Sacramento, California o 14
Providence, Rhode Island | 13
Charlottesville, Vivginia 013 o
Nashville, Tennéssee 12 ;
Milwaukee, Wisconsin ' 12
Munich, Germany 11
Amherst, Massachusetts o .10

" Rochester, New York | 10 -
Ottawa, Canada | ‘ 10

In that ranking of urban ciuéters, the most striking
changes as compared with 1967 were the jump of Ann Arbor from
12th place to 6th, the descent of Madison from llth place to
19th, the rise of Columbus from 22nd to 16th, and the emergence
of significant clusters in several places that had previously
had less than ten members: Minneapolis-St.‘Paul, Fast Lansing,
Cleveland, Sacramento, Providence, Charlottesville, Nashville,
13

Milwaukee, Munich, Amherst, Rochester, and Ottawa,

The statistics on urban clusters of members showed, ‘

among other things, the high (many would say excessive) .




degree to which our organlzation was dependent on and limited
to university people. That citles with large Eastern European I
populations like Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, New
York, and Philadelphia should have as few members as they did

in comparison with small university towns was one demonstration oF s,

The point is made most clearly in those big cities that gt
hede | people have
T many of Slavic origin, but did not ewwbeds universities

with large Slavic and east European programs, QConsider Cleveland and

Detroit with all thelr (zechs and Poles yet with only 15 and
9 members respectively, or San Francisco with all its Russians -
yet witﬁ only 7 members. Those figures dramatize our failure
to reach the educated citizen outside of university circlés.
To some extent this failure could be expected, for many Americans
of Slavic or other eastern European pérentage were interested
in groups associlated specifically with their own nationality,
rather than groups concerned with eastern European affairs in
general, Also, our Association focussed very little on the
place of Slavs and eastern Europeans in North America.

‘Having in mind the ASSOClation s heavy dependence on

s suctess n otiracking

university people, and
virtually all of the senior specialists in university circles,
we need to explain the sharp differences in membership totals
for places that seem otherwise‘similar. Leaving aside large

cities with several universities in them, like New York,

Washington, ! Boston, and Chicago, let us consider the ¢

72
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figures for one~university towns like Bloomingtonr(76),“ T
Champaign-Urbana (73), Ann Arbor (45), Palo Alto (26),
Lawrence (25), New Haven (21), and Madison (20), These dif-
ferences were not explainable by the size of the Russian and
east European staffs in the various institutions,_ﬁqr those staffs -
were probably in the range of about twenty to thirty in each
case, Clearly the difference was mostly.in the enrollment of
' f

students. Apparently the faculty was doing a much better job

at some places than at others of informing its students about

the Slavic Review and other services of the Association, Probably

each of those seven places had between thirty and fifty graduate
students who were professionally’gggaga\gzifzfgg)to join the
Association if they knew about it, Taking into account the
many other institutions with graduate programs, we éee that we
still had in 1969 a large untapped source of members amoug

graduate students,



Y

D. TFinances

The AAASS was truly a non-profit organization all -
through the years 1960-69, Only thanks to the generosity of
more than three dozen universities was it able to survive and

to produce a publication of the quality of the Slavic Review

" despite a relatively small circulation,

The main categories of recurring expense for the Associa—
tlion were ~ I (L) the printing,
producing, and distgibuting of the Review, (2) a portion of
the editorial salaries of the Review, (3) the salary of the
manager, (4) the printing and distributing of the Newsletter,

(5): the printing and distributing of the Directory in years when

one was published, (6) the purchase and distribution of the

Bibliography, and (7) the printing and distribution of conven~

tion programs In years when a convention was held., There were

| also lesser outlays including office equipﬁ;nt and éupplies,
and other minor items that varied from year to year, The

yearly expenses in the late 1960s were

running agbout $55,000.1 These did not include the subsidy

in space, staff time,.éalarie% and miscellaneous expenses
being contributed by Columbia or the University of Washington

for the editing of the Review., In 1967-68 this subsidy was

variously estimated at between $21,000 and $29,000 per year,

Also excluded were the costs in space, salaries, staff time
and miscellaneous expenses then being contributed by the.

University of T1linois. Depending especlally on how the staff
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‘time Wa.8 gstimated, Ehis subsldy was between about $5,000

and $9,000 per year, not counting anything for the time of

& 3 Coetsts
the secretary, Thus the total exmuhirtwmen

% toward the end,

of thé decade may be placed at around $85,000 per year,
On the income side the maln itemg—-in addition to

the Columbia and Illinois contributions just mentloned~--

wetre membership dues and subscriptions (about $35,000-$39,000)

and advertising in the Review (about $3,000). Lesser items in-

cluded sales of and ads in the Directory when one was published,

sales of back issues of the Review and the Index to the ngigﬂ,

fees for the use of the mailing list, sales of and ads in the
CRNJéﬂf> ALO S Jﬁwionvention program when one was published, exhibitors' fees

+f

ffxyﬁ? QC“ when a convention was held and Newsletter ads and sales.
{"\

c : HThe yearly income in 1966-1968 was running in the low or middle
{r‘k ¥ '/"\4 L{ M \f v
) forty thousands,

)

Those figures were higher on both sides of the ledger

than they had been a few years before; but yearly deficits, o
in the range of $5,000 to wewhigkess 515,000 were experiencéd.ﬂ’

One way té reduce the deficit might“héve been to .
increase the membership and subscription rates, This was:
dore in 1966 when the basic rate went from 5810 to $12.47é
In March of 1968'the Board décided in view of sharply rising
costs to move the basic rate to $15 fqr 1969.{”7However, the

interruptéd publica-t“i-.oﬁ"échedulé“;f-themReView2 plus fears

that the increase might cause & sizable drop in the number ‘

of members, prompted the Board to announce in-1§69 Ehe posf-r

ponement of that increase to 1971.{'1



Having'no other products to sell, the Association
was dependent on angels. In the first year the ACLS hwd

played this role, with a contribution of about $11,000.&rq

During the ensuing elght years the saviors were a group of
universities that eventually numbered thirty-seveﬁ; At

first they were appealed to directly by the Organizing Com-
mittee and by the president and vice president of the Associa-
tion. They were asked for a threeuyear commitment to help

the Association get started By the fall of 1962 there were

nine glving $1,000 each per year, one giving $600, three giVLng

$500, and four giving $250 each. 1 Several of the institutions

did not want their glfts announced; hence the Board decided

not to publicize the list. It included most of the institu-
'tions that had sigable programs in the Russian and east European
field, The amount being contributed during the years 1961-63
was motre than enough to meet the current deficits, and the
Assoclation was able to add to the modest reserve which it

; had inherited from John Hazard's eqonomical management of

the American Slavic and East European Review. However, there

were problems., The reserve was far from being large enough
to produce significant income on an endowment basis. Some 26
institutions that were invited to coﬁtribute had decline& to
| do so.lg'The initial appeal to the big donors had beeﬁ made
for three years and could not be stretched out'indefinitely.*

The presidents and vice presidents of the Association had more .

b

than once approached the Ford Foundation--which had made grants

to the Asian and African studies assoclations=--without Success.lg



"They'had-also épproached thirteen other foundations and busi-~

ness organizations, but had been rewarded with only one grant--

14
$1,000 from the Harry Scherman Foundation.

Fhough.

Rescue came frem a new entity, the Slavic Publica-

80 M e i S A ) T,

;/////’ tions Fund, U8 B @ il ng- by Gordon B Turner under
{

e VL 0¥ S Sl .n""“\[
*"the auspices of the Aiii;jﬂThe Fund 1tself was headed by i

o
M e smag ol 1 "‘“MM b

I M s ﬁ“
E% 9‘/"*‘9
Chancellor Herman B Wells and Robert F, Byrnes of Indlana&ﬂ‘

S They made a concerted appeal to all universities active in

the Slavic and east European field, Their appeal was on be-

half of both the Slavic Review‘and the Current Digest of the

Soviet Press, which was also not yet sglf~ supportlng. The

. N g1x Ay WA

initial request was for -fkwe years, dwultimatﬁt?wit was

exigﬂéggﬁﬁﬁgfgﬁﬁfxth The record of the Slavic Publications
'~ Fund was indeed impressive. Over the six years.of its existence,
1964-1970, it obqained contributiéns of $287,698.09 from
thirty-seven universities and research institutions. While
allocating enough each year to keep the Digest and the Review - '
in the black, the Fund bullt up a contingency reserve of over -
$78,000, which ultimately was turned over to the AAASS after
- the AAASS had assumed responsibility for the Digest and,

with its executive secretary, was prepéred to offer the kind

of continuing supervision and sponsorship that was needed.lg’The
AAASS itself feceived éubsidies totaling about $74,000 in ther
five calendar years 1964~1968.1b KIt was thanks to the Slaviec
Publicatioﬁs Fund;-then, thaﬁ fﬂe Association maintained o
its services to mémbers and subscribers gnd even added |

slightly to its own,emqrgency'resérves.



Meaﬁwhile, as the end of the'decade approached,
the question of Ford Foundation support had.been raised
again in connection with the plan to establish an executive
secretaryship and to assume responsibility for the Current
Digest., The proposal prepared by John Thompson's subcommittee
was approved in principle by the Board in the spring of 1968,
and a committee chaired by Herbert J, Ellison worked out a

17

The Ford Foundation then approved a grant

13

proposal to Ford.

of 830,000 per year for three years beginning July 1 1969,
The announced intention of this T grant was:to give
the AAASS time, under its new executive secretary, to bring ’

its operations into the black. As of 1969 the prospects for

achieving that alm appeared excellent,



Iv. THE TFUNCTIONS OF THE ASSOCIATION.

The functions of the Triple A Double Slexpress its
purposes or goals as defined above. Thesé functions may be
considered under the headings of (1) publications, (2) or- |
ganizational linksy .. (3) national meetings, and (4) other

activities.

IV.A. Publications.
The publications of the Association in the academic

years 1960-69 included the quarterly Slavic Review, the twice-

yearly Newsletter, and the Directory of Members, which went
through four editions. .Im addition, the AAASS purd:hased the

American Bibliography of Russian and East European Studies for

distribution to its members, and at the end of the period it

assumed responsibility for the Current Digest of the Soviet

Press. Each of these five will now be discussed.

1. The Slavie Review; American Quarterly of

Soviet and East FRuropean Studies,

The quarterly Review has beén both a primary reason
for the existence of the Association and a primary inducement
for anyone to become a member 5f it. Cause and effect cannot
be separated, but by any standard the growth of the Review in
this period was impressive. From 1960 through 1967 the average
number of copies mailed per issue during each yéar rose a;

_follows:
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1960: 900

1961; 1200
1962; 2100

1963; 2288

1964 2539

1965: %éﬁaJés not available
1966: © 2945

1967: 3431

A moment's thought is enough to bring home the

realization that editing the Slavic Review is

- an exceptionally demanding task. Tt takes the ability

MM Eerous

to deal with material in s ik disciplines and per«

taining to a variety'of cultures and languages. Morgover,_
many of the contributors to suchla journal--including, as
Henry Roberts observed, some of the natlve~born as well as ,.
some of the recent arrivals from eastern Europe--have a |
command of written English that 1s cdnsiderably less than .
perfect., Add to this that many of the journal's readers
carry over into the publishing areha the national antagonisms

and suspicions of the region being treated, D

i e

Cn No editor of fhis journal could escape

arousing the ire of some segment or other of his professional

. audience. Simply to stay in the saddle for a while calls for

a rare combination of diplométic, linguistic;and editorial

abilities.

g0



pommm I ——_

During the nine academic years in question, the
Review went through four changes of the managing editorship.

John N. Hazard, who had edlited the American Slavic and East

European Review at Columbia since 1950~51, began turning over

his duties to Donald W. Treadgold at the University of Washing-

’ L
ton in the summer of 1960.l t}

T

By the end of 1960 a smooth transition had been c:ompleeted..i'f3

The change to the new name came with the issue of October 1961;
At the end of 1964, Treadgold turned over the managing editor-
ship to Henry L. Roberts, and the editorial offices moved back
to Columbia. Again there was a smooth transition, in Ehis
case spread over the latter half of 1964, In the summer of
1967, when Roberts left Columbia for Dartmouth, Louise.E.,

Luke was named managing editor. Again there was an easy transi-

‘tion, for she had been the associste editor wunder Roberts and,

3 he was the firet to point oubt, had been actually performing

many of the duties of the managing editorship ever
e had

since Rebexrts assumed the post.4 Miss Luke served until the

8pring of 1968, when a period of uncertainty intervene%/

(see below)e In the fall of 1968 Treadgoldzacceded to the

Board's request that he accept another term. By the

beginning of 1969 the editorial offices were functioning again

back in Seattle, but it took more than a year of strenuous effort

LA

before Treadgold and his staff could ’ . bring.the Reviéﬁm'

back on schedule,



The scale of operation in the period 1960-69 differed
sharply from what had gone before, Hazard had functioned on
a very small budget without any released time, helped by a

part-time editorial assistant.T Under the Treadgold and Roberts

regimes the managing editor was supposed to be given a sizable
portion of released time for his editorial duties. The actual
arrangement depended on-him.6 Each of them operated with

an associate editor (Gladys Greenwood part-time with Treadgold,

Luall-Hme
Miss Lukehwith Roberts) and a full-time assistant (Leila

Charbonneau with Treadgold, Miriam Bergamini with Roberts). .In
the period when Miss Luke was managing editor, that was her
full-time job, with Mrs., Bergamini serving as her chief assisg~

tant. All of the editors had additional edErmmieies

4 clerical

personnel. Throughout the period, the "News of the Pr&fession”
section of the Review was handled by the editors of the Newsletter
(sae below),

Throughout the nine academic years under consideration,

the division of business functions between the editor's office

and the secretariat remained ewseantiaddy the same. The editorial
office handled Review advertising, while the secretariat in
Champalgn-Urbana handled subscriptlons and memberships, complalnts
about delivery, and orders for recent back issues.

" There were some changes during the péri?d 1960-69 1in
the structure and functions df the groups of academic persons

listed on the inside front cover under such headings as ‘

Editorial Commlttee or Editorial Board., Hazard, follbwipg



st1ll earlier tradition, had listed an Editorial Committee
which included a large share of the most prominent scholars in
the fleld. 1In 1951 the Committee numbered 16, By 1960 it
numbered 24, plus a category of "Honorary Editors" who numbered
four and included members of the Editorial Committee who had
retired.7 Among the 16 of i951, all but one of those who were

gtill living in 1960 were still on one or the other list.8

During the Treadgold editorship of 1961~64, the
Editorial Committee remained essentially the same, with three

additions, ome death, and four transfers to the status of

. Honorary Editor. Treadgold added a smaller group, the Fditorial

Board, composed of Hazard and four others, to which he could

4
turn for advice more rveadily than the larger Committee.&f

Roberts retaired exactly the same arrangement; pugt the only
10

. personnel change was one death,

Up to that point the group had remained T 5

a sponsoring body, its members selected partly for their own

eminence and partly so as to represent the various disciplines
and the main universities engaged in Russian and east European-
studies. It was definitely not a working group. Although cergain .
individuals on the Committee responded faithfully whenever asked,

there were others who declined to read manuscripts or write

book reviews,l‘ Yet they were left on the Committee for reasons



of personal or institutional prestige.

Miss Luke and Roberts, during the last months before
his move in 1967, worked out another system., For their spon-
soring body, now called the Editorial Advisory Committee, they
combined the 23 members of the former Editorial Board and
Editorial‘Committee. Alongside it they created a small group
called tﬁe Editorial Bo?rd, under Roberts'rchairmanship. This |
group consisted mainly of peoﬁle in the New York area; some
of them relatively junior. They were to participate actively
in the planning ofbissues, the preliminazry reading of manu~
scripts, and the selection of manuscript appraisers and of book
reviewers. They were expected to meet ‘every month or oftener,

and funds were provided for their travel expenses.la'Miss Luke
reported that this group was extremely helpful to her.13 However

when the editorship was transferred again to Treadgold that
group wag no longer needed, and Treadgold dissolved it while

. retaining the Editorial Advisory Committee.lT

The short-lived Roberis-Luke working board wﬁs.ﬁ;}t
of a more comprehenéive experiment in the years 1967 and 1968,
This experiment was related to and contemporaneous with the
discussions and planning that 1ed to the establishment of

the executive secretaryship, recounted above, For the Review

this was a time of uncertainty and controversy. There is still
no unanimously-endorsed version of what happened and why. Yet

it cannot be passed over in silence, for it was a critical

Bf



test of the state of development of the Review and the Associa--
tion,

The starting-polint was Roberts' decision,hade by the
spring of 1966, to move from Columbia to Dartmouth in mid-1967,
In a thoughtful seven-page memorandum of May 1966 to the Board,
Roberts suggested that the Review should remain at Columbia
and that the position of managing editor
should become a full-time one. He said:

+ + «,I have become convinced that part-time,

periodically rotating academic editors‘do not

meet the needs with respect to the‘regular,

periodic aﬁpearance of a journal such as

the 8lavie Review has become, or is striv-

ing to become, . . ., Moreover, in.these
days'of increasing academlc mobllity, prevaienca
of leaves of absence between sabbaticals, and
the variety of extracurricular chores that we
and our colleagues, for love or money, enéage
in, it seems to me doubtful that, over the
long haul? one 1s likely to find proﬁessoré
of academicrand editoriallcompeteﬁce who
will be able and/or willing to devote the
_ amount of attention, in terms of continuity
and.éuration, that‘is required. I think
Don Treadgold showed remarkable stamina in «

managing the Review for four years., My



briefer experience has beep an éxhausting
one, and I could not have managed at all
without the extraordinary labors of my as-
soclate editbf. In a word, T am‘doubtful
about the editorship being handled on a
part-time basis'by a college or university
professor, (Both Treadgold and I found
that the formulas for a corresponding re-
duction in one's academic duties siﬁply

did not work out in practice,)

Roberts went on to urge that the editorial office of the
Review be permanently established at Columbia, that there be
an academic superstructure including a small, working Editorial

Board as described above, and that the real boss and "center

of gravity for the whole operation" be Miss Iuke. He stressed

that "In actual fact, Miss Luke has been carrying om the
bulk of these duties during my term as Managing Editor,"
and he enumerated her "unique combination of talents and skills

1t

for this work."

The Board sh;red his high opinion of Miss Luke's
editorial ability, and went ahead fo approve in due course, as
re;ounted above, the arrangement Roberts had proposed.

However, for one reason or anothef, the various
people involved were momentarily underestimating ﬁhe hazd

realities of the situation. Columbia had been subsidizing

Ib



the Review under Roberts' tenure to the tune of between $21,000
and $26,000 or even $29,000 per yeaé, counting salaries and
facilities, These large sums were being provided as a price--
although few people would have put it so crassly--of satisfying
RoBerts as a long-time and key member of the Columbia faculty,
Once he had moved to Dartmouth, his leverage evaporated. Roberts
and the rest Qf the Board had agreed that Miss Luke could

handle the substance of the job, But before very long Columbia
began, quite understandably in a time of tight money, to

ask questions about the subsidy and to indicate a desire for

relief.lf The Association did not have the money to cover

s A N

Columbia's subsidy for more than a few months, Aﬁpniversity
subsi&y was required. Miss Luke, for all her ability as an

' editor, was an editorial employee of Columbla, not a senior
professor, Her leverage was slight, Turthermore, theres N
was now no professor at Columbia who was qualified and at the
same time willing to assume responsibility for the Review--to
demand, in essence, that Columbia continue its support in
order to keep him (or her) happy., And to complicate matters

4

further, Miss Luke, having run the show herself as managing
see e need for

editor, indicated she could potEtowntensneesthievnotdonmed.

aeeepking another academic protector of the sort that Roberts

had been. This eliminated the possibility that she might

carry on the same functions at some other university, under

some other person with academic leverage. The upshot was

that the Board by the spring of 1968 was obliged to begin seeking

g/



another home for the Review. A subcommittee was set up under
Herbert J. Ellison to consider this problem as well as the related

questions of the proposed office of executive secretary and the

supexrvision of the Current Digest., One possibility considered
briefly was to have the new executive secretary serve as

: skills
editor, but the committee quickly agreed that the4f$$$3 demanded

were too different and the combined jobs too large to load onto

one person., Letters about the Slavic Review went out early in

May to over one hundred universities, expiaining both the ’
opportunity and the burdens, including the heavy Columbia sub-

sidy which needed to be taken over.l3 It was no easy task to

find a qualified persen at an institution that could carry such”m
a subsidy.
Miss Luke, deeply disturbed by the turn of events,

thought the Boaxrd had shown a lack of confidence in her., In

May of 1968 she first slackened her theretofore arduous pace,
then virtually abandoned her efforts to cope with the incoming
flgig of ﬁanuscripts and books for review., Her staff took that
cue. The Board for several months képt up its efforts to
persuéde Miss Luke to carry on as previously agreed, at least
until the end of the academic year 1968-69, with the Associétion
supplanting ffom its meager reserves "the Columbia subsidy which
by this time was scheduled to end with December 1968. But Miss
Luke insisted upon a longer term commltment-~something the
"Board did not see any way of making., Thus over the summer of B
1968 the Board nervously watched the worsening situation in

the offices of the Review.



By the end of summer, firm invitations had come from
three universities. The University of Washington was oﬁe of
them. ‘The Board in September 1968 decided unanimously
-that 1f Treadgold were willing to do another stint, the invi-
tation of Washington should be accepted, Ellison was designated'
as the Board's representatife to‘work out wiﬁh Miss Luke the’

details of the transfer.

20
Treadgold assumed the editorship formally on November 1, but

it took several weeks before the accumulation of unprocessed
manuscripts (44 in numbexr) and unassigned books for review (which
numbered some 300 by now) could be moved to Seattle, Treadgold's

" owm schedule adjuéted, and the new editorial 6ffices put into
&34
working order. Miraculously, within a little more than a

year Treadgold and his staff overcamé the arrearage. fhe crisis
" had been successfully passed--but not without underscoring for
everyone the Associatibn's continuing dependence oﬁ finding

some teaching scholar, from among the few who possessed the
requisite combination of knowledge, managerial skill, and
editorial judgment, who was willing to undertake the editorship
and able to persuade his or her university to furnish a large
subsidy in persomnel and space, The Association was not yet in
the position, if indeed it could soon expect to be, of having
the funds to hire directly, on‘a long-term basis, a full-time
senior editor and staff independent of any university commec- ;

tion.



Leaving now the special situation of 1968, one may
examine other problems comnected with the Review in the 1960s.

Some were relatively easy to solve, One wag

the handling of back issues of the 1950s and 1940s, for which
the expanded circulation of the 1960s had created 2 demand.

The Johnson Reprint Corporation agreed in 1962 to look after this.fa’:—’

Another was the providing of an index. Treadgold took care
of this by publishing at the end of his first temure an Index

to the Slavic Review and Predecessors, 1941-1964 (Seattle:

University of Washington Press, 1965). Still another was the

expense of using Cyrillic type in the footnotes. This was

solved by dropping it.23 The related problem of finding a
suitable printing plant was "solved" by shifts in 1961, 1966

and 1969.24

The financial predicament of the Review was part of
the whole problem of the finances of the Association, and
has been discussed above, As far as the Review itself was con-

cerned, one can justifiably say that in the 1960s the Assocxa-

’ ")\"‘DPQ‘(‘ i‘l{“ o
tion was publishing a better jourmal than it couldﬂsupport

given the relatively small size of its market of members and

subseribers., While our journal was working its way up from a

total circulation of 900 in 1960 to about 3400 in 1967, 1t was
rivaling and in some ways surpassing in scholarly quality
gsuch academic glante as the American Historical Review, which °

. 25
by 1962 had already passed the 11,000 mark.




The most interesting problems concermed the content
of the Review. The book review section poéed difficulties
throughout. The quickeniﬁg flood of books for review, risiﬁg

ab owas
from about 200 in 1961 to 462 in 1967,; W&ﬂf only the beginning

of the troublé; All the editors expressed frustratlon at the
difficulty of persuading enough of the most competent specialists

g 27
to agree to do reviews and to turn them in promptly.l /hany of

the reviews that were submitted turmed out to demand extensive

- ' 3 8
editorial revision and even complete rewriting.1

A partial solution to the book torrent of the mid-1960s was
found under the Roberts-Luke regime, when,jas mentioned earlier,
the editors made use of an active group iR emeeriEleEs in the
New York area who helped to identify promising reviewers of
specilalized works among those younger scholars who were mnot
yet overburdened with other responsibilities.l

As for the articles in the Review, one problem was
that of the quality of the incoming manuscripts and of the
distribution of those manuscripts acrosé the spectrﬁm of|dis—
ciplines., These were interrelated aspects of the same problem,
for the Review could not achieve its aim of bridging the gap
between disciplines unless it publisﬁed a wide variety of
articles of fairly broad interest., Yel some disciplines
yilelded many more acceptable articles than others, This was
not solely a matter of the brainpower mobilized in the respec~ .

F

tive disciplines; it was in part a reflection of the availability

af



and desirability of other outlets for publication. Scholars in
history, for example, could often reach more of thelr colleagues
and serve their professional interests better by publishing in

the Slavic Review than by publishing in any other journal, in-

cluding the AHR, But many economists obviously felt that the

professional gain from an article in the Slavic Review was less

than that from one published in the American Fconomlc Review.

_ Treadgold in his first term had to solicit several articles in

" order to obtain the quality and topilcal distribution he sought.
One device he introduced was that of the Digcussion éection,

in which qﬁalified specialists were invited to debate an
imporﬁant topic, These Sections were highly successful, and
ultimately appeared in book form. (At Treadgold's insistence,

29
the royalties went to the Associ.c':n:ion.):l The changing topical

emphases and the improvement in the quality of the Review in
the 1960s affected thé flow of manuscripts in ways difficult

to measure, acting both to accelerate submissions and to dis-
courage them. The ramificaéions of these interconnected problems
are suggested by some of the figures given in the editoré"re—
ports, We may compare the year 1961 (the first full year of
Treadgold's tenure) with the year 1967 (the last "normal” year

" under the combination of Roberts and Miss Luke). Here is a
tabﬁlation of the manuscripts submitted for articles and

otes and Comment" in 1961:

943



