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CHAPTER1

Introduction: Imagining Russia

During the fall of 2005, the Italy-based fashi@sigin company Diesel
featured an advertisement that ran in the UnitateStinGQ Magazinen which a
shirtless young cowboy, culturally intelligible asite, rippled muscles bronzed by
the sun, lay prostrate, sprawled in apparent coatleexhaustion across a plush red
and black sofa (figure 1). His brown leather baotsadorned with spurs, his heavy
metal belt buckle is unfastened, his well-worn steashed jeans are unbuttoned,
revealing his lower torso, and his crimson hatuibgal low over his eyes. Behind
him, displayed prominently on the shelf, amatryoshkadolls, arguably the most
globally recognized symbol of Russian national titgrf That the dolls seem to be
fashioned, not from the customary wood hand-paibieRussian artisans, but from

malleable plastic, signals the advertisement’saisecomplex intertext that

! Helena Goscilo and Andrea Lanoux, introductioGnder and National Identity in Twentieth-
Century Russian Cultured. Helena Goscilo and Andrea Lanoux (DeKalb Nbrthern lllinois
University Press, 2006), 24.

2 Dating back only to the late nineteenth centuagitionalmatryoshkaor “nesting” dolls) are
individually carved and then hand painted. Desmesusually drawn from Russian folk art, fairy gle
and religious imagery. The tenrmatryoshkacomes from Matryona, a popular female name among
peasants in pre-revolutionary Russia, which, in tig related to the Latin root “mater” meaning
“mother.” As a result, the dolls are closely asatedd with motherhood and, because of their numerous
“offspring,” fertility. For a more extensive histoof matryoshkedolls, see L. N. Soloviov&ussian
Souvenir: MatryoshkéMoscow: Interbook Business, 1997).
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Diesed Adveriisment

Figure 1: An advertisement for Diesel jeans.

simultaneously relies on and reinforces its vieweosflation of heterosexual sex
with a feminized Russia: The dolls’ plastic red riuare open, hollow, and rife with
(hetero)sexualized possibility. Having ostensibistjreceived the fatigued cowboy’s
penis and ejaculate, they wait while he sleepsvahdthe ad promises, be available
to pleasure him again when he awakens. This adeengnt for jeans, that most
guintessentially American of products, seems tdyrtpat, unlike the brazen and
demanding American women the cowboy may have kntivase inanimate, plastic

matryoshkadolls signal the alleged virtues of “tradition&tissian womanhoot:

% For complex historical reasons that | discuss nfglfg in the next chapter, idealized notions of
conventional Russian femininity, ahenstvennostequire that Russian women be passively
subservient in both private and public life in arttemaintain the integrity of the Russian famihda



Always already silent, they enjoy lying subservigimhmobile while the cowboy,
associated in the popular American mythos witharstiof “Manifest Destiny” and
nineteenth-century Westward expansion, achievesrgesm, and, most
conveniently, they can be deflated and packed awsgn not in use.

As an encounter between the United States and&Rugsose contentious
relationship, known colloquially as the cold wae|dhgeopolitics hostage in the latter
half of the twentieth centufthe Deisel advertisement traffics rather problécadly
in a particular U.S.-based imaginary that concdiges Russia, represented here by

the silent, inanimate, plastioatryoshkadoll, as not just inferior, but also female and

hence, the Russian nation. For more informatiosmage refer to Goscilo and Lanoux, introduction to
Gender and National Identity in Twentieth-CentugsBian CultureVera Tolz,Russia(New York:
Oxford University Press, 2001); and Catherine SshMVomen in Russian Theatre: The Actress in the
Silver Age(New York: Routledge, 1996).

Expectations oftzenstvennosire heartily deployed by Anastasia Internatioaal|nternet marriage
agency specializing in arranging Russian/Ukrainia8- marriages. The results of a 2005 survey, for
example, reveal that their willingness to “preseraglitional family values and consider their
husbands to be the heads of the household,” “mirt tamilies ahead of career advancement,” “value a
well-kept household,” and “dress stylishly and eletty and look after themselves” make Russian
women particularly attractive to U.S.-based men vaozording to Anastasia International, are
“disenchanted (or perhaps, ‘dis[en]franchised’}Hxy extremely career-oriented bent that women in
[Western] countries predominantly demonstrate.’'vBuresults are available on-line at Anastasia
International, “New Survey Reveals What is So Attirge in Russian Ladies,” http://www.anastasia-
international.com/media-publication36.html (accessky 8, 2008).

* | use the term “geopolitics” to refer to the meagsvhich “dominant and powerful sovereign nation-
states have tried to make sense of and repressngthbal spatial environment [...] with a view to
facilitating their foreign policy making.” Francoi3ebrix, Tabloid Terror: War, Culture, and
Geopolitics(New York: Routledge, 2008), 9. Additionally, foWing political scientist David

Campbell, | have chosen throughout this disseridtiosubstitute the lower case “cold war” for the
more typical “Cold War” when referring to the doram geopolitical paradigm of the last half of the
twentieth century in an attempt to draw attentimthiat conflict as a discursive configuration intdg

to the creation of a post-war American nationahtig. Via a reading of recently declassified cold
war-era U.S. national security documents, Campimationstrates that “the danger posed by the Soviet
Union was not considered to be primarily—or evem#icantly—military” by the U.S. foreign policy
elite. Rather, the perceived danger was culturdlideological (i.e., concern for the infiltratiofi o
communism). Consequently, Campbell contends, thkwear was a discursive phenomenon, a product
of a particular crisis in American national identifthat was not dependent on (though clearly
influenced by) the Soviet Union.” It should be rihteowever, that Campbell’'s argument here “neither
maintains that the foreign policy of the Soviet dim{and other communist states) was benign nor that
the United States willfully fabricated a danger véhaone could be perceived.” David Campbell,
Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy ahe Politics of IdentitfMinneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1998), 25, 138, and 137.



subservient to the United States, signified by Bliebvious homage to that
quintessential American icon, the virile, masculiarlboro Man® Instead of
conguering the rugged American frontier, thoughedel's cowboy encourages the
(hetero)sexual violation of a feminized Russia—thrquished foe of what historian
Ellen Schrecker calls “cold war triumphalism.” Tlssthe hegemonic national/ist
narrative that not only claims the United Statesriivthe cold war simply because it
deserved to win (based on its allegedly superionemic, military, and political
systems), but is also the basis for U.S. unilaiteraln world affairs after 1994.
Additionally, the use of thmatryoshkadoll as a commodity to sell jeans, a classic
American product, is, within the triumphalist naiva, both the ultimate proof and
justification for the United States’ cold war “viey.” Not only has capitalism
trumped communism (as U.S. pundits and officiats premised all along), but the
symbols and traditions of imperial Russia, itsethich in 1917 had been subsumed
by the specter of communism, can now be freelygnatted into the global capitalist
marketplace.

This advertisement, then, in its efficient assemélaf the governing themes
of American nationalism and U.S. foreign policymsich more than an attempt to

entice presumably elite white, young, heterosexuale consumers to buy an

® Like cultural theorist Arjun Appadurai, | use ttegem “imaginary” as a noun to signal the necessary
interconnectedness between “the old idea of imagmgmcially mechanically produced images (in the
Frankfurt School sense); the idea of the imagiredraunity (in Anderson’s sense); and the French
idea of the imaginaryirhaginaire), as a constructed landscape of collective aspirat’ Arjun
Appadurai, “Disjuncture and Difference in the GlbBaonomy,” inColonial Discourse/Post-Colonial
Theory: A Readered. Laura Chrisman (New York: Columbia Univerdtyess, 1994), 327.

® Ellen Schrecker, introduction @old War Triumphalism: The Misuse of History Afilee Fall of
Communismed. Ellen Schrecker, 1-24 (New York: The New Bree04).



expensive pair of jearidt depicts a troubling conflation of American roatalism
with the commaodification of racialized, heteronotima gender configurations,
thereby hailing its target audientaterpellating them simultaneously as both
consumers and conquerors within the national gongmmythology of cold war
triumphalism, or what | refer to as ttreamphalist mythscapehat has dominated
U.S. political and popular culture for more thditeen years.

In response to a call for a feminist research ouktlogy that advocates
linkage rather than comparison as a means of “diéigfang] the forms of hegemony
that underwrite the production of knowledge in thedern period** | employ in this
dissertation a feminist transdisciplinary appro#wit attends to the connections
between the hegemony of American heteropatriamdignalism in U.S. political

and popular culture and its effects on U.S.-Russations. | interrogate the

" Diesel's men’s jeans range in price from roughl$® to $300 USD, making them accessible to a
very small niche market. Billing itself as an “inrative international design company” and “a leader
in pioneering new styles,” Diesel has, accordings@wn website, become “part of the youth culture
worldwide.” The company envisions its optimal clieas “independent people who follow their own
unique path in life” and as “style-makers who esgrtheir individuality by the way they dress.”
Diesel, “For Successful Living,” http://www.diesebm/info/history.php (accessed March 21, 2008).

8 Louis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Stateparatuses (Notes Towards and Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essal27-86 (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1971).

° | rely for this term on the existence of cold w@mmphalism as discussed by Schrecker as well as
what sociologist Duncan S. Bell calls a “nationafthscape,” which he defines as “the discursive
realm, constituted by and through temporal andi@apditmensions, in which the myths of the nation
are forged, transmitted, reconstructed and renageoticonstantly.” Duncan S. Bell, “Mythscapes:
Memory, Mythology, and National IdentityBritish Journal of Sociolog$4, no. 1 (2003): 75. The
notion of consumers and conquerors is from Tuszy/sgkiscussion of he Birthday Girl(2000), a
feature film starring Nicole Kidman as a Russianl+oaler bride, to which | will return shortly.
Agnieszka Tuszynska, “Eastern Girls, Western Bdy® Image of Eastern European Women in the
Birthday Girl,” in Vampirettes, Wretches and Amazons: Western Repa¢isais of East European
Womened. Valentina Glajar and Domnica Radulescu, 208New York: Columbia University Press,
2004).

19 caren Kaplan and Inderpal Grewal, “Transnatiomatfices and Interdisciplinary Feminist
Scholarship: Refiguring Women’s and Gender Studlias\women'’s Studies on Its Owed. Robyn
Wiegman (Durham: Duke University Press, 2002), 76.



gendered, heteronormative, and racialized dynaafitsS. Russia policy between
the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the d&&invasion of Irag in 2003.
Using what feminist political scientist Cynthia Belterms a “feminist curiosity"®
that is, a mode of feminist inquiry whose objectiwdiguring out how things got to
be the way they are so that they might be differeetamine the production and
operation of particular assumptions about RussibRarssians that have been
invoked to craft, support, and implement U.S. pesc

| draw explicitly on the methodologies and perspes of cultural studies,
political science (especially feminist internatibrelations theory), women’s/gender
studies, feminist development studies, performaheeries, and history. Each of
these locations of knowledge production has its owellectual genealogy/ies, and,
because my work here requires the flexibility ofliqle and simultaneous
perspectives, this project draws from and is instamt dialogue with each of them.
Consequently, the questions and issues with whaeth toncerned have demanded
that | be, concomitantly, an historian, a politisaientist, a literary scholar, an
economist, a performance theorist, a scholar ofeangroliferation, and a cultural
critic—just to name a few of the hats | have woimlesresearching and writing this
dissertation. Consequently, my work operates senelbusly as both a research
model and a theoretical paradigm within which tieirogate the ways in which
gendered, racialized, heteronormative discursivdigorations are integral to the

formulation of nationalist narratives and foreigrlipy objectives.

1 Cynthia EnloeGlobalization and Militarism: Feminists Make thenki(New York: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2007), 1 and 9-12.



Chapter Outline

By the early 1990s, American-style capitalist deraog appeared to have triumphed
over communist totalitarianism, and, in Russia,dtage assets of a former
superpower became the objects of neocolonial catdoelargely U.S. and Western
corporate and political elitd8.This is the point at which my work in this disseian
begins. Having emerged from a broader critiquénefways in which U.S.-based
popular and political cultural texts utilize neocmoilal strategies that rely upon the
discursive construction of foreign nationals ase®dho justify and legitimate the
growth of U.S. military and economic geopoliticagemony in this current era of
globalization, my research interrogates the pradaoand operation in U.S. popular
and political culture between 1991 and 2003 of whater to as “gendered Russian
imaginaries” (i.e., the range of masculinities &maininities assigned to narrative
and visual depictions of Russia and Russians inrfuaue political and popular
culture)in an attempt to understand not onllgatthey mean, but alswow, why,

when by whomandfor what purpose(stheir meanings have been constructed.
Interestingly, each of these gendered imaginasieshnically Slavic, which makes
them white Europeans; however, as Russians, tleesudmect to a complex cold war-

era version of Orientalisiii.My analysis is framed on one end by the demigbef

12| use the term “neocolonial” throughout as an rehecritique of the ways in which powerful
nation-states behave as if they were colonial pswearticularly the ways in which private
corporations, based largely in the global North @rekt, continue their exploitation of the resources
less powerful nation-states.

3 The term “Slavic” is generally used to refer te thdo-European peoples of Central Europe, Eastern
Europe, and the Balkans who speak linguisticallgtesl languages. Pan-Slavism, a nationalist
movement intended to unite all Slavic peoples uler government and against Western oppression,
reached its height in the late nineteenth cenfemy.example, one of the major reasons that the
Russian Empire became embroiled in World War | ilpromise, in the context of pan-Slavism, to
defend the Slavic peoples of Serbia against anrédk$tingarian military offensive.



Soviet Union and subsequent attempts to constrpos&Soviet Russia in the early
1990s and on the other by the 2003 U.S.-led invasidraq, which, as | will discuss
in chapter 8, signaled a shift in the ways in wipcist-Soviet Russia sought to
present itself on the global stage, and, consetyy¢hé ways in which Russia and
Russians were depicted in the U.S. Conceptualigemgler as a shifting signifier, |
identify and examine five post-Soviet sites whezadgred, racialized,
heteronormative images of and assumptions aboiwgi®&asd Russians have been
invoked in U.S. popular and political culture tetdscraft a cold war triumphalist
American nationalism that serves not only as jiestifon for a neocolonial U.S.
Russia policy, but also for U.S. geopolitical utelalism since the demise of the
Soviet Union in 1991. | am particularly interestedhe discursive interplay between
textual sites and visual sights that, togetheter&nowledge about Russia and
Russians in the United States.

This dissertation has two parts. While much hanheritten about the
consequencesf U.S. Russia policy, | explore its ideologicalusesn Part One. My
exploration of the ideologic@iausesf U.S. foreign policy is a composite task
emerging, first, from Enloe’s call to “to use a femt curiosity to develop
explanations—that is, to discovemuses of particular events and situations, and,
second, from U.S. foreign relations historian Mighld. Hunt's search “for a
relatively coherent, emotionally charged, and cptgaly interlocking set of ideas”
that form the core of U.S. foreign policy, “refleébe self-image of those who
espoused them,” and “define a relationship withvileeld consonant with that self-

image.” He concludes that the existence and maanisof a racial hierarchy in




which white, European descent remains superiotiers is one of three core
ideologies at the foundation of U.S. foreign poli¢he others are the promotion of
liberty and an expressly anti-revolutionary po#tipositionality**

In this chapter, | provide several operationalrdgbns, enumerate the
foundational precepts that undergird my work, aisguks this project’s potential
implications and theoretical interventions. In dea2, | provide some necessary
background concerning the evolution and deployrmégendered nationalisms in the
Russian Federation and the United States, arghatgRussia’s historically feminized
presentation of itself has heavily influenced depits of Russia and Russians in the
U.S. media, particularly in film and television,emthe course of the last century—
and most definitely after 1991.

Chapter 3 tackles the gendered, racialized, atetdr@rmative dynamics of
the Freedom Support Act of 1992, the legislatiat #uthorized U.S. bi- and
multilateral assistance to the independent stdtédsedormer Soviet Union. Through
an analysis of the legislation itself as well as ¢bbngressional hearings convened to
discuss U.S. aid to Russia, | consider why and bd8v bilateral aid to Russia took
the form of technical assistance to the exclusiaallather options. | argue that the
assumptions which helped to shape U.S. Russiaypatimediately after the demise
of the Soviet Union relied simultaneously—and raitheongruously—on the notion
of a weakened, feminized Russia in urgent needsistance, and on the continuation
of a cold war-era conceptualization of the Rus&iaederation as duplicitous,

irrational, and maleficent. | demonstrate thatrttetaphors and analogies used

% Enloe,Globalization and Militarism12; and Michael H. Huntdeology and U.S. Foreign Policy
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), 12.



throughout the hearings to justify and legitimatéiqy decisions reveal an explicit
imperialist hubris embedded in U.S. Russia poliogt eooted in racialized, gendered
discursive configurations reminiscent of the colstrategies of past empires.

Chapter 4 asks, “Why did U.S. legislators’ suddesire in the late 1990s to
halt human trafficking coincide with clashes on @@Hill over who should most
appropriately take the blame for what seemed tihéavholesale failure of U.S.
Russia policy?” | conduct a close reading of th8.l¢ongressional hearings that led
to the passage of the Trafficking Victims Protectirct of 2000 (TVPA) to argue
that in U.S. political culture in the late 1990antan trafficking became synonymous
with sex trafficking (i.e., the illegal transnatedrirade in the bodies of (usually)
women and girls for [predominantly] heterosexual)sehich, in turn, was
inextricably linked with victimized Russian womewho were assumed to be white
Europeans. According to anti-trafficking rhetotitese women not only need to be
saved not only from “evil” traffickers, but alsmm emasculated Russian men, who,
unable to cope with the transition to capitalisrd democracy, were incapable of
supporting or protecting “their” women and childiarthe way that “real” men
should. | then contextualize the anti-traffickingghnings within an overarching
discursive analysis that takes into account thedative synchrony with the oversight
hearings being held on Capitol Hill to assess wiett wrong with U.S. assistance in
Russia. | argue that these two conversations, baeta proposed U.S. anti-

trafficking law, the other about U.S. Russia paoligveal much not only about the

15 By the term “imperialist” | mean not the mateniaanifestations of colonial conquest (i.e.,
occupation of territory and the exploitation ofaasces), but an attitude of superiority over arel th
right to dominate foreign peoples.

10



gendered dynamics of U.S.-Russian relations agitideof the twentieth century, but
also about the epistemological limitations imposedoth policy debates by the
inadequacies of language. Although well-intentigrted members of Congress who
championed the passage of the TVPA inadvertenijoged the rhetoric of Russian
trafficking “victims” as a convenient political fpe that operated equally well in both
sets of hearings. Russian men, particularly palitetites and law enforcement
officials, were explicitly identified as the chiepposition not only to attempts to end
sex trafficking, but also to the success of U.3icps in the region.

In Part Two, | move from an exploration of thessibf U.S. foreign
policymaking to one of sights, of the ways in whRRissia and Russians were
visually and narratively depicted in U.S. populaltare at the turn of the twenty-first
century. Chapter 5 chronicles the political usedsenaf Grand Duchess Anastasia
Nicholaevna, one of the Russian Empire’s most anid frequently mythologized
figures, since her rumored escape from a Bolshigilg squad in 1918. | first
provide some historical background with regardi® éxecution of Russia’s last royal
family during the Russian Revolution, after whictohduct a textual and semiotic
analysis of Twentieth Century Fox’s 1997 animatstdre flmAnastasial reveal
the film’s complicity with the rhetoric of U.S. Rsis policy throughout the 1990s in
its depiction of Russia as, quite literally, anttaped teenage girl whom the United
States must rescue in the name of democracy, freealod human rights. | conclude
with a discussion of the two contentious debatdRussia, one social and political,
the other cultural and historical, that characttithe context within whicAnastasia

had its Russian premier in March 1998.
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While a concern for Russia’s internal domestiaiasf including much-
publicized alleged human rights abuses and charties violations, constituted the
Clinton administration’s policy toward Russia, tBeorge W. Bush administration
left that country largely to its own devices and demonstrated interest in Russia
only as a potential geopolitical friend or (moreeantly) foe in the “war on terror.”
Chapter 6 takes into account this shift in U.S.dupolicy by mapping the
fictionalized depiction of U.S.-Russian relatiomsBC'’s television serie§he West
Wing whose seven-year run (1999-2006) was bifurcayeSdptember 11, 2001. |
argue that, before that date, the popular weeldyndroffered a critical perspective
on the major post-Soviet political, diplomatic, anditary events and issues by
subtly giving voice to alternative policy direct®and possibilities, even as it utilized
the gendered Russian imaginary so prevalent in pbfular and political culture.
But after 9/11 and the advent of the “war on tefrstorylines concerning Russia,
already gendered, were explicitly linked with Islarfundamentalism.

Within the context of the “war on terror,” thelim U.S. popular and political
culture between the gendered Russian imaginarysdanahic fundamentalism has
been further complicated and partially constitutgdRussia’s continued military
engagement with Chechnya and its longstandingebdatiplomatic and economic
relations with Islamic fundamentalist regimes ia Middle East (most notably Iran),
which pre-date the creation of the Russian Fedsrats a political entity. Chapter 7
grapples with this shift in the gendered Russiaagmary through a reading of the
public relations materials and cold war exhibit&\dshington, DC’s International

Spy Museum, which opened to the public in July 200Rustrate the textual, visual,
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aural, and architectural methods by which femateresexuality is explicitly
conflated in the museum with the dangers of stated violence and the threat of
Soviet/Russian espionage. | argue that this tacékes a duplicitoulemme fatal®f
the Soviet Union (and, by extension, its succestie) in order to facilitate the
museum’s use of the cold war as a cautionary tajestify the “war on terror.”

In the last chapter, | detail the “casualtiesatiovar” to which | refer in the
title of this dissertation. | discuss the tangiatel intangible damages inflicted by the
cold war, focusing particularly on the epistemogagjilimitations that were imposed
on the foreign policies of both countries and tbeeptial implications of those

limitations for the future of U.S.-Russian relason

Foundational Precepts

Located at the vortex of several distinct althoatymays already interrelated and
interconnected intellectual genealogies, my prajelo¢s on three crucial
foundational precepts:

1. That stories told about the past have tangiblectffm the present,
particularly within the context of nationalist pecjs, which are always in
flux and are, consequently, malleable;

2. That nations, nationalisms, and relations betwegiomn-states are
constituted by and through gendered, racialized reteronormative
discursive configurations; and

3. That these always already gendered, racializedhatetonormative

(his)tories a nation tells about itself are widgtpmulgated via a wide
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range of cultural texts which are intrinsically iogad with political
significance, operating as sites of public pedagbgy make meaning and,

therefore, affect material conditions and expemsnc

Precept 1: Histories at work

Uniting the great variety of theoretical approactethe origins of
nationalism and the formation of nations is, fiest,acknowledgment of the past from
which those processes emerge and, second, a cdocéne ways in which, and by
whom, stories about that past are mobilized impti@sent to create what British
sociologist Duncan S. Bell terms “governing mythsdt “impose a definite meaning
on the past, on the nation and its history” in tienapt to cohere a single, collective
national identity*® Sociologist Anthony D. Smith, for example, posimationalists
as social and political archaeologists whose tiaskto “reconstruct a past era or
civilization and relate it to later periods, incing the present” in an attempt to
provide for the nation “a suitable and dignifiedp#’ Similarly, in case studies on
Russia, Quebec, and West Germany, historian M. Baineer specifically identifies
three types of history (monumental, antiquariam, entical) that are commonly used

as what he terms “strategies of remembrance” irctéation of nationalism’s

16 Bell, “Mythscapes,” 74.

7 Anthony D. SmithMyths and Memories of the NatiaiNew York: Oxford University Press, 1999),
176. The past must be understood as different frietory: “[h]istory is a discursive practice, a
discourse about the past. History is not to bewsed with the past, for history is a collection of
stories and argument about some set of eventsiigdare.” Bruce E. Gronbeck, “The Rhetorics of the
Past: History, Argument, and Collective Memory,'Doing Rhetorical History: Concepts and Cases
ed. Kathleen J. Turner (Tuscaloosa: University zbama Press, 1998), 48.
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governing myths® And, as political scientist Anatol Lieven and bisan Ellen
Schrecker demonstrate, the deployment of histopedicularly those concerning the
“founding fathers” and the United States’ allege@tory” over communist
totalitarianism in the cold war, is fairly easydetect in the governing myths of
American nationalism, particularly since the evesftSeptember 11, 2001.

Given this concern for the pedagogical uses dbhygn nationalist projects,
recent theorists of nations and nationalism aled te agree that the nation, an
“imagined political community?® and its attendant ideology, nationalism, are
cultural artifacts that are, like (and, arguablgcéuse of) the stories they tell about
themselves, historically contingent and alwaydum.fConsequently, the nation,
itself, is a social construct always coming intanigeas what postcolonial theorist
Homi K. Bhabha calls “a system of cultural sigrefiion” created via the dynamic
and contentious process of its own narration ofdisstructed histor$: And, like all
cultural artifacts, the nation, in the words ofdhst John Hutchinson, is a “zone of
conflict” that is by no means culturally homogengtisis leaving it vulnerable to

competing nationalisms that may pursue radicaliigdgnt methods for constituting

8 M. Lane BrunerStrategies of Remembrance: The Rhetorical DimesgiéiNational Identity
Construction(Columbia: University of South California Pres§02), 8. According to Bruner,
monumental history is used to construct a greahitat past worthy of imitation and, thus, employs
stories about the past as a call to act on beh#tieonation. The deployment of antiquarian history
rests on a love of the past and a desire to presatkier than exploit it. Critical history probletiaas
both monumental and antiquarian history by callittg@ntion to the exclusions and perceived injustice
of the past.

19 Anatol Lieven America Right Or Wrong: An Anatomy of American dlagiism(New York: Oxford
University Press, 2004).

2 For more on this notion, see Benedict Andersmagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin
and Spread of Nationalismevised ed. (New York: Verso, 1991), 6-7.

2L Homi K. Bhabha, introduction tdation and Narration(New York: Routledge, 1990), 1-2.
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the nation of their ideological and political imagfigs. The differences between
competing nationalisms, Hutchinson contends, aftanifest themselves in the
competition between cultural nationalists, who “rasize] the role of inner
traditions [...] and promote decentralization or cegil liberties,” and political
nationalists, “who are inspired by external (Wastenodels which seek to modernize
society from a central sité?But, as feminist theorist Anne McClintock pointsto

not one of these “sanctioned male theories” incai@s what feminist international
relations (IR) theorist V. Spike Peterson referas@ “gender-sensitive lens” to make
sense of the origins of nations and the evolutifomationalisms. Using as a case
study the Afrikaaner nationalist movement in Sothica, McClintock demonstrates
nationalism’s reliance on claiming the legitimadyeagher a “traditional” past or
“modern” future “is typically resolved by figurintipe contradiction in the
representation dimeas a natural division @fender’ Put more simply, women tend
to be associated in national governing myths witimie/national/cultural authenticity

and tradition, and men with progress and modefity.

Precept 2: Gendered nationalisms and geopolitics

From a feminist perspective, then, the most ols/uestion to be asked of
normative theories of nationalism would seem to*¥éhere are the women?” and

“What does gender have to do with it?” The firsesfion assumes thsg¢xis a

2 John Hutchinson, “Nations and Culture,imderstanding Nationalismed. Montserrat Guibernau
and John Hutchinson (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishe€001), 85.

2. Spike Peterson, “The Politics of Identity andr@ered Nationalism,” iRoreign Policy Analysis:
Continuity and Change in its Second Generateoh Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey, and Patrick
Haney (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 199857 and 359; and Anne McClintodkpperial
Leather: Race, Gender and Sexuality in the Colo@iahtes{New York: Routledge, 1995).
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biological category and attends to the experient®omen in and as part of
nationalist projects. For scholars exploring thugstion, the identities of their
subjects are determined by the presence (or, asguatk) of particular anatomical
characteristics. The second question assumegéhder(i.e., the range of
masculinities and femininities) is a fluid sociahstruct, “an identity tenuously
constituted in time” and “instituted througtsiylized repetition of act€* and is
concerned with interrogating how and why sociooalt fears of and assumptions
about masculinities and femininities are wieldethi& creation and maintenance of
nationalist narratives. Although these two questioan yield quite different research
projects, they are inherently interrelated. By npawating them into their analyses,
feminist scholars have worked to fill the theoratigap left by the (mostly) male
theorists of nationalism in an attempt to find ngays of conceptualizing and telling
the nation’s constructed histéPy—a history that, as they have collectively shown, i
reliant not only upon the material manipulationnafmen’s bodies, but also on the
systemic deployment of gendered, racialized, anerbeormative discursive
configurations.

Among the first to study women’s experiences inamalist projects was
feminist political theorist Kumari Jayawardena, waBeminism and Nationalism in
the Third World(Zed Books, 1986) revisions the histories of nalcst/revolutionary

struggles in several countries, including Indiaimahindonesia, Egypt, and Korea, to

24 Judith Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Citngbn: An Essay in Phenomenology and
Feminist Theory,” inThe Performance Studies Readsd. Henry Bial (New York: Routledge, 2004),
154; italics in original.

% Uma NarayanDislocating Cultures: Identities, Traditions, andifd World Feminisn{New York:
Routledge, 1997).
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incorporate the experiences of women into histafdbose movements. At the same
time, historian Linda K. Kerber chronicled the pickl transformation of acceptable
women'’s roles during the American RevolutionMomen of the Republic: Intellect
& Ideology in Revolutionary Ameridq@V.W. Norton & Co., 1986). These studies,
both published in 1986, laid the foundation for segpent histories documenting the
experiences of women in nationalist projects ardcttnvergence of nationalist and
gendered discourses in moments of political anchkapheaval in various national
contexts. For example, Joan Landes researches i@puaaticipation in the public
sphere before and during the French RevolutionleasMiranda Pollard’s work
explores the effects of military defeat and Nazugation on French articulations of
gender roles and relations in wartime France. Argtinat Vichy’'s nation-building
focused on returning France to an illustrious andely mythical past, Pollard
reveals the tactics by which the government prothtite family as the most
important unit of a new France and elevated mamethers to a high social status
even as women'’s reproductive rights and educatianélemployment opportunities
were severely curtailed. Similarly, Elizabeth Waodl Wendy Goldman each
chronicle the Soviet Union’s retreat from its ovavalutionary rhetoric by exploring
the dynamic relationship between state policy aaiety. Wood explores the
U.S.S.R.’s campaign to draw women into the pulpitese and involve them in the
world of politics by reconstructing how notionsggnder sameness and difference
both facilitated and complicated Bolshevik effatsstate building in the 1920s,
while Goldman focuses on how women, the poor, aptianed street children were

exploited by the state to meet its own needs duhedl930s. And Victoria De Grazia
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interrogates the experiences of women under Mus&odictatorship by examining
the creation and impact of fascist sexual poliwdhin the context of the changes in
Italian society as a result of World War | and adagng the response(s) by the
fascist government to women'’s increased partiayoaith the mass politics of the
interwar period®

These historical studies concerning the explaitatif women and other
marginalized populations rather dichotomously posihationalism and its
proponents as the enemies of women; however, Gehnistorian Claudia Koonz
demonstrates through an examination of the intedldiscourses of/on nationalism,
anti-communism, motherhood, and family, the wayslnch German women, no
less than men, participated in and/or were contphith Nazi policies. British
historian Antoinette Burton is critical of womerparticipation in state-based
nationalist movements, which, as she and others Blagwn, are quite often part and
parcel of an imperialist foreign policy. Burdens of History: British Feminists,
Indian Women, and Imperial Culture, 1865-19Thapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1994), Burton focuses on the coid&lon of organized British
feminism in the Victorian and Edwardian periodshattte ideological work of

empire, imperialism, and colonialism in their treant of and assumptions about

% Kumari Jayawarden&eminism and Nationalism in the Third Woflcbndon: Zed Books, 1986);
Linda K. KerberWomen of the Republic: Intellect and Ideology indRationary AmericgNew York:
W.W. Norton & Co., 1986); Joan B. Land&¥pmen and the Public Sphere in the Age of the lrenc
Revolution(lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1988); Victobla GraziaHow Fascism Ruled Women:
Italy, 1922-1945Berkeley: University of California Press, 199%Jendy Z. GoldmanWomen, the
State and Revolution: Soviet Family Policy and &lddfe, 1917-193§New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1993); Miranda PollaRkign of Virtue: Mobilizing Gender in Vichy France
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998); atidabeth A. Wood;The Baba and the Comrade:
Gender and Politics in Revolutionary Rus@iédoomington: Indiana University Press, 1997). 8=
Ida Blom, Karen Hagemann, and Catherine Hall, @dndered Nations: Nationalisms and Gender
Order in the Long Nineteenth Centuiftew York: Berg, 2000).
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Indian women. Terming this “imperial feminism,” skleows how British women
sought to link women'’s political emancipation (iseiffrage) with the continued
health and success of the British Empire in a tifi@creasing global insecurify.
And feminist international relations (IR) scholar Spike Peterson advocates
recognizing women not only as symbols and victifsationalism, but also as
agential participants in nationalisms and violeifticts 22

Similarly, in their rejection of the notion of “wiren” as a homogenous
category, a way of thinking that emerged from Wiegsteminists’ assumptions about
shared experiences based on biologseategardless of cultural, religious, or other
differences, postcolonial and transnational fenithieorists have drawn attention to
the differential relationships of women to and witthe nationalist and/or imperialist
state as it, itself a cultural construction, is echtbed within specific historical
moments and transnational practices such as ctkmiand globalization. Arguing
that even anti-colonial nationalism wielded asaratory tool from European
domination has historically utilized “female bodesthe symbol of the nation to
generate discourses of rape, motherhood, sexui&y pad heteronormativity,”
feminist theorists Inderpal Grewal and Caren Kaaimt out that “nationalisms are

not just patriarchal;” rather, women are often gepdrticipants. Burton’s framing of

%" Claudia KoonzMothers in the Fatherland: Women, the Family andiNrolitics (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1987); and Antoinette M. Burt&urdens of History: British Feminists, Indian
Women, and Imperial Culture, 1865-19Ghapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred994).

2. Spike Peterson, “Sexing Political Identitiesionalism As Heterosexism,” iWomen, States, and
Nationalism: At Home in the Nation&d. Sita Ranchod-Nilsson and Mary Ann Tétre&4t30 (New
York: Routledge, 2000). For more on the convergariggendered ideologies, feminist politics, and
nationalist aims, see, for example, Valentine Mtrdduction tobemocratic Reform and the Position

of Women in Transitiional Economjesd. Valentine M. Moghadam, 1-25 (Oxford: Claremdress,
1993); and Nanette Funk and Magda Mueller, ggdender Politics and Post-Communism: Reflections
for Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Unfbiew York: Routledge, 1993).
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late-nineteenth and early twentieth century Brifestminism within an imperialist
discourse is an example, as is the common unddistam the U.S., particularly
since September 11, 2001, that it is the duty efdhited States to “save” Muslim
women from their oppression by the patriarchaluwrel of Islamic countries—even
while alarmingly high rates of sexual assault, dstieeviolence, and other gender-
based inequities continue unabated in the UnitateSt It is nationalism, Grewal and
Kaplan contend, that “creates these misrecognitfidamd thus leads, as | have
shown, to the absence in normative theories obnatism of a consideration of
either the experiences of women or the use of gedd#iscourses.

The impressive body of feminist scholarship onamatlisms is perhaps most
efficiently encapsulated by sociologist Nira Yudvis, who clearly demonstrates
the dynamic relationship between women and the,st&tthe one hand, and gender
and the nation on the other by offering a sucdimat-point formula for thinking
about gender relations and “the ways they affedtaar affected by national

projects.® They are:

29 caren Kaplan and Inderpal Grewal, “Postcoloniabifs and Transnational Feminist Practices,”
Jouvert: A Journal of Postcolonial Studigsno. 1 (2000), par. 6; available on-line at
http://social.chass.ncsu.edu/jouvert/v5il/grewal.fccessed February 8, 2008). See also Narayan as
well as Mrinalini Sinha, “Refashioning Mother Indigeminism and Nationalism in Late-Colonial
India,” Feminist Studie26, no. 3 (2000): 623-44; Norma Alarcon, Carenlgapand Minoo

Moallem, introduction t@etween Woman and Nation: Nationalisms, TransnatiBeminisms, and
the Stateed. Norma Alarcon, Caren Kaplan, and Minoo Maallé-18 (Durham: Duke University
Press, 1999); Inderpal Grewal, “On the New Glolehiism and the Family of Nations,” fralking
Visions: Multicultural Feminism in a Transnation&fie ed. Ella Shohat, 501-30 (Cambridge: The
MIT Press, 1998); and Caren Kaplan and Inderpah@keed.,Scattered Hegemonies: Postmodernity
and Transnational Feminist Practicéilinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994)

% Nira Yuval-Davis,Gender & NationLondon: Sage Publications, 1997), 3. Yuval-Daiffers a
clear differentiation between the nation and tlatestarguing that the latter refers to institutiona
apparatuses and governing structures, while thmadorefers to the “related nationalist ideologird a
movements” that “are constructed by shifting nadit discourses promoted by different grouping
competing for hegemony” (4). Consequently, | untderd “the nation” (the Andersonian imagined
community) as distinct from but in dialectical radaship with “the state” (the set of institutiotieat
govern civil society).
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. Women as the biological reproducers of the natnch involves the
pressures of having or not having children accgtiinstate needs as
differentiated based on dimensions of identity différence.

. Through cultural reproduction and gender relatiovtsch refers to the notion
of “woman” as symbolic border guard of traditiomald/or modern culture,
constructions of “manhood” and “womanhood,” and fman” used to prove
modernity and/or as an homage to cultural tradstion

. The ways in which women are included (or not) &#gems while also always

subjected to the gender-based regulations, rutespalicies of the state.

. The discourse of war for “womenandchildren” and ¢ffects of

militarization, particularly the increasing parpation of women in the
military. This mode of analysis also deals with tfemdered affects of war on
soldiers and victims (especially with regard toer@s war crime) and includes
a discussion of the possible relationship betweemean, feminism and peace.

Because of its attention to representational ipsliit is Yuval-Davis’ second

point, concerning the cultural reproduction of genklations, constructions of

“manhood” and “womanhood,” and the use of womethasultural signifiers of

national identity, that is of particular concermte in this project. Several feminist

studies of nationalisms, including a few of thoszdssed above, support Yuval-

Davis’ analysis by incorporating into their projgen examination of the ways in

which cultural texts ranging from legislation arelwspapers to artwork and novels

are part and parcel of the ideological discursieityhe gendered nationalist project.

Through an examination of the popular Stalin-eranen’s magazineRabotnitsa
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(The Woman WorkeandKrest'yanka(The Peasant Womarfor example, historian
Lynn Atwood explores the multiple incarnations loé thew Soviet woman®*

But if Yuval-Davis and the other feminist thecsisf nationalism are right, as
| believe they are, about the deployment of geradediscourse in national identity
formation, what happens when the gendered sigrafiéine nation travels across
borders and, even more intriguingly, is deployednrentirely different geographical,
cultural, or historical context from that out of mh it emerged? What, | wonder, do
women and gender have to do with relatibasveemation-states? What about skin
color/ethnicity and sexual orientation? When nastates are gendered feminine, as
feminist theorists of nationalism have demonstratgtht are the consequences for
the formulation of foreign policies and the condottgeopolitics? More specifically,
how are gendered, racialized discourses wieldé#l $1-Russian relations? What are
the effects on U.S. Russia policy when Russiameeptualized in U.S. popular and
political culture as a gendered subject? By whaamseby whom, and for what
purposes is the gendered nation politicized intfonew context?

Addressing these questions necessitates turnifegrtimist international
relations (IR) theorists, who focus their attentrat on the relationship of women to
the state and/or the use of gendered discursivisggcoations to create and maintain
nationalisms, but on the significance of women gexder for relationbetween

nation-states. Alternatively (and often simultargglutilizing the same two

31 Lynn Atwood,Creating the New Soviet Woman: Women’s MagazinEngimeers of Female
Identity, 1922-1953New York: St. Martin’s Press, Inc., 1999). Foamples from French history, see
Lynn Hunt, The Family Romance of the French Revolufioms Angeles: University of California
Press, 1992); and Joan B. Landéispalizing the Nation: Gender, Representation, Redolution in
Eighteenth-Century Frandgthaca: Cornell University Press, 2001).
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guestions undergirding feminist studies of natimmal(i.e., “Where are the women?”
and “What does gender have to do with it?”), festitiR scholars seek to understand
how the activities and experiences of the majasftthe world’s people have come to
be excluded from the major theoretical framewoiksimonly used to explain
relations between nation-states, “while other pe'sptiealized traits, if not their
daily activities, seem to inspire the models, cgise@nd processes” by which
geopolitics is conductetf.Collectively, through interrogations of war andape,
security, international political economy, humaghts, the environment, and other
related issues, they reveal the myriad ways in iwgender-as-discourse and
women’s bodies are co-constitutive of geopolitind ghe political economies of this
and other historical moments of globalization. 8utther way, feminist IR theorists
believe that “gender makes the world go ‘rourtd.”

Building on feminist anthropologist Gayle Rubimstion of the sex/gender
systeni* as constitutive of social relations, feminist fiokl scientist Cynthia Enloe

argues that the real and imagined transnationffictia gendered bodies neg if not

32 Christine Sylvester, “Feminist Theory and Genderdgs in International Relations,”
http://www.isanet.org/sections/ftgs/femir.html, par

33 Cynthia EnloeBananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sémstemational Politics 2nd
ed. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2D0bDhis phrase is the title of Enloe’s first chapte

% The “sex/gender system” as articulated by GayleiRis “the set of arrangements by which society
transforms biological sexuality into products ofian activity, and in which these transformed sexual
needs are satisfied.” Rubin prefers the term “sndgr system” to others like “patriarchy” and “mode
of reproduction” to describe social relations beseait “is a neutral term which refers to the domain
and indicated that oppression is not inevitablghat domain, but is the product of the specificiaoc
relations which organize it.” She argues that tloiscept, which has its theoretical foundation in
Friedrich Engels’ attempts to develop notions &freship system as an explanation of women’s
oppression, most accurately describes the sogalnization of sexuality and the reproduction of the
commodities of sex and gender. Gayle Rubin, “Thaffitrin Women: Notes on the ‘Political
Economy’ of Sex,” inFeminism & History ed. Joan Wallach Scott (New York: Oxford Universi
Press, 1996; reprint, 2000), 106 and 113.
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the bedrock of global politics. For example, shesalh scholars to revisit the
alleged simplicity of an international politics afwteign policy dependent on
heterosexual marriage and, more specifically, oresjiparticularly those of
diplomats and military personnel, doing what thesy supposed to do. She also
considers the feminized nature of migrant worketifiidomestic service, as well as
the work of women in the garment industry, whicleseon “[fleminized patterns of
racial and regional inequality—interwoven with idesbout motherhood and
feminine respectability®

Consequently, Enloe argues, material relationgbgbaeen nation-states
within and among (past and present) globalizatimt@sses cannot be understood
without attention to the fact that gender-as-disseurather than simply a part of
these processes, is constitutive of them. In hestmezent work exploring the links
between militarization and globalization, for exdeyfnloe focuses what fellow
feminist IR theorist V. Spike Peterson terms a ‘dgrsensitive lens® on the ways
in which “national security” becomes militarizechlge explains how the notion that
international politics requires “rationality,” irombination with the gendered
assumptions that men are “rational” and women anedtional,” means that “a
certain kind of masculinity” has become “the erttcket into national security
discussions.” As a result, “how one thinks abouiamal security not only affects
global relations but determines who is even alloteesit at the table to take part in

the security conversation.” According to the cortigral understanding of the term

% Enloe,Bananas, Beaches and Bas#s6.

% peterson, “The Politics of Identity and Genderedidhalism,” 170.
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“national security,” anything can be a threat, fralomen’s fertility (i.e., the
argument that there are too many people using trkelis scarce resources) to
foreign militaries and non-state actors. Insteadp& suggests a reprioritization of
that which should be “secured” under the concendloperational rubric of
“national security,” positing that “human securityiay be more useful than “national
security” in thinking about issues of security aadety®’ She also offers a discussion
of the gendered dynamics of U.S. interrogationegples at Abu Ghraib and
Guantanamo Bay. Arguing that the torture and harass of detainees by U.S.
military personnel was part and parcel of Amerinationalist ideas about
feminization in opposition to the privileging of piaular militarized forms of
masculinity, she points out that, because no ose/étto ask about the causes and
consequences of wielding ideas about masculinidyfamininity, the ways in which
militarization can lead to torture remain unknown.

Enloe’s call to examine the affects of the depleptrof gender-as-discourse
on international politics requires the acknowledgatrand interrogation of what
Peterson terms “gendered hierarchies,” which an&edaby a systemic discursive
“denigration of the feminine” accompanied by a dication of particular forms of
masculinity®>® She demonstrates the myriad ways in which thises® requires not
only feminization, as Enloe points out, but alstehesexism, “the institutionalization

andnormalizationof heterosexuality and the corollary exclusiomoh-heterosexual

%" Enloe,Globalization and Militarism40-43.

% Enloe defines feminization as “a process impositegedly feminine characteristics on a person—
man or woman—or a group or a kind of activity” im@tempt to “lower her (or its) status.” Enloe,
Globalization and Militarization99.

3 peterson, “Sexing Political Identities/NationalissiHeterosexism,” 58.
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identities and practices.” The institutionalizatimirheterosexism within nationalist
projects and as part of international relations at®mrmalizes the subordination of
women and naturalizes rape as an expression ofgoaler against women and
‘insufficiently masculine’ men?® thus requiring a performance of virile—and often
violently militarized—heterosexual masculinity thatable to define itself in
opposition to both. For example, Enloe arguestti@atJnited States’ continued lack
of support for global human rights and demilitatiaa treaties originates in the
Pentagon’s deft ability to convince civilian offas that U.S. “national security”
would suffer, and these civilian officials, afratinot appearing “manly,” are either
unable or unwilling to stand up against militarygmnel. Enloe concludes that
American political culture “equates military expgrce and/or military expertise with
political leadership,” and that the “political coetftion to appear ‘tough’ has
produced U.S. foreign policies that severely lithé American capacity to play a
useful role in creating a more genuinely securerirdtional community* This
analysis is borne out in historian Robert Deanisqere of the construction and
deployment of heteronormative masculinity among. tb&ign policy elites during

the Viet Nam conflict?

9 Ibid., 59-60; italics in original.

L Enloe, “Masculinity as a Foreign Policy IssuBgdreign Policy in Focus, no. 36 (2000),
http://www.fpif.org/pdf/vol5/36ifmasculinity.pdf @essed May 10, 2008), par. 7-9.

“2 Robert D. Deanimperial Brotherhood: Gender and the Making of C@lér Foreign Policy
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2001).
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Precept 3: Cultural texts as sites of public pedago

As my discussion thus far has shown, theoristgatibns and nationalisms
argue that nations depend on and are constitutg@wgrning myths assembled out
of the stories the nation tells itself about itsngpast. Yet, as feminist theorists have
demonstrated, these stories are inherently genderadlized, and heteronormative,
often resulting in a mythical, idealized notion*afoman” as the symbolic
representative of national identity accompaniedagaxically, by a denigration of the
feminine in national culture, the texts of whicleffa construct the gendered
nation.”* Added to this gender hierarchy is a racial higrgrboth of which are then
elevated to the level of international politicsusig a nation-state to define itself in
opposition and/or abjection to its feminized, razed Other.

Because the work of these scholars rests on thimifet theoretical tenet that
gender is socially constructed, their researchiaeshare comprised largely of a
variety of cultural texts that, as sites of nati@tanythmaking, have significant
material implications for the formation of (gend#reacialized, heteronormative)
national identities and the conduct of internatloefations. Dean, for example, relies
for part of his analysis on discursive and texaralyses of the memoirs of several
high-ranking and prominent policymakers, while GyatEnloe examines a range of
cultural texts, including women'’s Victorian travikrature, advertisements,
Hollywood films, and the utilization of U.S. corte logos to critique the

deployment of gender-as-discourse in nationalismasimternational politics. For

“3 Cynthia EnloeThe Morning After: Sexual Politics at the End o thold War(Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1993), 245.
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instance, she points to the romanticized depictajribe imperialist project via films
like Out of Africa(1985), a fictionalized account of the life of teri Isak Dinesen
starring Meryl Streep and Robert Redford, that mies the basis for the fashion
trend in “safari wear” pedaled in the mid-1980sshyres such as Banana Republic.
As African nationalist movements recede into higt&nloe is concerned that these
movies, with their white female stars and fashideaiothes, “are gaining an
ideological potency, making white women and théiitesmale lovers the ‘real’
people of Africa for thousands of European and Néwtnerican film viewers,” thus
affecting a drastic revisioning and reimagininglté violent and exploitative
European colonization of Africa and Asia during thieeteenth centurd?

It is Enloe’s call to “take culture—including conencialized culture—far
more seriously” when considering the ways in wHegdrs of and assumptions about
gender are wielded geopolitically that forms the@étus for my researéi.As
political scientist Francois Debrix contends, ibrdy after interrogating geopolitics
as a culturally-produced and historically continggiscourse deployed through
cultural texts in order to produce a desired (amdqundly simplistic) political
understanding of the world that one can “startdpraciate, and perhaps even
challenge and unsettle, the cultural work thaeguired to turn a given visualization
of the world into a dominant or hegemonic politisaategy.*® But interrogating the

power of cultural texts as performative sites dblpripedagogy—and of nationalist

4 Enloe,Bananas, Beaches and Basgs-52.
“5 bid., 196-197.

48 Debrix, Tabloid Terror 11.
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mythmaking—requires a discussion of the means hgiwtihese (gendered,
racialized, and heteronormative) nationalist goweymyths are locally and globally
dispersed! If, as Debrix demonstrates, geopolitics is a disse, therall the “modes
of writing and representation used to convey publessages (political or not) are of
necessity the media through which the geopolitiéstourse circulates’™® Much as
Benedict Anderson theorized that modern forms @ibnalism emerged from “the
convergence of capitalism and print technologyytipalarly in the form of
newspapers’ | argue that contemporary nationalisms are analsigaonstituted by
a variety of cultural texts that include not onlynp cultures, but also, as critical
pedagogical theorist Giroux contends, “all thoséi@wisual, and electronically
mediated forms of knowledge that have promptedleahshift in the production of
knowledge and the ways in which it is received emasumed” in this contemporary
moment of globalizatior° Thus, as I will demonstrate in the following chexst
television programs, films, museums, congressiprateedings, and Internet sites
are all important as producers of “narratives, ipletas, and images that exercise a
powerful pedagogical force over how people thinkhe&imselves and their

relationship to [O]thers™ As systems of representatitfithese cultural texts are

" Cultural texts are performative in the sense tiay, acting as discourse, (re)produce that which
they simultaneous describe.

“8 Debrix, Tabloid Terror 11.
9 Anderson)magined Communitieg6.

Y Henry Giroux, “Cultural Studies, Public Pedagoamyd the Responsibility of Intellectuals,”
Communication and Critical/Cultural Studiésno. 1 (2004): 67.

1 bid., 62.

%2 According to cultural theorist Stuart Hall, a “sy of representation” “consists not of individual
concepts, but of different ways of organizing, tduimg, arranging and classifying concepts, and of
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integral technologies through which nationalisms loa mobilized and nations, both
one’s own and an(O)ther, constituted. Becauseetkts tf U.S. popular and political
culture, as performative sites of public pedagogggral to national identity
construction, operate collectively to interpellatgional subjects into the collective
“we” of the nation, they are a powerful venue fdrat/performance studies scholar
Richard Schechner calls “make belief,” the meanwhigh a performance (in this
case of the nation as discursively assembled \taralitexts) “create[s] the very

social realities [it enactsf®

Interventions and Implications

My work in this project draws attention to the linketween cultural and national
identities, the politics of knowledge productiondahe circulation of power in
transnational contexts by incorporating the appgnea@and perspectives of
transnational feminist cultural studies, theorieparformance, and feminist theories
of international relations into an analysis of Aran nationalism and U.S. foreign
policy. | utilize a transdisciplinary methodologi@pproach that conceptualizes
popular and political culture texts as sites oflpubedagogy that work discursively
(although not always successfully) as systems lbfial representation to construct
knowledge about Russia in particular times, plaaed,spaces for specific political

purposes. | useangdisciplinary rather thamterdisciplinary to describe my research

establishing complex relations between them.” $tdail, “The Work of Representation,” in
Representation: Cultural Representations and Sygmif Practicesed. Stuart Hall (London: Sage
Publications, 2003) 17.

3 Richard SchechnePerformance Studies: An Introducti@lew York: Routledge, 2002), 35.
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approach in order to draw attention to the wayshich it necessitates a tolerance
for—and, indeed, the embracing of—research appesatitat are uncomfortable,
ambiguous, and messy. It encourages active anageiyd shifting between and
among multiple academic locations in order to miakawledge that could not have
been made otherwise. Consequently, my work hereatggesimultaneously as both a
research model and a theoretical paradigm withiichvto interrogate the ways in
which gendered, racialized, heteronormative digearsonfigurations are integral to
the formulation of national/ist narratives and fgrepolicy objectives.

In keeping with this goal, this dissertation makes interrelated critiques.
The first, in which | take up the challenge posgddminist sociologist Kathryn Farr,
who urges an examination of the cultural environts@mdestination countries
(usually industrialized locations in the global Weshere various systemic and
institutionalized gender-based inequities are (oitsidiously) rampant, is of the role
the United States plays in sustaining the traffizv’omen from Russia to the United
States™* According to a report from the United Nations @erf International Crime
Prevention released in May 2003, Russia now topdighof countries providing
women-as-commodities in the global economy. Althoowpst Russian women end
up in Germany, the United States ranks secondpasn@ destination for women
trafficked out of Russi& The United States government has, of course, aidmenh

Russia on (what it perceives as) that country’dinoed neglect of human rights,

** Kathryn Farr Sex Trafficking: The Global Market in Women andl@en (New York: Worth
Publishers, 2005).

%5 According to the same report, 96 percent of huntiafficked internationally are female and nearly

half are children. Mizus, et al., “Germany, U.Sa@e most sex-trafficked womerQff Our Backs
(July/August 2003): 4.
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including with regard to the traffic in women; hovee, it refuses to acknowledge its
own complicity in the forced migration of women astdldren from Russia to the
United States.

This complicity is the impetus behind the secontigere offered here, which
is the disclosure of the institutionalized and sgst exploitation of gendered,
racialized, and heteronormative neocolonial rhetatiwork in both the material
conduct of U.S. policyoward as well as in popular representatiohfRussia in the
United States. Despite U.S. overtures of friendstwpard (or at least begrudging
attempts at cooperation with) Russia since 19%lre¢hationship between the two
countries continues to deteriorate—partly as alre$iw.S. policies that take their
shape within the context of anti-imperialist imjgdist nationalisn® Additionally, as
historian Ellen Schrecker points out, there has lmeesystematic examination of the
means by which triumphalism and cold war historezssert themselves in
government policies and popular imaginations. Adiiéras historian Robert Dean so
astutely reminds his readers, U.S. foreign polcgat made in a vacuum. It is,
instead, created and implemented by (usually elitete) men “who act from a
repertoire of possibilities that are a producthefit experience> A fourth

foundational precept buttressing my research, tisahat the (predominantly) elite

%0 U.S. foreign relations historian Robert L. Ivieesghe term “anti-imperialist imperialism” to
describe a major tenet of contemporary U.S. foreiglity. As he rightly points out, the U.S. pronmte
democracy abroad as a means of creating a worket ahducive to its interests, a foreign policy
approach that not only perpetuates cold war theméslso reveals “strong overtones of national
insecurity and vulnerability that drive the deswedominate others.” lvie, “A New Democratic World
Order?,” inCritical Reflections of the Cold War: Linking Rhetoand History ed. Martin J. Medhurst
and H.W. Brands (College Station, TX: Texas A&M uknisity Press, 2000), 252. See also Dimitri
Simes, “Losing Russiaforeign Affairs86, no. 6 (2007): 36-52.

" Dean,Imperial Brotherhood4 and 3.
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white men who make and implement U.S. foreign gadie not immune to the
“frameworks of knowledge® formed by long exposure to American nationalist
governing myths bolstered by the political and gapaultural texts that constitute
the triumphalist mythscape of U.S. popular andtjwali culture, of which the
gendered Russian imaginary is an integral partth@rcontrary, with the recent
developments in global communications technologilesving for real-time
“telediplomacy,” in combination with the rapidityithr which the political
configurations in Eastern Europe shifted afterféileof the Berlin Wall in 1989,
foreign policy elites—including security officiaésd intelligence officers—often
obtain their information in the same way the rdsido: via the Internet and
television news programé As a result, the members of the contemporary U.S.
foreign policy establishment, so many of whom sérae “cold warriors” in federal
governmental positions throughout the 1970s an@4 ®@&fore being asked to
drastically alter their cold war worldviews afted9ll, have, as | have intimated and
will demonstrate in subsequent chapters, been pthy an “ideology of
masculinity.” This mindset demands from its adh&senself-conception

necessitating the “cultivation of imperial masciii (i.e., the drive for U.S.

%8 Gerbner, “The Image of Russians in American Medfid the ‘New Epoch,” iBeyond the Cold
War: Soviet and American Media Imaged. Everette E. Dennis, George Gerbner, and Yidsse
Zassoursky (London: Sage Publications, 1991), 31.

¥ Royce J. Ammon defines “foreign policy elites’tire U.S. as “top members of the State
Department and other officials in the foreign-pgléstablishment; influential members of Congress;
opinion leaders in the society at large, such asrthjor media outlets and their chief personalites!
members of think tanks and top academics.” Royéemmon,Global Television and the Shaping of
World Politics: CNN, Telediplomacy, and Foreign iegl(Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company,
Inc., 2001), 143. For information concerning thiarece of foreign policy elites on publicly availab
information via the Internet and television, se&iBlaO’ HeffernanMass Media and American
Foreign Policy: Insider Perspectives on Global Jealism and the Foreign Policy Proce@éorwood,
NJ: Ablex Publishing Corp., 1991); and David D. Md&m, The Public Dimension of Foreign Policy
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1996).
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hegemony in the world) and “the willingness to Aseerican military power to Kill
unseen foreigners® Just as cold war triumphalism, with its intringistification of
geopolitical unilateralism, has become an integeat of American nationalism in the
post-Soviet period, so has the masculinism, racasrd,heteronormativity of the
“imperial brotherhood” as interrogated by Dean lmeeaonstitutive of the

formulation and conduct of U.S. foreign policy.

American Nationalism and the Triumphalist Mythscape

The dustcover of Schreckei®ld War Triumphalisnfeatures a color picture of U.S.
President Ronald Reagan astride a white steed¢figju Bedecked in the requisite
attire of a rugged cowboy (white hat, plaid stbittje jeans and boots), the
photograph, originally taken in June 1980 by Toroyrddy, was digitally altered for
the 2004 dustcover. In this new image, Reagan appedave ridden through a
storm whose forceful winds continue to whip past.hThe revised photograph is
also slightly out of focus, the visual effect ofiainis that of waking up from a dream
(as that experience is normally depicted on teleniand in film). The white horse
and Reagan’s white cowboy hat and light-colored shirly glow in a picture that
has clearly been chosen with a certain degreenyito signal the mythical
proportions of cold war triumphalism and its whiteasculine, heterosexual hero,
Ronald Reagan—a hero whose iconography draws é&kpba the American
“Marlboro Man,” thus linking it to the more conteomary Diesel jeans cowboy.

Interestingly, if conceptualized as two still phgitaphs taken from the same film, this

%0 Dean,Imperial Brotherhood12 and 241.

35



CULD WAR

TRI PHALISM

Thas Misus lHl-‘I-nl'l.l .ﬂullqr the Fall of Commenism

Edited by ELI.H SCHRECKER
et LB i . wda

Figure 2: Ronald Reagan, “winner” of the cold war.
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picture and the Diesel jeans advertisement disdusseriously could operate as a
metaphor for U.S. post-Soviet geopolitical engageme

The photograph of Reagan is the first scene, tidigperformance presented
by the United States to the world: the heroic (&hmale) victor of the cold war, a
champion of “freedom” and “democrac$}'bravely riding through gale force winds
(or terrorist attacks) to face whatever challerlgeahead. What follows in the Diesel
ad is that which lies behind that performance:ekgloitation of marginalized
populations in order to achieve U.S. economic aattbnal security. That the
“violated” subject in the Diesel ad is both femi@iand symbolic of Russian imperial
culture is, within the context of the triumphalmsythscape, no coincidence.

The commonality linking these two images is thgged, heroic (white)
cowboy whose public triumph is easily depicted dadcribed using the same images
as that which are used to depict and describeehisad violation of the plastic
matryoshkadolls. Thus, what is missing is a third photographtraying the events
that occur between the image of a mythical Reagdrttze sexually sated cowboy.
The narrative constructed from these pictures Haeganning and it has an end, but,
if you will forgive the pun, the climax is missing/hy? Might it be that the
exploitative brutality of neocolonial U.S. Russiipy, represented here by the

missing scene that would, if it existed, depicttlagional hero raping a series of

®1| have chosen to use quotation marks around thdsafreedom” and “democracy” in this context
to signal what feminist philosopher Namita Gotswanntends are the imperialist ambitions of the
United States that, instead of the physical appatipn of land (the current occupation of Iraq and
Afghanistan notwithstanding), takes shape in ecao@md cultural arenas. Thus, the United States
demands that its meanings and applications of floiicepts such as “democracy” and “freedom” (as
applied, for example, via economic pressures to@age states to adopt U.S.-style democratic
governments) are thenly meanings and applications of these concepts. Ma&otswami, “Feminism
against Empire,” paper presented as part of thareseriesThe Possibilities of Women’s Studies:
Emerging Scholars Herald the Futyrdniversity of Maryland, April 14, 2005.
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plastic blow-up dolls, does not fit easily into ttad war triumphalist mythscape?
This conspicuous absence serves as the primarystdtar my work in this
dissertation as | seek to expose the genderedlizasd, and heteronormative
discursive configurations that were deployed byuh®. in its conduct of U.S.-
Russian relations between the dissolution of theesd&nion 1991 and the U.S.-led

invasion of Iraq in 2003.
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CHAPTER?Z2

Gendered Nationalisms and Popular Geopolitics

In the last chapter, | explained the four basimfiational tenets that

undergird my work in this dissertation:

1. That stories told about the past have tangiblectsffim the present,
particularly within the context of nationalist pecis, which are always in
flux and are, consequently, malleable;

2. That nations, nationalisms, and relations betwediom-states are
constituted by and through gendered, racialized reateronormative
discursive configurations;

3. That these always already gendered, racializedhatetonormative
(his)tories a nation tells about itself are widptpmulgated via a wide
range of cultural texts which are intrinsically iogad with political
significance, operating as sites of public pedagbgy make meaning and,
therefore, affect material conditions and expemsnand

4. The (predominantly) elite white men who make angdlement U.S.

foreign policy are not immune to the “frameworkskabwledge® formed

! Zillah Eisenstein, “Writing Bodies on the Naticor the Globe,” ilnWomen, States, and Nationalism
37.
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by long exposure to American nationalist govermimghs bolstered by

the political and popular cultural texts that cange the triumphalist

mythscape of U.S. popular and political culture.
In this chapter, | demonstrate in more specifiadi¢he ways in which | have applied
these precepts to my own work throughout the redaiof the dissertation. | first
provide some information concerning the histort@elopment and deployment of
gendered, racialized, and heteronormative disceirsmnfigurations in Russian and
American nationalisms. | then explore the effects eonsequences of those
deployments, focusing on the depiction of RussthRuassians in U.S. media,

particularly film and television, over the courdelte last century.

Gendered Russian Nationalism

Russian nationalism—even the concept of a Russtiam—has been and, as argued
by any number of scholars, continues to be probiiemi@eter the Great declared
Russia an empire in 1721, but it was a land-basgeiial power in which the

“colonies” were accessible by land travel, and n@badministrative policies were

2 Gerbner, “The Image of Russians in American Medtid the ‘New Epoch,” ilBeyond the Cold

War: Soviet and American Media Imaged. Everette E. Dennis, George Gerbner, and Yiddse
Zassoursky (London: Sage Publications, 1991), Hteklist feminist criticism also insists that
people are “ideologically inscribed” within timeise en scénef their particular socio-historical
contexts. See Judith Newton Deborah Rosenfelpdoirtion toFeminist Criticism and Social

Change: Sex, Class and Race in Literature and @ajleed. Judith Newton and Deborah Rosenfelt, xv-
xxiv (New York: Methuen, 1985).

% In addition to Tolz’sRussia some of the major contemporary theorists of Russationalism
include: Nicholas Riasonovskg, History of Russia" ed. (New York: Oxford University Press,
2000); Orlando Fige#\ People’s Tragedy: A History of the Russian RetaiyNew York: Viking,
1996); Orlando Figes$yatasha's Dance: A Cultural History of Rusgiew York: Metropolitan
Books, 2002); Benedict Andersdmagined Communitie@New York: Verso, 1991); W. Bruce
Lincoln, Between Heaven and Hell: A Thousand Years of &rtisfie in RussigNew York: Viking,
1998); and David RemnicResurrection: The Struggle for a New Rug¢dlaw York: Vintage, 1998).
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often simultaneously adopted in the metropole. TharsRussia, one of the largest
empires in the history of the world at the turrtie# nineteenth centufythere has
never been a concept of “over there-ness” as washty the case with regard to
Britons’ conceptualization of the British Empireitstzenith, and is certainly true
with regard to the normative conceptualizationhi@ United States of contemporary
American military and economic expansion. As alteauong history of fluid
territorial boundaries that may (or may not) encasgpRussia’s “colonies” as well as
constant debates about the inextricability (or wbtRussian national myth from
Ukrainian history have made virtually impossible ttonstruction of a Russian
nation—even after 1997

For three hundred years, the Russian Empire opgkvathin a clear familial
paradigm in which th8atiushka-Tsar{Father Tsar), the Christian god'’s divine
representative on earth, dealt with matters oésaat politics, whiléMatushka-Rus’
(Mother Russia) symbolized the intangible, myst{eald mythic) Russian natidn.
Not only have Russian women historically been “rdgd as ‘the breeders™ and
“perceived as the passive symbols of the natidrefd is a long tradition among the
intelligentsia to “transform Russia into a femirdzaubject conceptualized by (mostly

male) intellectuals/politicians/nationalists agsistibly attractive, but at the same

* In the twentieth century, the Soviet Union wasreuelly able to extend its own borders, whether
geographical and/or ideological, to match thosthefRussian Empire at its zenith.

® Russia’s August 1991 declaration of independerma the U.S.S.R. effectively “shrank [the borders
of Russia’s imagined community] almost to thosdofscovy at the end of the sixteenth century,
which meant that over 25 million Russians foundrbelves living outside the borders of the new
Russian state.” TolRussia 12. Evidence of the impossibility of a stable 8ars national identity
remains clearest in the case of the breakaway hemftChechnya, whose Muslim leaders have
repeatedly requested sovereignty since the dissolof the Soviet Union in 1991.

® Goscilo and Lanoux, introduction @ender and National Identity in Twentieth-Centunys&ian
Culture, 6.
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time unknown and therefore frightening, thus pramgka simultaneous feeling of
love and hatred™Literary scholar Eric Naiman, for example, contetuat
throughout the 1920s, the Gothic literary traditiahich “is rooted in a woman’s
(culturally induced) disgust with her own body,” svased widely in the literature,
both fiction and non-, of the New Economic PolityeP) 2 Naiman claims that anti-
NEP writers of the 1920s created a biologicallyidet/female body that became
rhetorically representative of all that was anoraalm the NEP. He analyzes
Bolshevik political theorist Aleksandra Kollontatse of language, images, and
metaphors in her longest novel&silisa Malygina(1923), and in her work with the
Workers’ Opposition, accusing her of writing “miswgstic fiction” and of
employing images of the female body to personig/pblitically and ideologically
deviant forces she felt were at work within the @aumist Party. Naiman also reads
the poetry of Bolshevik supporter Vladimir Mayakkydo link the NEP’s centrality
of heterosexual sex—particularly violent sex—tha&asured the male subject’s
social significance through his violation of thenfgle Other, with its Silver Age
forerunners,

A thorough understanding of Naiman’s argument hegeires a brief

discussion of the period in question, referredst&Rassia’s “Silver Age.” Usually

"Tolz, Russia 12.

8 Eric Naiman, “When a Communist Writes Gothic: Adakdra Kollontai and the Politics of Disgust,”
Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Soc®yno. 1 (1996), 11. The NEP was a stop-gap
measure begun by Lenin in 1921 to ease the neweBdwiion’s economic crisis by eliminating
consumer product shortages through a partial (hedeally temporary) integration of privately owned
businesses into the socialist system.

® Ibid., 2. NaimanSex in Public: The Incarnation of Early Soviet |ty (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1997).
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associated with the urban centers of St. Petersimatidloscow with their large
communities of avant-garde artists and intellestule short period between the
1905 February Revolution and the start of the Ffetld War
[...] saw the arts explode in kaleidoscopic splendsrthe most brilliant
talents in Russian art, literature, poetry, muaig the ballet combined and
recombined their genius to produce a dazzling aed-ehanging array of new
creations that overwhelmed the senses. There seenbedno end to the
brilliance and variety that Russia’s Silver Age lebachieve, and no limits to
the heights to which its creations could asc&hd.
But, despite this praise, cultural historians a$ feriod, most notably theatre scholar
Spencer Golub! have demonstrated quite successfully the negasigés) these
artists made of notions of biologically essentediieteronormative femininity.
According to Golub, creative (mostly male) intetlesds of the late imperial period
co-opted female iconicity (both physiological argyghological) to express
frustration with their own artistic and emotionsbiation engendered by the dismal
failure of the February Revolution and the humiigtdefeat of the Russian navy by
the Japanese in the Russo-Japanese War, both5nRR@§wrights, for example,
created two personae, ttreenme fragileand thefemme fatalgboth of which
anticipated the Bolsheviks’ exploitation of womensamultaneously positive and

negative symbols of Russian morality in the 19Z&slub argues that these theatre

2w, Bruce LincolnJn War's Dark Shadow: The Russians Before the Gvéat(New York: Oxford
University Press, 1983), 372.

" Spencer GolubThe Recurrence of Fate: Theatre and Memory in Tie#n€entury Russidowa
City: University of lowa Press, 1994).
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artists, “unable to leap out of [themselves] tdiredtheir] social causes as social
change, [...] repeatedly leapt into [their] existahtither”: Russia-as-womafTheir
plays’ characters “expressed the creative intalligi@’s ‘will to death’ disguised as
beauty, engendered by the conflicting influencethefin de siecleand the delayed
mal du siécleof 1905.” In short, intellectuals and theatresastiof the Silver Age
transformed their own social impotence into femadizersions of their former
selves, replete with “a hopeful/hopeless metaplsysipassive expectancy’In
considering this, it is helpful to envision, as faist theatre historian Catherine
Schuler suggest3he Seagull'Nina Zarechnaia and the actress who played her, th
Silver Age’s most famoufemme fragileVera Kommissarzhevskaia.
Kommissarzhevskaia’s enormous popularity restebdesrability to transform the
psychological fragmentation of the Chekhovian hezanto a new “modern” version
of Russian femininity that, encouraged by the nassiand self-sacrificial themes of
Silver Age intellectuals, “required the bearer toject the image of a fragile,
ethereal, and rather helpless chifd.”

In this context, the irony of Golub'’s titl&he Recurrence of Fates not lost,
for, as he contends, the Bolsheviks “had littletahce for gender ambiguity and

female metaphors'® and the fluidity of gender identity promulgated ®ijver Age

2 Ibid., 67.

 Ibid., 40.

4 SchulerWomen in Russian TheatrE56 and 165. It is hardly surprising in the nimtosly anti-
Semitic Russian Empire that Kommissarzhevskaiafmsite, the fearefitmme fatalevho “seemed
purposely to confuse sex with love and embodieg#radox of love and death,” was dark-haired
Jewish actress Ida Rubenstein, who played suclactess as Salomé and Cleopatra. Golub,
Recurrence of Fatet1-42, 45-50.

5 bid., 48.
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theatre artists portended a similar fate for thernfoathe women whose oppressions
and stereotyped characteristics they assumed ia®the The transitional period
between the end of the Russian Empire and theianeatt the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics “trapped Russians in limbowasn remnants of a discredited
past, with its values and hierarchies, and a ‘radature’ in the making, inspired by
untested theories and faith in perfectibility.The Bolsheviks sought this perfection,
their promised socialist utopia, by utilizing a weisal heterosexualized male
normative in the creation of the new Soviet citizethat confirmed the ideological
death of “woman” while, simultaneously, renderieglrwomen, with their physically
marked feminine bodies, politically, socially andtarally deviant'’ During the
process of (re)building the nation after the civdr, women were forgotten as direct
participants in the revolutionary project, but wdemed necessary to its completion
as physical conduits through which to “[define] tiie and image of the new Soviet
culture.”® This project proceeded in two directions simul@rsdy. The first was
informed by the gradual institutionalization andumalization of Bolshevik
educational theorist Nadezhda Krupskaia’s notiohwafrker-mother,” which
emphasized the value of the work women were alréatlyg and sought to improve
their educational opportunities and social condgior his went hand in hand with the
Bolsheviks’ desire to universalize its citizenrysbd on a heteronormative

masculinized model.

18 Goscilo and Lanoux, introduction @ender and National Identity in Twentieth-CentunsBlan
Culture, 6.

17 Golub,Recurrence of Fat€98.

18 1pid., 70.
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The second, pervasive among the oppositionaligeelsia, was the equation
of women and the female body, specifically femaaitalia, with what they,
Bolshevik political theorist Aleksandra Kollontaié Bolshevik poet/playwright
Vladimir Mayakovsky among them, viewed as the idgatally deviant and
conciliatory NEP. Naiman posits that the sex acy mave been synonymous with all
forms of contamination and that women’s bodiegieneral, and female genitalia,
specifically, came to symbolize the lurking spectpolitically “deviant” saboteurs
against whom leading anti-NEP Bolshevik theorisssied constant warnings. He
argues, for example, that Kollontai’'s pamphlgie Workers’ Oppositigrwritten just
before the Tenth Party Congress in 1921 to demaadty purge of “bourgeois
elements” that had allegedly become insensitiidemeeds of the working class,
charts the gradual moral and physical corruptiothefparty partia—a feminine
noun in Russian) and turns “her” into a “defilegiking internal space no longer
secure against penetratiofi.”

Naiman’s argument corresponds well to that ofdniah Choi Chatterjee, who
examines the gendering of Soviet narratives allwutwo 1917 revolutions, the first
in February that ended with the abdication of Tgi@holas Il, the second in October
in which the Bolsheviks came to power. She ass$eatsthe February Revolution (a
failure from the Bolshevik perspective), which engrally believed to have started in
St. Petersburg when women began rioting to demesabiito feed their families, was
feminized in Soviet popular and political cultuean example of howotto have a

socialist revolution: “[T]he unruly participatiorf women” who intentionally strayed

19 Naiman, “When a Communist Writes Gothic,” 14.
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from Lenin’s plan for systematic and organized Hedoe had, according to the Soviet
nationalist governing myth, cost the Bolsheviksw@chidesired win. In contrast, the
successful October Revolution was gendered mascahd upheld in Soviet popular
and political culture as an exemplary revolutidn.

This powerful conflation of gendered and natiostatiiscourses in the many
eras of Russian nation-building has a long histog manifests itself in three
specific ways: 1) Russia in comparison and compatitith the global West,
identified by its allegedly different religious, lawral, economic, and political
institutions, 2) “Russians as creators and presgmea unique multi-ethnic
community [...] profoundly different from Europeandawestern empires,” and 3)
“Russians as members of a community of EasternsSthe origins of which lay in
Kievan Rus.* Each of these possible approaches to Russiamaéisim is explicitly
gendered in that it depends on discourses of “gasgve” masculinity and

“traditional” femininity to construct a single “medh” Russian natioff. For example,

20 Choi Chatterjee, “The Two Stories of the FebruReyolution,” chap. in he€elebrating Women:
Gender, Festival Culture, and Bolshevik Ideolod31a-1939(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh
Press, 2002), 38-59. Additionally, linguist ValewiZaitseva has written on the ways in which a
gendered Russian national and cultural identipnbedded in the linguistic and grammatical structur
of the Russian language. See Valentina ZaitsevatioNal, Cultural, and Gender Identity in the
Russian Language,” iBender and National Identity in Twentieth-CentunsBian Culture30-54.

2 Tolz, Russia 1. Additional scholars who have ventured to itgate the uses made of traditional
(i.e., Orthodox and imperial) gender ideologieth@ construction of gendered nationalism/s within
processes of Russian and/or Soviet state-buildiagim order of publication: Laura Engelsteline
Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for Modemin-de-Siécle Russidthaca: Cornell
University Press, 1992); Goldmawvomen, the State, and Revoluti@olub,Recurrence of Fate
Schuler Women in Russian Theatfdaiman,Sex in PublicCatriona Kelly and David Shepherd, ed.,
Constructing Russian Culture in the Age of Revolutil881-194QNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1998); Chatterje@elebrating Womerand Amy Caiazzaylothers and Soldiers: Gender,
Citizenship, and Civil Society in Contemporary Raigslew York: Routledge, 2002).

22 several scholars touch on this issue in their wankong them are: Schul&tomen in Russian
Theatre Lynne Atwood and Catriona Kelly, “Programmes lidentity: The ‘New Man’ and the ‘New
Woman,” in Constructing Russian Culture in the Age of Revoitytll880-1940ed. Catriona Kelly

and David Shepherd (New York: Oxford University $,€1998), 256-90; and Tolz, who points to the
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by charting “the evolution of the problematic moofdgy of the new Soviet Woman”
and interrogating “the strategies of narration angplotment used in Soviet
propaganda for women,” Chatterjee exposes the thomus, paradoxical and often
contradictory messages provided by the Soviet gowent during International
Women’s Day celebrations throughout the 1920s &304 regarding the status and
expectations of Soviet women. According to her,i&owomen were discursively
transformed from a symbol of the traditional backireess of Russia into “a cultural
marker that broadcast the progressiveness and mitydef the Soviet Union to the
world.” This is not to say, though, that the specfevomen’s “backwardness”
disappeared altogether from Soviet propagandatduse as a subtext of
International Women'’s Day literature should nota@érjee argues, be dismissed “as
a mere reflection of Bolshevik misogyny. Rathegéatved as a counterpoint to
illustrate the achievements of Soviet women.” Fstance, while women’s presence
and participation in work and civil society incredsso did their enrollment in
educational institutions of all levels and typeg.tBe mid-1930s, International
Women’s Day propaganda was underscored by “theiggppervasiveness of the
idea of woman as both a qualified wage earner andumer,” which served to create
the mythological Stalinist heroine, who was botinarhodern in her financial and
emotional independence and decidadyin her implicit reliance on father-Stalin to

reinforce “premodern notions of personal subjectind political subordinatior?*

frequent long-time use of “Mother Russia represgatea peaceful and long-suffering peasant
woman,” who has a long history of standing in fgara-Petrine and, after the revolution, pre-Soviet
Russia that was untouched by the “modernity” ofdlubal WestRussia 4.

% ChatterjeeCelebrating Womerb and 133-135.
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For the Bolsheviks, the idea was never to dismardtdarchy, but to replace the
authority of local males (husbands, brothers, fajhwith “that of the absent,
omnipotent male of socialist patriarchy.” As a meahachieving this goal, the
Bolsheviks told the history of women “in the tragrin familiar to those steeped in
the literary traditions” of Russia’s most famousa(g) writers, a rhetorical strategy
that served as justification for the Soviet goveentrs self-appointed mission to
rescue and rehabilitate Soviet women from theickimardness.” Thus, the status of
women in the U.S.S.R. functioned “as a marker andex of progressiveness” and,
by the advent of the mythological Stalinist herooi¢he 1930s, served as proof of
the country’s modernity and its “vanguard positisnong European nation&”
Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, communism wagrstant conversation
with liberalism and fascism when it claimed to hawéved the “woman question,”
and, Stalin’s “rhetoric of feminist liberation,” sexts Chatterjee, did create a
discursive environment in which to publicly expresy sexist views (as they were
rather narrowly conceptualized in that time, spacel place) was simply
unacceptable. To do so would threaten the legiyna@Stalin, the Soviet Union, and
its policies as it worked to define itself partyaith contrast to the freewheeling
capitalist West and fascist Germany and Italy. Adow to Stalinist historiography,

then, “Soviet women owed everything to the StaliRise-Year Plan” because it

% bid., 1, 14, and 16. Goldman also discussessthisal(ist) phenomena (albeit briefly) WWomen, the
State, and Revolution
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managed to convert the backwéabainto the modern New Soviet Woman and
convince men to treat her with respect—at leasvardly *°

Unfortunately, though, as the Soviet system cskal so did the facade of
gender “equality,” not only materially (in termswbmen’s decreased employment
opportunities, lack of political participation, amdhbility to access disappearing
social services, et cetera), but also discursivihere has been a marked change in
attitudes toward gender, women’s representatidhérmedia, and “the acceptability
of blatantly discriminating practices and stateragfft According to Russian feminist
Anastasia Posadskaya, the events of 1991 andgbkamt quest for democracy and
capitalism in the Russian Federation resulted énvifdespread use of women’s
bodies as commaodities, particularly in pornographg prostitution, and the
revitalization of Russian Orthodoxy meant a cond¢anti“resurgence of traditional
attitudes toward gender relatiorfS.Binary notions of sexual difference have been
adopted, and the post-Soviet belief that domesiticfamily roles are women’s
natural focus has been promoted in oppositiona@dehets of Marxist-Leninism. This
has included a discussion in the popular mediar@itenal demographic crisis and
fertility issues accompanied by pro-natalist pressuhrough government legislation,

as well as the utilization of a historicized genldierary in which the state is equated

% ChatterjeeCelebrating Womerl38. For more on this transformation from “backiiebaba (short
for babushkameaning “grandmother” or “old woman” in Russiam)oyal, devoted, and “modern”
comrade, see historian Wood, €the Baba and the Comrade

% Rebecca KayRussian Women and Their Organizations: Gender, ribisoation, and Grassroots
Women’s Organizations, 1991-19@6ew York: St. Martin’'s Press, 2000), 26.

" Anastasia Posadskaya, “Changes in Gender DiscoargkPolicies in the Former Soviet Union,” in

Democratic Reform and the Position of Women in $iteonal Economiesed. Valentine M.
Moghadam (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 164.
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with masculinity, the nation with femininity. Acading to feminist scholars Gascilo
and Lanoux,
For the greater part of three centuries, RussidrnSmviet heads of state have
fostered a cult of masculinity, epitomized by impkeRussia’s all-male cadre
of bureaucrats, military schools, and exclusivéitugons for nobles, and
subsequently by the Soviet Union’s ideological fdimg fathers, New Men,
and Stakhanovite workers. By contrast, Russiaronatiod historically has
assumed female form, whether in the image of Mofhessia fatushka-
Rus’, rodina-mat), the Russian literary heroine, or the foreigrrency
prostitute—all endowed with the traits of irratidihg passion, enigma,
submissiveness, and suffering invariably imputegioonen?®
These same gender binaries resurfaced in Russmngr and political culture
after 1991 as “post-Soviet self-commentary [...] addmn apocalyptic rhetoric of
doom and self-flagellation” not unlike that whictasvpromulgated during the Silver
Age?® and Russian politicians of all ideological perdpes utilized gendered
imagery and metaphors, reminiscent of and oftezcty referencing and/or quoting
writers from the late nineteenth-century Slavophitel Silver Age intelligentsia, to
advance their particular political agend&®rominent since 1991, for example, has

been the routine narrative deployment of the Ruagsrastitute “in the symbolic

% Goscilo and Lanoux, introduction @ender and National Identity in Twentieth-Centuns8ian
Culture, 9.

2 bid., 20.

%0 Sheila Kunkle, “(Re)thinking Russian NationalisBender Politics and Discourses of Identity,”
Ph.D. dissertation (University of Pittsburgh, 1995)
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battle for Russia’s soul.” According to Russian &talvic studies scholar Eliot
Borenstein,
[...] the collapse of the Russian state, the dedingatriotism, and the
absence of a workable national idea share ceratge $h the Russian media
and culture industry with tales and images of skxuwainhibited young
women offering their bodies and their servicesagipg clients™*
This material prostitution, which has long beendusesignify national humiliation
(as a male, rather than female, experience) iniRuSoviet national narratives, is
often configured as metaphorical: Russian populdrgolitical culture has created a
national/ist narrative in which Russia itself hagb transformed into a “nexus of
buying and selling, where everything of value ieadd cynically to the highest

bidder.”?

Gendered American Nationalism

The demise of the Soviet Union coincided with thergnation in U.S. popular and
political culture of a long discursive process tleinist literary scholar Susan
Jeffords terms the “remasculinization of America 'revival of the images, abilities,
and evaluations of men and masculinity in domin&&. culture” in the years since
the United States’ unexpected and humiliating defe¥iet Nam®? But that Jeffords

points to theemasculinization of America after the mid-1970s segjg that gender-

3L Eliot Borenstein, “Selling Russia: Prostitutionastulinity, and Metaphors of Nationalism after
Perestroika,” irGender and National Identity in Twentieth-Centuys&an Culture174-175.

32 bid., 175.

3 Susan Jefford§,he Remasculinization of America: Gender and thegndim Wai(Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1989), xii.
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as-discourse, particularly attempts to masculitheestate while feminizing the
nation, has long been constitutive of Americanaralism. Feminist literary scholar
Annette Kolodny's close reading of dozens of Amamipastoral narratives written
by men between the eighteenth and late twentiettudes illustrates the ways in
which the United States’ westward expansion aridr,lendustrialization, relied
heavily on gendered imaginaries in which the lamknown and potentially
dangerous, was alternatively conceptualized asregmurturing mother (the hope
and promise of sustenance) or as a passive vivgaitiag domination by the
masculinized U.S. state and its (male) exploren®s€ gendered imaginaries,
Kolodny contends, provided a conceptual framewatkiw which to view the vast
expanses of the unknown land in the American we&minine and, consequently,
less alien and threatenind.

The gendered imaginaries enabled by American npassoral writing,
having emerged as they did from European colomdl@astoral narratives, are the
bedrock of a messianic and chauvinistic Americaronalism that, fueled by the
United States’ alleged “victory” over the Sovietiomin the cold war, has been the
source of the United States’ belief not only thithe“default mode of humanity is to
become Americans,” but that, consequently, theddin8tates has a divinely-inspired
duty to spread its vision of “democracy” and “freef to the rest of the worlt.
According to journalist Anatol Lieven, the esseintli@ments of this “exceptional

nationalism” are “faith in liberty, constitutionain, the law, democracy,

3 Annette Kolodny;The Lay of the Land: Metaphor as Experience andadrjsn American Life and
Letters(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred975).

% Lieven,America Right or Wrond36.
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individualism and cultural and political egalitariam,” all of which have remained
constant throughout American history and have beeently expanded to
incorporate a “belief in the absolute superiorityree market capitalism, unlimited
economic opportunity and consumerism” and, mordrogarsially, “racial tolerance
and equity” and “the rights of womer®The convergence of these values with
American “exceptionalism” explains the United Sg¢atastorical tendency toward a
type of geopolitical isolationism that, rather treadesire to withdraw completely
from world affairs, enables the U.S., as unique @gn@ation-states, to position itself
as a reluctant and involuntary participant in tealthgs of “inferior foreigners"—as
long such dealings do not undermine U.S. natiooaieignty. This (often explicitly
racist) chauvinism legitimates U.S. military undedlism: Because Other nation-
states are always already hostile and inferiorlit& “is free to dictate to them or
even conquer them for their own good A logic that was used most recently to
justify the U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003.

Paradoxically, while the United States looks fod @mbraces opportunities to
spread its core values internationally, its neagiglio(and usually military) offensive
has long been billed as its best defense againstiped threats of all kinds, whether
local or global. A fervent messianic nationalisnmgda more salient by the demise of
the Soviet Union in 1991 and conflated with masutylithrough militarization, has

historically gone hand in hand with paranoia ameiception of national

% bid., 5 and 49.

3" Ibid., 3 and 15-17. The irony here, of coursehit the United States is notorious for using
decidedlyundemocratic tactics in its effort to spread demogiaaroad. U.S. historian John Fousek
and journalist Naomi Klein also make this pointeSehn Fousel,0 Lead the Free World: American
Nationalism and the Cultural Roots of the Cold Wahapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
2000); and Naomi KleinThe Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalisiew York:
Metropolitan Books, 2007).
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vulnerability (i.e. threats to “national securityfjat rely on “an obsession with
domestic subversion [and a] belief in an outsideldvdominated by enemies and
potential traitors ® The maintenance of the cold war in the U.S., f@meple, relied

in equal parts on repeated affirmations of Amesgaeatnesas well ason the

notion that communism, whether foreign or homegropased an immediate threat
to the singularly American values enumerated abAwue, as Lieven rightly points
out, an obsession with internal subversion durvegdold war largely overshadowed
any potential threat by the Soviet Union, resulim@n “anticommunist hysteria [that
has] become part of American political culturd.”

What Lieven’s otherwise sound exploration of Aroan nationalism’s causes
and consequences ignores, however, is the rolerafegz—not to mention skin color,
ethnicity, socio-economic status, sexual orientatamd other dimensions of
identity—in creating and maintaining its governimgths. For instance, Lieven does
point out that American nationalism is dependenit®continued maintenance upon
the (his)tories the United States tells itself abtsupast. Consequently, not unlike
many of the nationalisms explored by feminist atieeocritical scholars, American
nationalism “continuously looks backward, to a wed and idealized national

past.”°

But what he neglects is that this past is not ewthts identitarian valences;
the American past is tigenderedracializedpast of colonial conquest and slave

labor as described by Kolodny.

*1pid., 154.

%9 |bid., 158. For more on anti-communism as contiéuof contemporary American nationalism, see
Peter H. BuckinghamAmerica Sees Red: Anti-Communism in America, 18709805 Claremont,

CA: Regina Books, 1988); and Fous&k, Lead the Free World

“0 Lieven,America Right or Wrong?.
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The employment of a gender-sensitive lens enrithmgen’s work by
pointing to American nationalism’s reliance on umkea masculinity to sustain
itself. What Lieven misses in his discussion of-antnmunism and the legacy of the
cold war as constitutive of contemporary (i.e. pb891) American nationalism, for
example, is what Dean terms the “ideology of masiyf within which he contends
that U.S. cold war-era foreign and domestic poliakers were inextricably
embedded, thus affecting in direct and materialsnagt only the decisions they
made, but also the conceptual frameworks withinctvisiuch decisions were
formulated® Like Lieven, Dean argues of the immediate post-years of the last
century that as U.S. foreign policymakers “begamfag a new global imperial
alliance under U.S. leadership, in opposition 3oviet Union,” they contributed to
the creation of “a ‘national security state’ dedéchto the containment of
communism and the expansion of a corporate cagtitabrld economic order.” They
accomplished this task by deploying “alarmist rinetto persuade the American
public that the Soviets posed an immediate anatdineeat to U.S. interests and to
world peace.” Unlike Lieven, however, Dean goeshfer. By incorporating a
concern for the manipulation of gender-as-discountehis analysis, he is able to
argue convincingly that “[g]ender, sexuality, ahé production and control of sexual
secrets played a central role in many politicalggtes of the Red Scare era.” In their
zeal to make a clear enemy of the Soviet Union, tlol war-era policy elites

“depicted the foreign service as a bureaucracyestdfy effete ‘cookie-pushing’ lvy

1 Dean uses the term “ideology of masculinity” téereo “the cultural system of prescription and
proscription that organizes the ‘performance’ of &dividual’s role in society, that draws bouneari
around the social category of manhood, and thabeamsed to legitimate power and privilege.” Dean,
Imperial Brotherhoog5.
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league internationalist homosexuals and ‘pink$itit “conflat[ing] fears of domestic
political subversion and foreign aggression witkiaties about the maintenance of
domestic social and sexual order.” Consequentlygraling to Dean,
“[clountersubversive rhetoric linked behavior teabverted the ‘natural’ relations
between the sexes with behavior that subvertegrityger political relations of
American society,” and
Communism, depicted as an implacable, expansianibtarily threatening
enemy in its external imperial incarnation, wastfayed domestically as an
“infection”; a conspiratorial, protean invasiontbe boundaries of state and
society, undermining national strength from within.
As such, communism, conflated with sexual “deveahcould be—and was—easily
linked to progressive politics through, for examlejorative rhetoric about the
“party girls” allegedly sent to enlist young mentie U.S. Communist Party. A
conceptual progression from communism to sexuabaee to progressive politics
also facilitated the post-war feminization of diplacy and the foreign service while
serving as a catalyst for McCarthyism, embeddediwiivhich was what Dean calls a
“sexual inquisition” inside the State Departmergtttvas meant to publicly expose
closeted homosexuals and other “less masculine”wien the FBI argued, were
easy targets for blackmail by Soviet intelligendean concludes about America’s
cold war-era governing myths that “[glender andpbégtics of sexuality and
‘deviance’ were not peripheral issues; they werdra¢to the operations of power

within the state*?

42 bid., 63-70.
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This gender-sensitive analysis of McCarthyism aév¢he gendered paradox
at the heart of American nationalism: Its sustaiitglvequires the paranoid rhetoric
of a national (feminized) vulnerability to (femieid) threats of all kinds as a means
of legitimating the state’s (masculinized and, diguanilitaristic) expansionism,
which has been justified by historicized referencethe uniqueness of American
“values.” Put another way, America, the feminizedion, must be conceptualized as
vulnerable to threats, which are also feminizeckingathem, by their very nature,
both dangerous and easy to defeat. Thus feminikedation to be protected and its
threats to be eradicated together facilitate theest easy justification of its
oppositional and (often) violent, masculinist bzity.

Dean concludes, for example, that the ideologidgins of the Viet Nam
conflict were rooted in attempts by U.S. foreigrigonakers to live up to an
idealized notion of American masculinity, and wagawar in Viet Nam was their
chance to demonstrate their manhood in oppositi@ifeminate diplomats and
“pink” communists. And feminist literary scholar &n Jeffords argues that
American cultural representations of Viet Nam—nufsivhich were created by
white men in the late 1970s and 1980s—signaledetmasculinization of American
culture in the wake of the United States’ humifigt{and emasculating) military
defeat. Jeffords’s analyses of several culturaktercluding novels, personal
narratives, films, and television series, shows tthe discourse of the war (re)equated
masculinity and militarization with American natelndentity by positioning
patriarchal figures, usually portrayed as vetedngiet Nam, as representative of

national security, stability, and guidance. In cast, the U.S. state and its political
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and active-duty military representatives were fep@ad as incompetent and
ineffectual. This analysis is borne out exceptiynakll in The A-Tean{1983-1987),
NBC'’s action-adventure series about a group oidingtlized Viet Nam veterans
living underground as “soldiers of fortune,” wh@vimg been accused of robbing the
bank of Hanoi in the final days of the Viet Nam i, elude a succession of
bumbling and confused U.S. military personnel whid@comitantly working to end
injustice and strife wherever and whenever they Aanording to JeffordsThe A-
Teamis just one example of a slew of 1980s culturglist¢hat depicted ex-soldiers,
particularly Viet Nam veterans, as “victims’ of@ety, government, and the war
itself,” thus “provid[ing] ‘evidence’ of a group hen who were themselves victims,
on a par with women, blacks, and other disenfrasthgroups.” This “evidence”
made possible the argument that “(white) men weteppressors but instead, along
with women and men of color, themselves victima ttird oppressor, in this case
the government,” which was explicitly feminized \aytue of its ineffectuality in and
eventual defeat by Viet Naff.

In American political culture, President RonaldaBan capitalized on this
popular anti-governmentality by casting himseltlas masculine hero of his own
morality tale in which he, as a self-positioned gmment outsider-made-American
President, promised to single-handedly make goveminureaucracy accountable
for the failures of Viet Nam, first, by promotiniyet ingenuity and spirit of American
individualism (which is in direct and explicit opgition to Soviet communism) and,

second, by

43 Jeffords Remasculinization of Americaiv.
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[...] decreas[ing] the size of government itself @ut{ting] unwieldy
bureaucracies that had come, according to Reaganta@e to serve the
interests of lawmakers and bureaucrats who depenleir budgets than to
address the real needs of citizéhs.
Thus, Jeffords demonstrates the ways in which niasoed, heroic anti-
governmentality, represented in American populak @aiitical culture by the “hard
[white, male] bodies” of actors Clint Eastwood, &4dter Stallone, Bruce Willis, and
Ronald Reagan, was narratively and visually demlogehe 1980s to avenge the
emasculating failures of Viet Nam.

The ideological reach of this governing myth, athe considerable by the end
of the 1980s, benefited enormously from contempawas developments in Eastern
Europe. Having led the United States to its indl@a&victory” over the Soviet Union
seemingly overnight, Ronald Reagan, the quintegdeodn of a rugged and virile
American masculinity, and outpacing his apparemttpnsequential sidekick, Soviet
Premier Mikhail Gorbachev, became the hero of thid war. As Schrecker rather
sarcastically describes the logic of the triumtalarrative, “[freedom, democracy,
justice, courage, and the sheer grit and resol¥keoAmerican people triumphed
over despotism and darkness.” She argues thagridng misuse of history to justify a
post-Soviet national/ist present is “oversimplifixad distorted,” leaving “no room

for victims (as opposed to losers}>”

4 bid., 19.

> Schrecker, introduction ©Gold War Triumphalism3-4, 7.
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The (Geo)Paolitical Traffic in Gendered Imaginaries

| asked in the last chapter, “What happens whemémelered signifier of the nation
travels across borders and is deployed in an gntdiferent geographical, cultural,
or historical context from that which it emerged@&rgue that it is in the sites and
sights of the American triumphalist mythscape, bfck the gendered Russian
imaginary is an integral part, that answers to guisstion may be found—particularly
because Russia’s configuration of itself as theldi®prostitute, recycled and
reconfigured from the Silver Age, has been heaniljpential in American
imaginaries of post-Soviet Russia. Communicati@otist George Gerbner contends
that U.S. media outlets, because they are largetpathetic to U.S. government
policies, depict foreign countries in the way ttre government wants them to, using
information gleaned predominantly from governmentrses:® For instance, linking

a November 198B8lew York Timesurvey in which 28 percent of those polled
believed that the U.S.S.R. was an enemy of the diiffng World War 1l to what
media mogul Ted Turner, in the May 17-23, 1989eassiVariety, called “hate
films,”*” Gerbner argues that, because the media is a prajducer and provider of
images of foreign nationals for American audientas knowledge that most
Americans have about Russia comes from the mediaséfjuently, like the rest of
us, U.S. foreign policy elites are by no means imento the (geo)political

knowledge, the “belief” in an often polarized gebijpzal imaginary in which the

“6 Everette E. Dennis, George Gerbner, and Yassé&adsoursky, edBeyond the Cold War: Soviet
and American Media Imagé€kondon: Sage Publications, 1991), vii. This aldlgg has its roots in a
June-July 1989 media studies conference at Mosdate Sniversity that focused on cold war
depictions of the United States in the Soviet Urdod vice versa.

4T Included in Turner’s list werBambo Invasion USA.Red DawnThe Hunt for Red Octobgand the
miniseriesAmerika
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global West and East are diametrically opposedjymred by and through these
cultural texts®®

As the single ideologically binding and delimitiggopolitical imaginary of
U.S. foreign policy for most of the last centuttye tcold war served as the primary
catalyst for an overwhelming number of culturalt$exnany of the most (in)famous
of which are filmic, that, as historian Harlow Robon deftly illustrates, narratively
and visually depicted the Soviet Union, Russiand/@ communists according to the
ebb and flow of U.S.-Soviet relatioffsAccording to Robinson, before World War I,
Hollywood representations of Soviets/Russianslmdisuch a3 ovarich(1937),
Ninotchka(1939), andComrade X(1940) were largely negative, but after the
December 1941 Japanese attack on the U.S. nawbb&garl Harbor brought the
U.S. into an (albeit temporary) alliance with theSUB.R. against the Third Reich,
representatives from the Franklin D. Roosevelt aistration called on Hollywood
producers to revision their representations ofSbeiet Union and its citizens in
order to provide the American movie-going audiewdé a less negatively valanced
understanding of their new ally. Producers weregplgap comply, and a number of

pro-Soviet films, most notabMorth Star(1943) andDays of Glory(1944), quickly

8 For more on the media’s role in shaping U.S. fimgiolicy, see Patrick O’Heffernaklass Media
and American Foreign Policy: Insider Perspectives@lobal Journalism and the Foreign Policy
ProcesgNorwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing Corp., 1991). | dke term “foreign policy elites”
throughout to refer to the “top members of the [USRate Department and other officials in the
foreign-policy establishment; influential membefgongress; opinion leaders in the society at large
such as the major media outlets and their chiefgralities; and members of think tanks and top
academics.” Royce J. Ammo@Jobal Television and the Shaping of World PolitiC&N,
Telediplomacy, and Foreign Polig¢yefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, Inc., 200%3.

“9 Harlow RobinsonRussians in Hollywood, Hollywood’s Russians: Biguma of an ImagéBoston:
Northeastern University Press, 2007). For an emgglgiok at American anti-communist propaganda,
see Michael Barson and Steven HelRed Scared! The Commie Menace in Propaganda andl&op
Culture (San Francisco: Chronicle Books, 2001).
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made their way through the long production pro@ssinto U.S. cinemas. Ironically
though, as Robinson notes,

Just how quickly and apparently easily many Hollpadigures adapted to

the changed situation is evident in the fact thatdame writer, Melchior

Lengyel, supplied the original story both féinotchka(before) and fobays

of Glory (after). What a difference a war can make.

However, neither the war nor the difference it mbasted much beyond the
Yalta Conference in February 19%5and Hollywood was soon embarrassed by its
wartime pro-Soviet sentiment, particularly becaaseprding to Robinson, those
films were a primary catalyst that sparked the m@rsial post-war investigation by
the House Committee on Un-American Activities (HUAGto alleged communist
influence in American culture and educatféiwhile making note of the precipitous
decline in the production of films featuring RusgBoviet characters and plots
between the mid-1940s and 1960, Robinson rightigtp@ut that those fifteen years
at mid-century marked the height of the cold wad the sparse but negative filmic
depictions of the Soviet Union during that time gertegral to the geopolitical
development of that country as the United Statesifary military, economic, and

ideological adversary>® This apparent fact of U.S. foreign policy perdisire

*0 RobinsonRussians in HollywoqdL16.

* Located in Ukraine on the Black Sea, the restytafi Yalta served as the site of the second afethr
wartime meetings between the heads of the Alliedd?s, the United Kingdom, the United States, and
the Soviet Union.

*2 For example, the pro-Soviet fildorth Starwas re-cut and reissued as the profoundly anti€bov
film Armored Attackn the post-war period. RobinsdRussians in Hollywoqdl16-117.

% bid., 149.
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popular and political culture with precious littigief until the late 1980s, when
Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev began the duatesses ofjflasnostopenness)
andperestroika(restructuring) that, within a few short yearst aoly enabled the
collapse of the entire Soviet system, but alsoeesdl nonexistent Hollywood's chief
antagonist—almost.

Although Robinson does briefly mention that “[t}eduction/ideological
conversion of a Soviet woman through American/edigitfashion and luxury [...]
became a standard feature of Hollywood screenglagst the U.S.S.R>*what is
surprisingly absent from his account of roughlyeatary’s worth of Hollywood
filmic depictions of Russia and Russians—includingse made after the demise of
the Soviet Union in 1991—is any sustained analgbthe implicit sexism,
heteronormativity, and Orientalism embedded in mairiyre films he discusses. In
contrast, feminist literary critics Valentina Glagnd Domnica Radulescu contend
that since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, “men from [Eastern Europe] in
particular, have become a favorite and convenigmtfer the accumulation of
stereotypical images feeding Western lust for tkettie and fear of the ‘barbaric.”
Because they are white and European, Slavic women

[...] are not drastically Other and thus are endowdl an aura of

familiarity, or of Europeanness, and yet they arefually familiar, or

European either, as they come from the more renegiens of Europe,

perceived aslmostOriental, aslmostexotic, yet not fully sG°

> bid., 62.
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Feminist scholar Roumiana Deltcheva goes furthesering that since the
fall of the Soviet Union, “the Slavic slut, readydell her body and soul for
greenbacks, has become as much of a fixture inéffesinema as the Russian
villainess used to be in James Bond movies duhiedXold War.” Although “exotic”
and Other, Slavic women are white people from (ajieripheral) European spaces
and are, therefore, easy scapegoats for Westerrapeddits who interpret “their
social downfall [...] as a consciously chosen patkher than as the result of
social/political circumstances imposed upon theaihting to the “perspective of
geographical differentiation” of Eastern Europeaggulated “within artistic
representations by Western artistdPeltcheva contends that post-1991 filmic
depictions of Eastern European women fall intoghrasic categories (or some
combination thereof): “the scrupulous slut, thergeimg trickster, and the helpless
victim.” Each of these three stereotypes “carr[ghisfinct negative connotations that,
in their totality, reinforce the idea of Othernessnegation: negation of voice,
negation of space, negation of experiertée.”

For example, with a nod to Edward Said, femintstary scholar Agnieszka
Tuszynska offers a critical reading of a film detitThe Birthday Girl(2001),

starring Nicole Kidman as Nad’ya, a Russian maileotbride, to argue against the

% valentina Glajar and Domnica Radulescu, introductoVampirettes, Wretches and Amazons:
Western Representations of East European Wpetkrby Valentina Glajar and Domnica Radulescu
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2004), 2 @ndtalics in original.

%5 At the foundation of this “geographical differeiton” is the Orientalist conceptualization of

Eastern Europe “as a world ‘over there,” an aliemlavof differences that is light years away nolyon
from the economic prosperity but also from the abconventions and values of the West.” Roumiana
Deltcheva, “Eastern Women in Western Chronotypég Representation of East European Women in
Western Films after 1989,” Mampirettes, Wretches and Amazdi2.

" \bid., 162, 164, and 181.
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dichotomous notions of Self and Other that occumsi®rn epistemologies. She
points out that “[ijn order to make the proces®sitbfering more efficient and
unambiguous in its exclusionary implications, thedtvhas employed a rigid system
of binary oppositions, which draw clear lines bezweus’ and ‘them.”” This, of
course, is also a statement about who has geaabltower and the ability to wield
it, when and why, a struggle that manifests itsaliszynska contends, irhe

Birthday Girl as both the depiction of and the site at whiclbgldast and West
“confront each other in a much-telling setting whienders the Eastern European
woman a commodity and the ultimate ‘othe¥’’In the film, Nad'ya’s refusal to
speak and her ready willingness to fulfill in coetel silence her British husband’s
sexual fantasies of bondage and sado-masochisrate@s a “microcosm of the
modern world’s power structure, in which dominatismot always exercised through
violence, but more and more often through multidisienal—economic, social, and
ideological—oppression® As Nad'ya is both a woman and Russian, her gender,
national origin, and ethnicity intersect, makiregy white, British (Western) husband
feel both like a “man” and a “conqueror,” while H{aetero)sexuality becomes “the
aim of modern-day colonialism; her body is invaded transformed for the purpose
of the Englishman’s entertainment.” But then, albigyphe film’s narrative shifts as
Nad'’ya, like all typical Hollywoodemmes fatale common filmic archetype that |
will discuss more fully in chapter 6), turns out® not what she seems, and is,

instead, “transformed into the cinematographicétypf the cunning Russian woman-

%8 Agnieszka Tuszynska, “Eastern Girls, Western Ba3@4.

*bid., 207.
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spy, who maims Western men with her deceptive sitx@ad uses them for her own
ends.®® Not coincidentally, this narrative shift occurstas Nad'ya begins to
express her thoughts and desires verbally—usingliext English-speaking skills
that her husband (and the viewing audience) has le€leto believe she does not
possess. The moment she begins to speak, she eaarsaemy.

Tuszynska contends thahe Birthday Girlplaces the relationship between
Nad’ya and her British husband within the contexhe much-heralded and
allegedly inherent differences between the glolzatiand global West in which the
East is depicted in Western post-Soviet news meadibpopular culture as
economically devastated and underdeveloped, windé\est is discursively
constructed as a parental figure to Eastern Eusaymgesting that region’s alleged
“infantile nature, and thus its inferiority and mkty to govern itself in a responsible
and mature manner.” She rightly points out thag tkame rhetoric [...] is
characteristic of the language used in patriarcd®dist societies to refer to women,”
thereby comparing men’s treatment of women in logigiriarchial societies to the
post-Soviet treatment of Eastern Europe by thestrdilized “democracies” of the
global West, a topic to which | will return in thext chaptef”

Given these feminist analyses of the genderedilized Hollywood
depictions of Russia and Eastern Europe produces 9991 it is easy to see now

why the Diesel Jeans advertisement with which Bbethe last chapter is so

®pid., 208-209.
®!Ibid., 204-205.
%2 The feminist cultural analyses presented in tHection of essays edited by Glajar and Radulescu

do not attend to Western depictions of Russian oiasty; this is a deficiency that | will attempad t
rectify in this project
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problematic. First, the ad unambiguously suggéstsd passive, feminized Russia is,
geopolitically speaking, available and willing to @hatever the masculinist United
States commands—a notion that potentially reinforoa only what U.S. foreign
policymakers think they already know about posti8oRussia, but also U.S.
neocolonial attitudes about the (un)limits of Ug8opolitical power. Second, the
Diesel Jeans advertisement is an example of ardisgudiscursive trend in U.S.
popular and political culture between the demisthefSoviet Union in 1991 and the
U.S. declaration of war on Iraq in 2003 in whiclsp8oviet Russia was explicitly
sexualized and gendered in U.S. popular and pallitiglture. Conceptualized as
politically and ideologically “backward,” the Ruasi Federation was frequently
depicted as a feminized and/or emasculated ehtitywas potentially duplicitous,
antagonistic, sexually voracious, a threat to W&dional security, and/or an innocent
victim of circumstances beyond its control and,samuently, in need of salvation
and resurrection. These gendered Russian imagsnasgealiscursive systems of
cultural representation and nationalist mythmakbastered a triumphalist
American nationalism whose narrative worked to “enaklief’ about a strong,
masculinist U.S. national identity in oppositiontiat which was Russian/Soviet.
Alarmingly, though, given the “rise in mass abuaed violence against [Slavic
women], either as a result of new ethnic wars dhefnew social phenomenon of the
trafficking of women and girls for sex from Eastrgpean to Western countries,”
Glajar and Radulescu argue that

[W]hat happens to women in society is directly tedbto the ways in which

they are seen and represented in the imaginatidimathe philosophical and
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artistic constructions of that culture. This redaghip is not seen in terms of

one-sided views of mimetic representations of tgalut in terms of dialogue

and interconnectedness between a culture’s idax@bgonstructs, artistic
representations, and its social realiffés.

The production and operation of the gendered Ruossiaginary within the
triumphalist mythscape re/inscribes the Russiarefabn as a gendered, racialized
Other to the United States, thus creating a cdlatraosphere in which the
exploitation of feminine and/or emasculated bodiesepresentative of Russia makes
plausible the material traffic in “real” women agulls from Russia into the United
States for work in the sex industry. Radulescu eas that the reductive
representations of Eastern European women in Aarecalture as embodying some
essence of an “exotic” culture fuels the seemirmyndless desire in the West for
“whatever is perceived as ‘exotic’ femininity,” espally that which is not visibly
Other. This, she argues, “can easily be translatedhe practice of objectifying and
treating flesh and blood women as inferior beingsd may well be both cause and
consequence of the increasing numbers of Russtikastern European women and
girls who are trafficked to the West for work irethex industry? This link between
cultural representations and material reality eesibhe to consider the ways in
which, once the deployment of gender, heterosexyyalnd ethnicity in national
governing myths works to create gendered, racidlilionalisms, those national

performances travel and are then translated andftnaned in different spacetimes

% Glajar and Radulesciampirettes, Wretches and Amazdhand 7-8.

% Domnica Radulescu, “Amazons, Wretches and VanipseEssentialism and Beyond in the
Representation of East European WomenYampirettes, Wretches and Amazofts-46.
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within and among the circuits of power that comng#itthis and previous historical
moments of globalization. For instance, the SoMieibn’s fashioning of its gendered
national identity in the 1910s and 1920s, itselftlmn a long tradition of gender-as-
discourse as it developed in the imperial peri@d, been instrumental in forming not
only post-Soviet Russian conceptualizations offies®the world’s prostitute, but
also U.S.-based knowledges about the Russian Rextesance 1991. Consequently,
| posit an expanded conceptualization of “trafffaki to connote the exploitative
cultural representation of Other gendered, ra@dliheteronormative bodies in
media and popular culture to justify particularipohl agendas. If the process of
trafficking is “a practice which treats human beireg commodities’® and the noun
“traffic” refers to the movement of an entity thdugn area or along a route across all
kinds of borders, then certainly the depiction asBla and Russians in U.S.-based
English-language media and popular culture carobsidered a form of “imagined”
trafficking that has direct material effects ontbtk S. foreign policy toward Russia
and on the continued “real” trafficking of Russi@omen into the United States for

work in the sex industry.

% Liz Kelly and Linda Regan, “International Irony, OLApresgNovember 2001), par. 7.
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CHAPTER3

Freedom for Whom? Support for What?
Making Feminist Sense of U.S. Russia Policy

In the little more than two years between thedélthe Berlin Wall in the
summer of 1989 and the dissolution of the Sovigblim December 1991, U.S.
policymakers who had lived their lives within thentext of the cold war came to
realize that the geopolitical changes in Eastemojaeinecessitated a conceptual
reorientation of their understanding of the hostationship between the United
States and the Soviet Union and between the Nattimié#c Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the countries of the defunct Warsaw Plaespite their understandable
penchant for suspicion, developed during a timenathe Soviet Union was
considered an “evil empire,” legislators recognitieat they would have to support,
with cautious optimism and as friends in need, iiathGermany, new democratic
governments in Poland and Hungary, and, in ear®2 1the Newly Independent
States (NIS) of the former Soviet Union. They ap@&d and embraced with
enthusiasm the historical importance of their tagich they interpreted as nothing

less than the creation of an entirely new geopalifparadigm. Representative

! Andrea SmithConquest: Sexual Violence and American Indian Gieled€ambridge: South End
Press, 2005), 184.
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Howard L. Berman (D-California), presiding as cpanson over a March 1992
hearing before the House Subcommittee on Intemalti@perations, most concisely
expressed the consensus inside the Beltway: “We waw the Cold War. Now it is
profoundly in our interests to build a lasting atable peace®”

The provisions by which the United States wouldoaaplish this momentous
task—the building of a “lasting and stable peace’erevcodified as U.S. Public Law
102-511, the Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eamd3emocracies and Open
Markets Support Act of 1992. Colloquially dubbed #freedom Support Act (FSA),
the legislation authorized U.S. bi- and multilaterssistance to the independent states
of the former Soviet UniohIt amended or repealed several cold war-era pitisrils
on economic, humanitarian, and other forms of t&si® to the region and extended
the Support for East European Democracy (SEED)OA&889, which authorized
U.S. aid only to Hungary and Poland, to incorpoestgistance to the successor states
of the Soviet Union. Described as “the most impdrfaece of legislation coming
down the pike with regard to foreign policy in yg4rand as “every bit as much a

policy statement as a legislative packaythe Freedom Support Act was and

2 House Subcommittee on International Operati@®snocracy Building in the Former Soviet Unjon
102" Cong., 2° sess., March 18, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. Gawentt Printing Office, 1992), 1.

% Multilateral aid is given by donor countries taemational financial institutions, usually the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) or the World Bamér the dispersal of loans to recipient countries
bilateral aid refers to direct state-to-state aasi®e from donor countries to recipient countriesn
concerned in this chapter primarily with the lafrem the United States to the Russian Federation.

* Representative Lee Hamilton, presiding as chasgrerHouse Subcommittee on Europe and the
Middle EastDevelopments in Europe, April 19902" Cong., 2“ sess., April 9, 1992 (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office), 19.

® Secretary of State James A. Baker, speaking oalbetthe George H.W. Bush administration.

Senate Committee on Foreign Relatidrsgislation Authorizing Assistance to the Formevist
Union, 102" Cong., 2% sess., April 9, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. GovezntPrinting Office), 7.
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remains the first and only proposal that not odbntified specific U.S. concerns
about the status of Russia’s political and econ@ystems and enumerated ways to
alleviate them, but also addressed strategieetwranting theentiretyof U.S.

foreign policy in the wake of the collapse of th@/@t Union. It thus operates as both
a blueprint for U.S. Russia policy since 1991 andre broadly, for the ways in

which a triumphant United States, concerned witl tiee world’s only remaining
“superpower” should conduct itself in the absenica dear geopolitical adversary,
reified its masculinist credentials on the gloldalye by self-consciously positioning
itself in opposition to an (often gendered, razedi) Other.

My task in this chapter is not to chronicle thetenial consequencesf the
Freedom Support Act, but to decipher its ideologteaises| utilize a cognitive
approach to foreign policy analysis in order to@s“the complex processes by
which certain frames used in policy debates emfileynes that resonate with popular
ideology and are woven in and through the everymtagtices of policy
construction.® | interrogate the ideological assumptions unddigg the
Congressional hearings that constitute the butk@efFreedom Support Act’s
legislative history, focusing particularly on thays in which those assumptions were

repeatedly manifest in the metaphors and analagikzed by policymakers and

® Nancy NaplesEeminism and Method: Ethnography, Discourse Analyaid Activist ReseardNew
York: Routledge, 2003), 109. Cognitive foreign pglanalysis assumes that human actors engaged in
activities in specific places at particular histatimoments ultimately determine the direction of
foreign policy. The recent incorporation of cultustudies approaches and perspectives into thg stud
of U.S. foreign relations has resulted in an epistiegical shift within that intellectual genealogyer
the course of the past three decades that hasccaciselars to ask “how culture affects policymaking
in the U.S., specifically on how ideas about rgemder, sexuality, religion, and family relatiorshi

not to mention democracy, shape the worldview ofefican policymakers and the decisions they
make.” Michael J. Hogan and Thomas G. PatersonEgglaining the History of American Foreign
Relations 2nd edition (New York: Cambridge University Pre2804), 8. See also Jerel A. Rosati, “A
Cognitive Approach to the Study of Foreign Policiy'Foreign Policy Analysised. Laura Neack,
Jeanne A. K. Hey, and Patrick J. Haney (Englewoliffs CNJ: Prentice Hall, 1995), 49-70.
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witnesses throughout the hearings. | identify amtthoe the salience of discourses
touting “modernity,” capitalist democracy, “freedgmmerican exceptionalism, and
conventional notions of “development” that convetgering the hearings, held
between June 1991 and May 1992, to formulate thelagjical foundation upon
which post-Soviet U.S. Russia policy rests.

| also bring together the work of feminist devetggnt and international
relations theorists to offer a feminist assessméttie objectives and provisions of
the FSA. What, | ask, was the legislation optimdigigned to do? What were the
gendered implications and consequences of its tgscand provisions when put to
work on the ground in Russia? Which issues are prestalent, and which were
(often unintentionally) omitted? Whose perspectiaed concerns were taken into
account in the formation and implementation of s\, and whose were excluded?
In short, for whom and/or what did the Freedom SwipAct of 1992 work to
facilitate “freedom” and why? And who and/or whad the FSA “support?”

Because the demise of the Soviet Union corresgbnitd the ascendancy of
neoliberal economicsit is hardly surprising that the apparanpriori domination in
the FSA of the material interests of U.S.-basegaa@tions and the ideological
interests of American nationalism reveals the capped neocolonialism that fueled

the inception and implementation of U.S. Russiécydl The FSA'’s pro-business

" Broadly conceived, proponents of neoliberalisnkdeeshift the control of the economy from the
public to the private sector.

8 U.S. foreign relations historian Michael H. Hungaes that, historically, the economic interests of
U.S. corporations have gone hand-in-hand with theacement of U.S. capitalism. According to him,
U.S. policymakers’ “favorite method was the proraotof free trade and indirect control of crucial
markets rather than the creation of costly colorégimes.” HuntJdeology and U.S. Foreign Policy

9.
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priorities also reveal the striking absence amorfs). [Jolicymakers—despite what
was, at that time, roughly twenty years’ worth efinist critiques of capitalist
democracy and conventional cold war-era developparadigms—of any concern
for or consideration of how U.S. Russia policy wbaffect ordinary Russian people,
particularly women, children, and other historigatiarginalized groups who were
most negatively affected by U.S.-led “reform” etfoin the 1990s. Finally, | contend
that in their formulation and implementation of tB8A, U.S. policymakers relied
simultaneously on three interconnected genderedi&usmaginaries, the damsel in
distress, the evil mother-figure, and the wily téraps, thus revealing the gendered,
racialized, and heteronormative tropes operatirtgiwthe discursive frames that
shaped U.S. Russia policy in particular, and Wo&ign policy more generally,

throughout the 1990s.

The Freedom Support Act

Enacted on October 24, 1992, in the last montliseoGeorge H.W. Bush
presidency, the Freedom Support Act was, as iésititlicates, intended to “support
freedom and open markets in the independent siétas former Soviet Union®It
authorized U.S. monetary support of and particgratn multilateral Russian aid
programs as well as bilateral aid in the form chtacal advice and assistance on
projects leading to the democratization of the gewntry’s political system, defense
conversion, and the systemic privatization of Segr state-run industries. At its

most basic level, the Freedom Support Act was &ension to the former Soviet

° Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democsaaiel Open Markets Support Act of 1992
U.S. Public Law 102-511).S. Statutes at LargE06 (1992): 3320-3362.
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Union of the provisions of Public Law 101-179, $epport for Eastern European
Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989, whose goal was
To promote political democracy and economic plgralin Poland and
Hungary by assisting those nations during a ctipeaiod of transition and
abetting the development in those nations of peimisiness sectors, labor
market reforms, and democratic institutiofis.
In its authorization of U.S. federal bi- and maitéral aid to the NI%! the Freedom
Support Act retained the basic spirit of the SEEE while also adding to the latter’s
focus on economic and political reforms a concerrtlie conversion for civilian
purposes of the Soviet-era military and defensasgtfucture. Title 1l of the FSA
enumerates the following economic assistance &éetvio the NIS:
1. To fulfill urgent humanitarian needs.
2. To foster “a democratic and free society.”
3. To establish free market systems “based on theiptenof private ownership
of property.”
4. For the purpose of “creating conditions that praertoade and investment,
and encouraging participation of the United Stategte sector in the
development of the private sector” throughout th8.N

5. To assist with food distribution and production.

1 Support for East European Democracy Act of 198%. Public Law 101-179, enacted by the®101
cong., 'sess., November 28, 1989.

1 Although there had been fifteen Soviet republiosre were just twelve newly independent states to
which the Freedom Support Act applied. BecausJiited States had never formally recognized the
Soviet Union’s annexation of Estonia, Latvia, anthliania after World War Il, these three states did
not fall within the purview of the Freedom Suppéct.
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6. To promote programs that improve health and hurearices, particularly
“voluntary family planning services, housing, arttey services and policies
that are components of a social safety net, paatigufor infants, children,
and people with disabilities®

7. For education and educational television, espegdihé development of
textbooks and imparting to television professionltsughout the NIS the
knowledge needed to produce educational televigiogramming that
promotes the “basic skills and the human valuescat®d with a democratic
society and a free market econonty.”

8. To promote energy efficiency and production throotdrket-based pricing
policies and concern for the environmental consege® of production.

9. To ensure civilian nuclear reactor safety.

10. For environmental conservation and resource managem

11.For the improvement of the transportation and tal@ounications

infrastructure and management.

12 justifiably negative critiques of U.S. Russia pplhroughout the 1990s point repeatedly to the
failure of U.S. and IMF/World Bank assistance efdp preserve the social safety nets that had
existed in the Soviet Union. See especially EthaK&pstein and Michael Mandelbaum, ed.,
Sustaining the Transition: The Social Safety Né&astcommunist Europg@Vashington, DC: Council
on Foreign Relations, Inc., 1997); and Judyth Lighy“What Has Happened to Russian Society?” in
Russia after the Falled. Andrew C. Kuchins (Washington, DC: Carnegie@&vment for

International Peace, 2002), 147-162.

13 This provision is clearly the result of the tesiimy of several witnesses, including two from the
U.S.-based Children’s Television Workshop, whichducesSesame Streewvho testified before the
Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs on May@821in advocacy of U.S. funds earmarked
specifically for the development of children’s edtional television in Russia. The inclusion of sach
provision in the Freedom Support Act is an expbadknowledgement by Congress that television can
be a powerful pedagogical tool. Senate SubcommitteBuropean AffairsThe Role of Children’s
Educational Television in the Transformation of Bwmer Soviet Union102 Cong., 2° sess., May

6, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printirffjo®, 1992).
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12.To address the problem of illegal drugs, includiipjromoting drug
education, interdiction, and eradication programs.”
13.To attend to issues of migration, particularly fggcting and caring for
refugees, displaced persons, and other migrantisessing the root causes of
migration; and promoting the development of appeiprimmigration and
emigration laws and procedures.”
Regardless of the sheer magnitude and breadtteqiiéimned U.S. portfolio, the
provisions and objectives of which were ostensihiant to effect a total political
and economic transformation in the independenestat the former Soviet Union,
these thirteen seemingly disparate thematic aceaich U.S. aid could be applied
cohered to facilitate the continued military prowe@sd increasing economic
dominance of the United States on a transformeg@ggical stage. It is items two,
three, and nine, which explicitly promote demo@ation, privatization, and defense
conversion, that form the core of the U.S. asstggrogram as outlined in the
Freedom Support Act; the other items are subsdtsesk three paradigmatic issues
and provide for the economic interests of a varéty.S.-based business sectors,
from educational services and health care, to ¢@cunications and transportation.
The primacy of democratization, privatization, alefense conversion in the
FSA is embedded in the legislation’s concern ferititerrelated processes by which
they would be concomitantly achieved. In additiont$ attention to the development
of business opportunities for the U.S.-based aaaespnd agricultural sectofsthe

FSA called for the establishment of American Buss€enters throughout the NIS

4 Freedom Support Acsec. 601 and sec. 701.
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that would operate as sites of information on amdte administration of potential
cooperative agreements and commercial partnerbefpgeen U.S.-based businesses
and local NIS ventureS.It also called for the establishment of the DeraogrCorps,

a non-governmental, non-profit organization tommorporated in the District of
Columbia, whose express purpose was to set up@ardte sites throughout the NIS.
Through technical advice and assistance and smaaltg(under $5000 USD) to
people and organizations identified by Corps cdasts as able to do the work of
democratization, the Democracy Corps was to asstbe development of
“Institutions of democratic governance (includinglicial, electoral, legislative, and
administrative processes),” the non-governmengduazations that constitute civil
society (“including charitable, educational, tradeon, business, professional,
voluntary, community, and other civic organizati9nand the development of a
market economy® The Freedom Support Act also incorporated intstigsport of
freedom and open markets nonproliferation and giaarent programs and activities
that explicitly addressed U.S. lawmakers’ conceatnsut the potential threats to the
national security and territorial integrity of thimited States in the absence of central
control of the Soviet Union’s massive stockpilenatlear, biological, chemical, and
conventional weapon$.The FSA also included provisions for the commeremenof
U.S. Information Agency and State Department aotiwithroughout the former

Soviet Union, particularly diplomatic missions agdlicational programming.A

15 bid., sec. 301.
18 1bid., sec. 401.
7 bid., sec. 501.

18 pid., sec. 801.
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reading of the Freedom Support Act reveals that BsSistance in three crucial
areas—economic reform, democratization, and defemseersion—was deemed by
policymakers to be the best and most efficient eia{support[ing] freedom and
open markets” in the former Soviet Union and emguthat its successor states,
particularly Russia, would be effectively integictento the community of
democratic nations,” thus becoming part of “a p&da@nd stable international order”

in the wake of the Soviet Union’s demiske.

Implementation

Thirteen billion dollars in U.S. federal monies weatlocated in fiscal year 1993 as
part of the Freedom Support Act. This figure cangtd the bulk of a twenty-four
billion dollar G7 aid package announced by Pregi@Gaorge H.W. Bush on April 1,
1992 and included an authorized increase in tlosvalble annual U.S. contribution to
the International Monetary Fund (IMBJ Although subsequent years saw variations
on the amount of U.S. dollars Congress was willmgllocate for NIS assistance,
available U.S. financial resources earmarked ferféhmer Soviet republics

throughout the 1990s and into the twenty-first agntvere divided between the

9 bid., sec. 101. From a U.S. perspective, the impbbeing able to accept Russia into a “community
of democratic nations” rested on the notion of afdcratic peace,” the assumption, commonly held
among conventional International Relations schaac U.S. foreign policymakers, that democracies
do not wage war against each other. For critiqub@fdemocratic peace” theory, see lvie, “A New
Democratic World Order?,” 256-258.

% Freedom Support Acsec. 1001. The G7 (Group of 7), currently knowritee G8 as a result of the
addition of Russia in 1997, was an internationalifo for the governments of Canada, France,
Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, anduhéed States. Interestingly, U.S. President
George H.W. Bush did not discuss the proposed ladtal aid package with either Russian Finance
Minister Yegor Gaidoor the other G7 heads of state. For more on this)Jases M. Goldgeier and
Michael McFaul Power and Purpose: U.S. Policy Toward Russia dfterCold War(Washington,

DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2003), 73-82.
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IMF’s multilateral structural adjustment programstbe one hand, and U.S.-
administered bilateral efforts on the other. Acaogdo the provisions of the FSA, all
U.S. bilateral efforts were coordinated and govermg a single presidential
appointee within the State Departmé&hin the Clinton administration, this position
was held by Ambassador Richard L. Morningstar, #péavisor to the President
and Secretary of State on Assistance to the NI, atcording to anthropologist
Janine R. Wedel, designated the bulk of his oviktsesponsibility to the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID). IntyUSAID, fearful that it had
no expertise in Eastern Europe, relinquished mdids portfolio to a private entity,
Harvard University’s Institute for International Beopment (HIID)?

The specific provisions of U.S. aid to Russiahie first post-Soviet decade
were consistent with trends in Western aid to Eadkeirope more generally, which
took the form of technical assistance (rather thagct government-to-government
monetary aid) and was intended to foster the paaton of state-owned enterprises
and the development of markets for Western-prodgeedis and servicés As is
apparent from a series of relevant Congressiorairgs held between June 1991
and May 1992 (to which | will return in the nextsen), the Marshall Plan, the U.S.
plan for European recovery after World War Il, vias point of reference for U.S.
aid to Eastern Europe, but as Wedel points outetivere some significant

differences: While the Marshall Plan had been mipetrcent grant aid in the form of

% Freedom Support Acsec. 102.

2 Janine R. WedeGollision and Collusion: The Strange Case of Westsid to Eastern Europe,
1989-1998New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998).

% See ibid. as well as Goldgeier and McF&dywer and Purpose
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capital assistance (i.e. monies allotted directliztiropean governments that did not
have to be paid back), aid to Eastern Europe irl899s was comprised largely of
export credits, loans, and debt refiéfVestern assistance to Eastern Europe and the
NIS after 1991 thus equaled advice, not cash, aadéMoins the many critics of
U.S. Russia policy, arguing that this “help” dict moany way attend to the needs of
the people of Eastern Europe. Goldgeier and Mc€autur, pointing out that the
U.S. financial commitment in Russia throughout1880s, despite being in the tens
of billions of dollars, was wholly inadequate tasassfully implement even the
policy priorities of the Freedom Support Act, let alone those is¢sigsh as social
welfare, health care, and education reform, alloich are the sectors through which
women, children and other marginalized populatim@smost likely to interact as
citizens) that, although mentioned in the Freedapp®rt Act as within the
framework U.S. Russia policy, took a back seah&Harvard Institute for
International Development’s (HIID) economic “refcrefforts.

Under the direction of Harvard economics profegaod neoliberal economic
theorist) Jeffrey Sachs, who had in the late 138@sessfully guided Poland and
Hungary through their own economic transformatifsasn communism to
capitalism, HIID helped to define the “reform” agkanfor the NIS by facilitating a
rapid transition from communism to capitalism. Knmowolloquially as “shock

therapy,” the Harvard Project’s approach to ecorafiorm in Russia assumed that

241t should be noted, however, that at no pointesib@91 have the international banking institutions,
particularly the International Monetary Fund and World Bank, offered to forgive the Soviet
Union’s debt, the bulk of which (more than 70 patYyevas absorbed by the Russian Federation. Ibid,
71.
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a free market economy is the “natural” or “normstéite of the economy. In theory,
“shock therapy” requires several concurrent measumeluding price liberalization,
macroeconomic stabilization, privatization of stasources, and free international
trade and investment, all of which must be donexpglly as possible in order, first,
to create a new capitalist system in place of tlestate-based command economy,
and, second, to prevent the supporters and bearédiciof communism from
mounting an effective counter-actiéhWith the authority to administer U.S. federal
funds in the billions of dollars, all earmarked Rwssian assistance programs, Sachs
and his team at Harvard identified a group of pedtdn Russian “reformers,” led by
economists Anatoly Chubais and Yegor Gaidor, arsibdated them as the exclusive
administrators of U.S. aid monies in RusSia.

Desperate for foreign aid in the months immedyaddier the dissolution of
the Soviet Union, the Russian Duma approved Yediseguest for a year’s worth of
executive powers to issue laws by decree in 19%93.1% this climate, Yeltsin turned
to his friends and advisors, Chubais and Gaidoqg kilked economists from the
Harvard Project to work as consultants to the Rusgovernment. Together, and
with Yeltsin’s support, this team of Russian an® kbased economists took optimal
advantage of their ability to make sweeping changédussia’s economic
infrastructure, without parliamentary oversight,limgralizing prices and selling off

the assets and resources of the former Soviet Utifuis money trail (i.e. from the

% pavid M. Kotz and Fred WeiRussia’s Path from Gorbachev to Putin: The Demfsth® Soviet
System and the New Ruséli'ew York: Routledge, 2007), 155-159.

% For Western donor agencies, an Eastern Europeéariiier” must self-identify as such and be pro-

Western and English-speaking; in addition, s/hetipassess already-established Western contacts and
must have traveled to and/or studied in the Westd&l/Collision and Collusion137.
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U.S. government to USAID to HIID to the Chubaisi€C&nd back to HIID’s
economists as paid consultants) left precioug Iittbm for transparency or
accountability and created a situation in whiclngle private entity (Harvard
University’s HIID) was not only responsible for ilementing and overseeing U.S.
bilateral assistance to Russia, but was also ief oicipient?” Ironically, the
implementation of U.S. aid in Russia circumnavigdtee very democratic processes

it was supposed to facilitate.

Consequences

U.S. bilateral reform efforts, driven by the pripals of “shock therapy,” resulted in
increased hardships for the majority of Russiah®& rEmoval of price controls
resulted in high inflation, putting the prices obsh consumer goods beyond reach,
and the rapid privatization of state-run industmeged out the Soviet Union’s
“extensive and universal social safety net” thahaugh “meager,” reliably provided
education, health care, pensions, job securitysingy transportation, child care,
vacations, and so forf}.Although the pension system did remain a politfmédrity,
other elements of the social network evaporateati@sransition to capitalism meant
that the state could/would no longer maintain thosgrams. The result was

widespread and extreme poverty caused predominlaytipemployment or low-

%" According to Wedel, Harvard-based members of theb@is Clan, to which the Harvard Project
assigned the entirety of its Russia portfolio, ield Sachs, Harvard economics professor and chief
World Bank economist (and eventually Undersecretémpe Treasury for International Affairs under
Clinton) Lawrence Summers, and Harvard economiofepsor Andrei Schleifer.

% Judyth L. Twigg, “What Has Happened to Russian&ge,” in Russia after the Falled. Andrew C.
Kuchins (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment foelnational Peace, 2002), 147.
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paying jobs?® This led to other social ills: Heavy drinking walsiquitous and illegal
drug use increased, as did rates of violent crinteraported cases of HIV/AIDS.

Life expectancy plummeted while the number of premedeaths from suicide,
alcohol-related causes, or infectious/parasitieasges skyrocketed, the latter because
medicines were often unavailable to the poor. JalisnNaomi Klein provocatively
suggests that Russians, who were quite literafigmpearing after the implementation
of “shock therapy,” have been the victims of “econogenocide.*

Russian society at the end of the first post-Saleeade was starkly divided
into a precious few haves and a large majorityaselnots, and it is widely
acknowledged that women and children were mosttivedyaaffected by Western
“reform” policies and programs throughout the Ni3\s feminist scholar Valentine
Moghadam rightly points out, Eastern Europe hadk“ohthe most educated
workforces in the world,” and women occupied higiitgobs in large numbers. But

with the demise of the Soviet system, educated wowere among the first to lose

% Roughly 60 percent of the Russian population livedoverty at the end of the first decade of
“reform.” While this figure may seem high and deestradict other studies claiming a significantly
lower rate of poverty, because of the new povadgdard implemented in 1990, “the poverty
situation in the 1990s has been worse than theialftatistics suggest: if the poverty standardtivh
prevailed in the pre-reform era had operated irB188n 60 percent of the Russian population would
be counted as poor. It should be noted, howevat thie quasi-official poverty line for the 1980s]...
was generous by international standards,” makipgssible that even their alarmingly high figure of
sixty percent may still be low. Shorrocks and Kdten, “Poverty Trends in Russia during the
Transition.”

30 According to Twigg, “vodka remains cheaper thatkpsupported by a state that relies on almost
$500 million in annual revenues from alcohol duti@nd the high rates of crime “have bestowed
Russia with the world’s largest prison populatiohwigg, “What Has Happened to Russian Society?,”
153. For more information concerning the stark eggnces of economic “reform” efforts in Russia,
see Walter LafebeAmerica, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-2088 ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill
Companies, Inc., 2004), 389-395; and Kl&hpck Doctrine239.

31 Andrew C. Kuchins, introduction fRussia after the Fall1-18.
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their jobs, “constitute[ing] an estimated 70 petagRussia’s unemployed®® Many
companies fired or refused to hire women in anrettbavoid granting maternity
leave or paying child care benefits, which werk gquired by Russian law, and
women who did work “tended to be confined to triaaial, low-paying, ‘female’
occupations * As early as 1993, feminist sociologist Anastasiad@lskaya argued
that “reform” had already become a masculine ptdjgthe detriment of women,
whose perspectives had been entirely excludedp8inés out that with the removal
of Soviet-era guota systems, women'’s representatidrparticipation in politics
decreased exponentially, which resulted in womealkective inability to participate
in the planning and distribution of societal resms as “legislative bodies began to
play a real role in policymaking* Additionally, women’s bodies were utilized
ubiquitously as commodities in pornography and fiidgon, and the concomitant
disappearance of social services such as childarat¢he resurgence of Russian
Orthodoxy operated in conjunction with public rirét@bout Russia’s demographic
crisis and natalist pressures through governme@ugl&tion to encourage traditional

conceptualizations of gender roles, particularby glorification of motherhootf,

32 yvalentine M. Moghadam, introduction Bemocratic Reform and the Position of Women in
Transitional Economiesed. Valentine M. Moghadam (Oxford: Clarendon Bré993), 1-25.

3. Ann TicknerGendering World Politics: Issues and ApproacheghiPost-Cold War EréNew
York: Columbia University Press, 2001), 107.

% Anastasia Posadskaya, “Changes in Gender DiscoargkPolicies in the Former Soviet Union,” in
Democratic Reform and the Position of Women in Siteonal Economie$Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1993), 162-179.

% For more information, see Posadskaya, “Chang&eirder Discourses and Policies in the Former
Soviet Union”; TicknerGendering World PoliticsKunkle, “(Re)thinking Russian Nationalism”;
Rebecca KayRussian Women and Their Organizations: Gender,ribisaation, and Grassroots
Women’s Organizations, 1991-19@8ew York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000); and Amy Caia,Mothers
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Lastly, in Russia, as throughout the world, povestitargely a female phenomenon,”
and one of its most accessible palliatives hasrhecgex work, to which increasing
numbers of women throughout the NIS have turneshaamployment optioff.

Even this cursory review of the objectives andnate results of U.S.-led
“reform” efforts in Russia demonstrates quite diettrat the Freedom Support Act
certainly did not support “freedom” for most peofeng in the former Soviet
republics, particularly women, children, and othrearginalized groups. Rather, the
legislation deviates not at all from the “twentiegmtury tradition of linking
American national security to the hegemony” of talf@t democracy in its strenuous
preservation of the “freedom” of the United Stategprotect its own national security
interests through defense conversion and nonpralite programs (thus mitigating
the once-significant threat posed by the Soviebisi formidable military arsenal to

the territorial borders of the U.S. and its Europabies) and providing financial

and Soldiers: Gender, Citizenship, and Civil SgciatContemporary Russi@New York: Routledge,
2002).

% Twigg, “What Has Happened to Russian Society?," B also Posadskaya, “Changes in Gender
Discourses and Policies in the Former Soviet Uniant FarrSex TraffickingBut, as Barbara
Einhorn points out, although women were disadvasdag the paid labor force and in institutional
politics, their involvement with grassroots orgaatians provided new kinds of opportunities for
political engagement. Barbara Einho@inderella Goes to Market: Citizenship, Gender &idmen's
Movements in East Central Eurofféew York: Verso, 1993). Please refer to KRyssian Women

and Their Organizationsand Caiazzaylothers and Soldierfor detailed discussions of the ideologies
and activities of Russian non-governmental womenggnizations.

Feminist political scientist Jacqui True warns Yées-based feminists researching and writing on
Eastern European women against a singular foctiseoways in which they have been victimized by
the political, economic, and social turmoil in tlegion over the course of the past decade. Shesirgu
that depicting these women solely as victims (nathan also considering their “agency and the aspec
of local negotiations in globalization”) could pot&lly create a victimized identity for the womeh
Eastern Europe that is analogous to the categdmyd™World women"—a category to which
postcolonial feminists strongly obje@ender, Globalization and Postsocialism: The CZRepublic
after CommunisniNew York: Columbia University Press, 2003), 24.
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support for U.S. businesses to develop and makefusawv commercial

opportunities throughout the NfS.

The Ideological Causes of U.S. Russia Policy

In hindsight, it is easy to forget that the Freeddapport Act was not always what it
is; it may well have been quite different wereat for a specific set of circumstances
and assumptions that converged in the early 199@s8\te the post-Soviet U.S.
foreign policy agenda. Before they were codifiedJaS. Public Law 102-511, the
provisions of U.S. assistance to Russia were dsgtliand debated on Capitol Hill in
a series of Congressional hearings between Juredri®May 1992 wherein
legislators had an opportunity to gather infornratdout the changes taking place to
and within the Soviet Union and to hear advice sughestions from expert witnesses
concerning possible U.S. responses to those chafAgdke only official record
reflecting the salient concerns driving the forntigla of the first post-Soviet U.S.
foreign policy agenda, a reading of the publishraddgcriptions of these hearings
reveals much about the mindset of legislators eg slet about completely revisioning
the entirety of U.S. foreign policy in the waketbé& Soviet Union’s demise.

Although held most obviously in response to evamtsastern Europe, the
hearings were from the outset shaped, first, biglaiprs’ anxiety about the economic
recession gripping the United States and, beginimitige early months of 1992, their
partisan concerns about the increasingly acrimapyasidential election campaign

between Democrat William J. Clinton of Arkansas #melincumbent, Republican

37 \vie, “A New Democratic World Order?,” 249.
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George H.W. Bush of Texas. The congressmen invalvétese hearings—and
“men” is the appropriate term here—were, regardbésbeir political affiliations,
largely concerned with how their constituents waedct in an election year to the
perception that the U.S. was expending its alresadyce resources to support the
(re)construction and development of a series ohttas that had, for the last half-
century, been its mortal enemy. Consequently, HanseSenate committee members
from both parties were forced to reconcile pubkendnds for fiscal conservatism
with the material reality that the successor staféhe Soviet Union were in political
and economic meltdown. The result was perceiveshthrto U.S. national security
accompanied by legislators’ collective nationatistesire to respond to these
converging crises by trumpeting American altruigmd ¢he alleged superiority of the
economic and political systems that had, from thenspective, triumphed in what
U.S. Secretary of State James A. Baker calledtitanic struggle between freedom
and totalitarianism3®

The belief that United States had won this “titastruggle” caused U.S.
policymakers to miss the opportunity after the degmof the Soviet Union “to create a
‘concert of powers’ in support of regulated capstiadjrowth, world stability and the
relief of poverty, preventable diseases and otbeiasills.”*° The pursuance of these
objectives would, indeed, have been an extraordieanlution in U.S. foreign policy
priorities, which have since the end of World Wabpden focused on the continued
survival and independence of the United Stategsoitsomitant territorial integrity

and expansion, its military and economic secusdhyd the extension and

3 Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April §2,9t.

% Lieven,America Right or Wrongl4.
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sustainability of the country’s democratic values éeals'® But the demise of the
United States’ only state-based geopolitical acdwgrbecame not an occasion for
reevaluation, circumspection, and/or self-refletyivain the part of the U.S. foreign
policy elite; rather, it became one within whichatwogantly celebrate the “victory”

of capitalism over communism and of “freedom” otaalitarianism. Indeed, the
events of 1989-1991 vindicated the nationalistatare of American exceptionalism
and prompted “[a]n instantly reconfigured histomy’which the United States was the
rightful and predetermined victor of the cold waraaresult of its adherence to
democratic value$:

Constitutive of American nationalism in the posiviet period, this
triumphalist mindset was a dominant discursive gamithin which foreign
policymakers were operating in 1991 and 1992. A&vén points out, the narrative of
progress dominates the teaching of and conversahount history in the United
States, which means that the notion that “the defaode of humanity is to become
American” is not only widespread, but was furthéostantiated by the demise of the
Soviet Union and its attendant socio-political spst communisri? This thinking is

embedded within U.S. foreign policy, which assuiined U.S. interests are universal

“0Bruce W. Jentleson and Thomas G. PaterSanyclopedia of U.S. Foreign Relatigresl. Council
of Foreign Relations, vol. 1 (New York: Oxford Ueisity Press, 1997).

*1 Bruce Cumings, “Time of lllusion: Post-Cold Warsitins of the World,” irCold War

Triumphalism 77; see also Lievemerica Right or Wrongn Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy
Hunt contends that because there have been nonreaod,tions, or social unrest to disrupt it, the&sU
has not been forced to be self-reflexive aboutiisroach to foreign policy, which means that the
ideologyl/ies at the foundation of that policy remanexamined and are thus unwittingly permitted to
continue.

“2 Lieven, America Right or Wrong6.
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interests Bolstering this belief was neoconservative pditiscientist (and
sometimes consultant for the Reagan and George Bilgh administrations) Francis
Fukuyama, whose belief that the triumph of cagtalemocracy over communism
signaled the “end of history” is the stuff of legleeaimong scholars critical of
neoliberal economic and modernization theoriesrauatealist approaches to
international relations. Among the most (in)famauns easily the most influential of
the cold war triumphalists, Fukuyama originally ped his thesis in the 1989 issue of
the National Interestand, despite several different perspectives phabt around the
same time, the notion that the world had reachedehd of history” immediately
became “so deeply internalized as to be usuallpbegelf-awareness and therefore
beyond discussion,” which led to an assumption ayroreign policymakers that
everyone everywhere was on the same historicalitimen 1991 and that everyone
everywhere wanted, or should want, an Americarestgpitalist democracy.
Cumings believes that the “end of history” thesifs a “deeply conservative
argument in favor of the status quo” by “[creatiagliscourse of power that says in
essence, you've never had it so good, so whataregmplaining about?” Thus, any
protest against or critique of the status quowsagé already illegitimate, the effect of
which has been that people who live in the globakWparticularly the United

States, have been convinced not to think aboupaissibilities provided by other

3 Robert J. McMahon, “By Helping Others, We Helpréeives:’ The Cold War Rhetoric of
American Foreign Policy,” itCritical Reflections of the Cold Wa233-246.

*4 Lieven,America Right or Wrongs9. See also Jane L. Parpart and Marianne MadglEmploding
the Canon: An Introduction/Conclusion,” feminism/Postmodernism/Developmestt. Marianne H.
Marchand and Jane L. Parpart (New York: Routled§85), 1-22; TicknerGendering World Politics
and Andrei TsygankowVhose World Order? Russia’s Perception of Americaas after the Cold
War (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Pres3042).
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socio-political systems, because they alreadyiliibe best imaginable one, to which
the forces of history have inevitably brought th€r.onsequently, legislators’
collective belief in the superiority of the U.S.lipoal system and American cultural

values form the bedrock of U.S. Russia policy.

Why help Russia?

The granting of U.S. assistance to what wasth&lISoviet Union was by no
means a foregone conclusion when Senator Josein BitDelaware) convened the
first hearing on the matter before the Senate Suhdtiee on European Affairs on
June 6, 1991. Although Biden believed that the gb#the U.S. should be to play “a
constructive role in helping transform [the U.S.$iRto a free market democractf”
he, like many of his colleagues, was not at ak safrwhat that role should be. It was
not until a hearing on the future of the Sovietremray thirteen days later, on June 19,
1991, that he stressed that, although there remhaiome rather contentious debates
on the issue of “whether and how we might promotgstructive political and
economic change within [the Soviet Union], whicls theng been our global
adversary,” consensus had been reached on Caplitthad what happens in the
U.S.S.R. affects the United States. The U.S. shibwisl provide technical assistance

and advice to encourage the development of a fradkeghdemocracy, but legislators

%5 Cumings, “Time of lllusion,” 86.
*6 Senate Subcommittee on European Affditse Soviet Crisis and the U.S. Interest: Futuréhef

Soviet Military, 102" Cong., 2° sess., June 6, 1991 (Washington, DC: U.S. GoverhPenting
Office, 1992), 2.
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agreed that assistance should be contingent ugaifisant changes to the Soviet
Union’s command econonty.

Although in early agreement that the U.S. shout/ide some sort of
assistance to the Soviet Union, legislators denthtite they be able to explain to
their constituents why, during an economic recesdibS. tax dollars should be sent
abroad, to a country that had been the United Stgé®political adversary for the
last half century. The answer was two-fold. Fidetspite what legislators earnestly
believed to be the end of the cold war, early vases made the convincing argument
that the Soviet Union/Russia was no less a theedt$. national security in 1991 and
1992 than the U.S.S.R. had been at the heigheotdld war. The difference,
witnesses claimed, was in the nature of the thvaath lay in the possibility that the
crumbling Soviet Union could erupt into violent dsaand that the military, already
under-resourced, would lose control of that coustsyockpile of thousands of
nuclear weapons. Although the security and deferperts called upon to testify
assuaged fears among legislators that the Sovigamiwould instigate and/or join a
coup and expressed confidence that “[tjhe Sovietgutures to try to counter an
accidental or unauthorized launch of nuclear weawa very substantial and very
significant,” their collective inability to prediethether or not Soviet nuclear
weapons, well-guarded by special KGB and militamcés and requiring both human
and mechanical arrangements to arm and launchg ¢talll into the hands of some

rebel groups or terrorists, particularly if ordeed#ks down even further” and leads to

*" Senate Subcommittee on European Affditse Soviet Crisis and the U.S. Interest: Futuréhef
Soviet Economyl02™ Cong., 2° sess., June 19, 1991 (Washington, DC: U.S. Govenh#rinting
Office, 1992), 64.
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“full fledged civil war” did not, in the end, ing@ confidence among subcommittee
members. In fact the final verdict on the poterfaaithreats to U.S. national security
from the Soviet Union was that, regardless of thigipal and economic situation,
“[tlhe Soviet[s] will field a very modern, survivéd lethal strategic arsenal that will
threaten to blow away the United States or anytseitthey would gravely threaten
or directly attack the Soviet Unioff*The continuance of the Soviet/Russian nuclear
threat to U.S. national security—and, consequeRtlissia’s status asfamme
fatale—was utilized in subsequent hearings to undergiedurgent need for U.S.
assistance. Such assistance was, legislators gantdo each other, to their
constituents, and to the Bush administraffoim, the best interest of the national
sovereignty and territorial security of the Unitgthtes.

Second, having won the cold war in what was béitligd in U.S. political
and popular culture as a stunning triumph of céipitaand democratic values,
policymakers believed that the United States wagugathy positioned to help its
former adversary tmatureinto a “normal,” “modern,” “civilized” society tha
would, in time, not only become part of an envisidmglobal free-market economy
and a stable “democratic peace,” but also (mosteaently for those legislators

eager to mollify their apprehensive constituentsmduan economic recession) create

8 Subcommittee on European Affairs, June 6, 199BrR152.

%9 Senator Biden chided Bush and his administragipeatedly throughout the hearings for their slow
reaction to the events in Eastern Europe. See iedlpesenate Subcommittee on European Affairs,
September 24 and 26, 1991; Senate Subcommitteerap&an AffairslJ.S. Assistance to the New
Independent States: Recommendation from U.S. NofitPrganizations 102 Cong., 2% sess.,

March 19, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. Governmemtitry Office, 1991); and Senate Subcommittee
on European Affairs, May 14, 1992. According to @mier and McFaul iRower and Purposea
respect for the national sovereignty of the Solieion and, hence, its leader, Mikhail Gorbachews wa
a chief reason for the Bush administration’s redace to respond to events in Eastern Europe.
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new markets (or, more tellingly, “new frontiet9'for U.S. exports. It was widely
assumed, for example, that the threat to U.S. naltieecurity presented by the
possibility that unsavory political leaders wouldface in the context of the Soviet
Union/Russia’s political chaos could be mitigatgdelffecting a permanent sea
change in the economic and political structure a$tern Europe. On April 9, 1992,
Senator Claiborne Pell (D-Rhode Island) encourdlyese present at a hearing before
the full Senate Committee on Foreign Relationg&or from previous mistakes made
by the U.S. in response to revolutionary evenRussia. Recalling the U.S.’s failure
to assist Alexander Kerensky'’s flailing provisiogavernment during the spring and
summer of 1917, Pell reminds his audience thateMidrensky “may not have been
what we would call a democrat, [...] he was a lot enpalatable than the alternative
that followed” in the wake of the October Revolutidie goes on to point out that the
Bolsheviks were able to exploit the frustrationd desperation of a war-weary
people, and Lenin was welcomed “as a savior, a@naawhite horse.” According to
Pell, the U.S. faced in 1991 and 1992 a “similgwarpunity to encourage democratic
reform, not only in Russia, but in the other coigstiof the former Soviet Union,” and
it should do so lest a “new man on a white horsklvbaating political positions
distasteful to U.S. interests come to power. Paesphg U.S. Secretary of State
James A. Baker, Pell asserts (rather controveysialight of recent critiques not

only of the cold war, but also of the Korean andt\Wam conflicts) that the United

States “won two hot wars and one cold war in tleistary” and strongly admonishes

*0 Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April §21%.

95



his colleagues in Congress not to let the oppadstuaieffect political and economic
transformation in Eastern Europe pass by.

The three priority items of the Freedom Suppoit-Ademocratization,
privatization, and defense conversion—were, at floeindation, supported and
legitimized by a conceptualization among U.S. pathiekers of the Soviet Union and,
later, its successor state, as simultaneously wedkn need of assistanas well as
chaotic, duplicitous, and irrational, both of whioperate as the feminized Others
needed in order to “systematically [...] create acemtion of international politics as
a realm characterized by ever present ‘threats*@aagers’™ and to “[present] the
world as disorderly and hostilé®For U.S. policymakers, the political, economic,
and military instability of the Soviet Union (andter, Russia) significantly increased
the possibility of chaos, violent skirmishes betweelitical factions, and, at worst,
civil war, all of which weakened Soviet state-baseditutions and, according to U.S.
defense and security experts, made that countogempal threat to U.S. national
security. Consequently, the Soviet Union/Russia ag@siuch a threat in its
(feminine) weakness as it had been when it wagkblvear as a strong (masculine)
state, making it the ultimafemme fatalga wily temptress disguised, alternatively, as
a backwardabain need of education and training and a seemimglgcent damsel
in distress in need of protection, salvation, aslrrection, Russia’s unpredictability
and potential for violent chaos made its very weskra threat. Thus, the question of

whether to provide assistance at all was, in antself, a gendered one.

*1 Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April ®2,9.-2.

*2 Jill SteansGender and International Relations: Issues, Dehades Future DirectiongMalden,
MA: Polity Press, 2006), 35.
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Modernity as development

Having “won” the cold war, the United States wastified in its assumption
that those who are “modern” are well-equipped tp ti@ose who are not, which was
translated in the Freedom Support Act into polithed emphasize the unidirectional
transfer of knowledge and expertise from West tst BaConsequently, according to
Wedel, cold war-era development paradigms emplmagthie deregulation and
reduction of government institutions were essegt@it and pasted onto Eastern
Europe without regard for the substantial diffeenbetween the NIS and the
countries of the global South to which those saaragigms had been originally
applied—with dubious success, as feminist develapieorists have pointed out.
The NIS became the “the new South,” an “impovedst@ckward ‘other’ in need of
salvation from the developed North/First World,”ialinreinforced the authority of
the United States to map the course of Russiatigaland economic refornts.

Although never explicitly stated but always assdmeis clear from the
earliest congressional hearings that the notidrnaofsforming Russia into a “normal,
civilized society” meant making it into a U.S.-stydapitalist democracy.It was
Konstantin Kagalovsky, a senior economic advisaheoRussian government, who
came closest to offering an explicit definition“nbrmal” when he informed the
House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle EasiRhbssia’s goal was to

become a “normal country with a normal politicahderacy and a normal market

%3 Jane L. Parpart, “Deconstructing the DevelopmErpert:’ Gender, Development and the
‘Vulnerable Groups,’ irFeminism/Postmodernism/Developmeéft1-243.

5 bid., 222.

% Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Junédd®, 72.
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economy” as quickly as possibfeWhat this objective inferred—and not very
subtly—was that, while the United States had red¢he pinnacle of “normalcy” and
“civilization,” Russia was bothbnormal anduncivilized, a notion that had been
given currency the previous June when Graham AllsioHarvard University’s John
F. Kennedy School of Government asserted thate-Soviet Union was “rather
like the story of the prodigal son” in which a chiktubbornly believing that their
way is best, “wandered away from civilization faritg a long period of time and is
now trying to come back’? In other words, despite having been a worthy azhrgr
of the U.S. throughout the second half of the twehtcentury, the Soviet Union and,
later, the Russian Federation, remained “primitizet “backward” by Western
standards of modernity, which are grounded in edipith and premised upon the
notion that the natural historical progressionaifisties is from “traditional” agrarian
systems to “modern” industrialized economies andketgproductiort® The noted
exception to this, as discussed above, was inuitkear capability.

Allison’s literal and figurative assignation othild-like state to the Soviet
Union was, although the first use of that particuheetaphor, not the last. In fact, after
the dissolution of the U.S.S.R. in December 198& metaphor expanded into a full-

fledged familial colonial trope in which the chilRussia, called out to its parent, the

*® House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle Elsted States Assistance to the
Commonwealth of Independent State8?" Cong., 2% sess., April 1, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1992), 2.

*" Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Junéd®1, 71.
%8 Nalini Visvanathan, introduction to part oneTihe Women, Gender and Development Reauter
Nalini Visvanathan, et al. (London: Zed Books, 1997-32. See also Jane L. Parpart, M. Patricia

Connelly, and V. Eudine Barriteau, etiheoretical Perspectives on Gender and Development
(Ottawa: International Development Research Ce2660).
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United States, for help as it struggled to findatsy in the confusing and cut-throat
capitalist world from which it had intentionallys#ingaged in 1917. This process was
conceptualized by witnesses and committee membhkesia terms of life stages
between infancy and adolescence. During the eaHeszings in June 1991, for
example, the political and economic upheaval inSbeiet Union was expressed in
terms of death and rebirth: “As the old Soviet emog dies, a new one is being
born.”® Several months later, the successor states &dkiet Union were
collectively described as “the political parallela teenager who has just gotten a
driver’s license and now wants to drive a car asda he can in whatever direction
he can go,* and the citizens of those new countries had bectimeeorphans of
communism®! to whom the United States, “as a world power,” treesd emergency
humanitarian assistance in the form of medical beand foodstuff§

As “children of their own time,” Russians weredesperate need of
leadership, and it was the “responsibility” of theited State§® whose experience,
entrepreneurial spirit, and values (i.e., democeruy capitalisiif) had triumphed

over the communist system, to provide it. The napgtropriate and effective help

%9 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Junéd®1, 99.

% House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle Easted States Policy toward the
Commonwealth of Independent States (C183" Cong., 2% sess., January 21, 1992 (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992), 30.

®1 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Aprlg92, 92.

%2 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs. Assistance to the New Independent States:
Recommendations from U.S. Business and Agricylti@®“ Cong., 2° sess., April 9, 1992
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Offic892), 194-195.

% House Subcommittee of International Operations,cdid 8, 1992, 19.

% Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Junédd®, 71.
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that the United States could offer, argued politscgentist William E. Simon Roberts
of the U.S.-based Center for Strategic and Intevnal Studies (who was opposed to
direct U.S. monetary assistance to the Soviet Unigauld “[focus] on leading the
Soviets toour ideas of liberty. The best aid package would badbas that account
for our own success®®

The widespread assumption among U.S. policymaKettse United States’
uniqueness to aid the struggling Russia in its predecal infancy was heavily
bolstered by ideas about and standards of Westedemity, which was discursively
constituted throughout the hearings by democratittigal institutions and a
capitalist economy unencumbered by trade regulstilonhis testimony before the
Subcommittee on European Affairs, U.S. State Depant representative Robert
Zoellick argued that the people of the United Stdiad “held fast” for half a century
to their ideological commitment to capitalist demamy so that “freedom and liberty
could finally light the lives of hundreds of millis of people frozen in a backward
and frightening age.” He claimed that the peopl&adtern Europe “will need the
leadership, spirit, and example that only Ameriaa supply.®® The “backward and
frightening age” of communism, according to severglert witnesses, meant that,
politically speaking, Eastern Europe in 1991 look&attlingly as it had in 1914,
before Archduke Franz Ferdinand of the Austro-HuiagaEmpire was assassinated

in Sarajevo, igniting ethnic and nationalist tensithroughout the Balkans and,

% |bid., 100; italics mine.
% Senate Subcommittee on European Affadsnsolidating Free-Market Democracy in the Former

Soviet Union102" Cong., # sess., October 30, 1991 (Washington, DC: U.S. Gwonent Printing
Office, 1991), 136.
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ultimately, World War I. According to Donald R. Kelman, director of the London
Times-Mirror Internationds Center for People and the Press,

[A]fter fifty years of world war, cold war and comumism, Europe has

resumed the twentieth century. If Rip van Winklel fialen asleep in 1914

and awakened in 1991, he would find many of theesproblems that were

there when he had dozed off.
Consequently, Kellerman argued, the United Statest provide assistance to Russia
in order to support the establishment and maintamahdemocratic institutions as a
means of proactively fending off any potential &hnic or nationalist conflicf¥.

If the political situation in Eastern Europe in919so closely resembled the
nationalist chaos of 1914, then the economic amdw@tural situation was no better.
In June 1991, Senator Biden argued that the Sbwigtn would need assistance
“bringing the Soviet economy into the twentieth tcey, let alone the twenty-first
century.®® Similarly, Soviet/Russian agricultural technolagand methods were
equated with those of the United States in theteargh century. One witness spoke
of Soviet farmers’ “primitive” attitudes and thétraditional” allegiance to collective
farms®® while James C. McCullagh, U.S.-based publisheéhefRussian-language
agricultural journaNovii Fermer argued on behalf of technical assistance in

agricultural modernization due to the fact that tas farmers were, like their

7 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Septe@her991, 4-5.
% Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Junéd®1, 142.

% Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Septe@het991, 14.
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nineteenth-century American counterparts, “tietheoland and to bread and very,

very fundamental things’®

Why technical advice as opposed to direct finansigdport?

Given the emphasis in the hearings on the Unitate§ unique position to
assist Russia and, with it, the many interrelagadons behind the decision to provide
assistance to Russia in the first place, the isfwattype(s)of assistance gained
currency in the hearings once it had been decidatl yes, the U.S. should render
some sort of aid—if for no other reason than tdgmbits own national interests. U.S.
bilateral assistance to Russia was provided iridima of U.S. government contracts
to U.S.-based corporations, NGOs, and non-prafikttanks, which were, via the
Harvard Project through the Chubais Clan in SteiReurg, charged with the task of
providing technical advice and assistance on tbargt in Russia. And since the goal
of U.S. aid was, first and foremost, to protect.Uh&ional interests by creating an
ally in the envisioned global “democratic peaceWedl as markets for U.S. exports,
it was up to these civilian government contractorseach Russians how to be
“normal” and “civilized” by U.S. standards. Thigélage included lessons on how to
create a political, economic, and military secuiitfyastructure that would enable,
promote, and sustain democracy and a free-markebety and halt the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction. This deviation ffold-style foreign aid,” U.S.
Secretary of State James A. Baker asserted, wdigeitt correlation with what the

NIS had specifically requested, i.e., not direchetary support, but the knowledge

0 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, April992, 195.

102



of how to create democratic institutions and opevethin a free-market econony.
Russian “reformers,” themselves, had asked nanfamey, but for knowledge and
advice.

Additionally, there was broad consensus on Capitiblduring the summer of
1991 that the U.S.S.R.’s centralized state appsnaais losing its grip over its
constituent republics and that Gorbachev was iny“exger his head.” Senator Biden
believed that the Soviet premier, having “unleassmue forces” with “no idea of the
consequences of his actions,” was “running to caftio a plan he never hatf”
Several witnesses concurred, pointing to a “cosieadership” at the top echelons of
the Communist Party, and the inability of U.S. pgihakers to rely on Gorbachev’s
continuing credibility or legitimacy, particularyiven the rising popularity of the
recently-elected President of Russia, an as-yettank Boris Yeltsin. There was
concern that any direct U.S. assistance would gerbelster the flailing Soviet
government rather than be used as a catalyst forgeh® This political chaos, argued
economist Marshall I. Goldman of Harvard Universitiussian Research Center,
meant that the Soviet Union, whose economy he é#lén a “Third World country,”
was simply unable to either absorb or administehdarge amounts of capitdl The
argument against direct monetary assistance t8akeet Union and, later, Russia,
was summed up quite nicely several months latdy.8y Under Secretary of

Commerce for International Trade, J. Michael Farvemo argued that the U.S.

" Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April ®2,S.
2 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Jun8%L,120-21.
" 1pid., 99.

" bid., 104-106.
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should provideonly technical advice and assistance aatdirect monetary aid for
two reasons. First, “there [are] simply no mechasiswvailable [in the Soviet Union]
to make the decisions or allocate” the use ofdnBiof U.S. dollars. Second, “the
appeal that we got from everyone that we spokea® eome and tell us what we
have to do. Give us the technical assistarite.”

Conveniently, the claims of politicians and witees alike that “everyone” in
the U.S.S.R./Russia was asking for technical adsnzkassistance as opposed to
monetary aid foreclosed whatever other forms UsSistance might have taken and
handily enabled the United States to perform iisum global role as father-teacher-
protector of the sick, bleeding child who had forleng been its geopolitical
adversary. According to U.S. foreign relations drisin Robert J. McMahon,
although U.S. foreign policy is dictated by theensists of the U.S., that self-interest
is most often downplayed by policymakers who higiiithe altruism of the United
States and the alleged “universality of U.S. oliyest” This strategy, he contends,
enables those same policymakers to present Ueests (i.e., “needs that might
conceivably conflict with those of others”) as “ptan objectives completely in
harmony with the needs of all other members ofrternational community.” That
U.S. interests happen to coincide with what U.&dégs believe is best for the world
is merely a happy coincidence that serves as fuptto®f of American

exceptionalisnf®

5 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, OctoBei 391, 162.

® McMahon, “By Helping Others, We Help Ourselves234.
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For example, legislators concerned about rougiagre of their constituents
during an election year by sending U.S. funds tedruduring an economic recession
made sure to incorporate into the Freedom SuppdraAersion of the American
“bootstrap” myth, appropriately modified to addregsat U.S. policymakers and
pundits identified as their most immediate goatsRassia: democratization,
privatization, and defense conversion. The legigadebate concerning U.S. Russia
policy in the early 1990s coincided with the as@ud of neoliberal economic
theory and the demise of the welfare state, bothlo¢h were legitimated by the
demise of the Soviet system in Eastern Europe esulted in a conceptual shift from
a focus on collective rights to individual libegithat “proclaim[ed] the death of
society in the name of the individual and HEg][family dedicated to ‘traditional
family values.” This meant that citizenship, aldgagendered masculine, was
“conceived of as being primarily concerned aboetitidividual's responsibility for
his [sic] own fate and that of hisic] family.”’” One obvious result of this
problematic and ubiquitous discourse of “democrasyhat it vilifies the role of the
state in providing rights and support; people,rtbeliberal model argues, should do
for themselves with little to no government ovelsigr regulation. Echoing this
neoliberal consensus between Democrats and Repablan Capitol Hill, one
witness, Russian scholar Dmitri Simes of the Camégtitute for International
Peace, argued that the U.S. cannot save peopgle iN.t.S. “in spite of themselves”;

rather, the U.S. should commit to helping only thado help themselves. That,

" Einhorn, “Gender and Democratic Citizenship in @entext of Democratisation and Economic
Transformation in East Central Europe,liernational Perspectives on Gender and
Democratisationed. Shirin M. Rai (New York: St. Martin’s Pre2§00), 105.
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according to him, is the extent of the “Americaspensibility.”® Similarly,
Republican Senator Jesse Helms made abundanthtleégahe Freedom Support Act
would not be another Marshall Plan. There woulshd&nancial “bailouts”; instead,
Russian leaders would have to commit to politicel aconomic reform and be
willing to work to achieve it for themselves witimited direct financial assistance

from the U.S"°

Pathologizing Russia

Unlike the cold war-era conceptualization of depeh@nt, which had focused
on turning “underdeveloped” countries in the sdezhllhird World into “developed”
ones, the countries of Eastern Europe (the “Se¥dodd”) had been, according to
U.S. pundits and policymakemsjsdeveloped rather thamdedeveloped.
Consequently (and not unpredictably), assistanéaussia had at its foundation an
ideological commitment to eradicating the princilsystems, and bureaucratic
structures of communism once and for all. U.S. héxdl advice and assistance was
therefore justified as the best and only way terfsthe hemorrhage” caused by the
communist system and its advocdtes.

Although not utilized until the very last congressl hearing on May 14,
1992 to describe the social, political, and ecomosituation throughout the former
Soviet republics, the conceptual imagery of a pafeal Russia bleeding profusely

and uncontrollably was built upon the foundaticaid by witnesses in previous

8 House Subcommittee on International Operationscha8, 1992, 19.

9 Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April §2,%.

8 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs. Assistance to the New Independent Sta6s’
Cong., 2% sess., May 14, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. GoventReinting Office, 1992), 330.
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hearings who relied heavily on metaphors in whicis&a was made the equivalent
of an ailing patient in urgent need of help recovgfrom a disease. In his testimony
before the Subcommittee on European Affairs, f@neple, Harvard University’s
Graham Allison encouraged U.S. lawmakers to a#sesSoviet/Russian people in
their recuperation from what he termed “a deepland illness” caused by “having
lived in that asylum for seventy yeaf.Similarly, Representative Dave McCurdy
(D-Oklahoma) assigned Russians the status of traugtiens, arguing that U.S.
institutions and values “must serve as the founddtr the transformation of
societies traumatized by decades of totalitariarif&m

Throughout the hearings, Russia’s figurative “heimaging” took on three
interrelated forms, all of which caused great cemstition among U.S. policymakers.
The first was the rapid disintegration of the Sosgtate, economic, and military
infrastructure, which, as | discussed briefly ah@xoked concern for U.S. national
security on a number of levels. Even though witaesssured committee members of
their relative confidence in the stability of Savt®@mmand and control of its nuclear
arsenal, those same experts were by no means eonfftht Soviet nuclear
technology could not somehow find its way to “someleel groups or terrorist§>
The potential for this so-called “brain drain” framghly skilled Soviet/Russian
nuclear scientists to what were, from a U.S. patspe undesirable groups (such as

Islamic fundamentalist regimes in the Middle Easteororist organizations

81 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Junéd®1, 72; and Senate Subcommittee on
European Affairs, September 26, 1991, 62.

8 House Subcommittee on International Operationschla8, 1992, 7.

8 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Jun®%®l,121-22.
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throughout Central Asia) was a high priority thrbagt the hearings. While U.S.
policymakers called for the conversion of the Ster@ military-industrial complex
into civilian production, witnesses acknowledgedtthhe decay of the Soviet
imperial system” would mean significant reductiom$oviet defense spending and,
consequently, inadequate resources for the suppadtive duty and retired military
personnel and their families, which could lead $omilitary scientists to trade
nuclear and other WMD technologies on the blackketaior much-needed cash, thus
the perceived “hemorrhaging” of cold war-era Sokisdwledge and technolodf§.
Second, Russia’s “hemorrhaging” took the formhaf potential for
ethnic/nationalist conflicts, which one withessemior executive in charge of NIS
operations for a corporation headquartered in Demés, lowa, referred to as a
“cancerous reservoir of hate” that is “quite alierall of us in the United State&>”
Predicated on the rather arrogant assumption ¢pdatily given that it was made by a
(presumably) white man from a Midwestern Americdy ot exactly known for its
racial or ethnic diversity) that the United Statekrgely devoid of racial and ethnic
conflict, this statement is indicative of the gaaldrelief among hearing participants,
legislators and witnesses alike, that one of thetnmoportant lessons the United
States could—and, therefore, should—impart to thelyindependent states of the
former Soviet Union was cultural pluralism foundeda respect for human rights
and civil liberties—in short, democratic valuegnriically, while the assumption that

the U.S. does democracy correctly and is therafoiguely positioned to teach others

8 bid., 5.

8 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, April992, 172.
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is ubiquitous throughout the hearings, the soleihgdhat specifically addressed the
role the United States should play in ensuring @uegecting “minority rights”
throughout the former Soviet Union was held on Ma$992, just a week after the
commencement of the riots in Los Angeleghe temporal coincidence was not lost
on hearing participants, but only one witness, &aBryan Hehir of the U.S. Catholic
Conference, pointed explicitly to the irony, pasifithat “this may not be the best
week for the United States to talk about cultutatadism.” But as a means of
justifying his own presence and treson d’etreof the hearing, he offered a caveat,
insisting that the U.S. has “a lot of experiencéhwvii and we have done better than
most societies®’

The third form of Russian “hemorrhaging” discusdedng the hearings was
the global public health risk posed by the wideagrenvironmental degradation
caused by decades of alleged misdevelopment undenanism and the Soviet-era
nuclear reactors that Senator Biden termed “litttre than ticking time bomb&®
According to one environmental expert, the Unitéat€s has “a straightforward
interest in seeing the orphans of communism growagithy, because otherwise the
rest of us are going to be unhealthy.” That santeess urged Congress to
incorporate into any U.S. assistance plan a stydiggvhich the U.S. would work to
help the people of the former Soviet Union “stojspaing themselves and their kids

and their land and their air and their water.” @ftgular concern was the pollution

% The riots in Los Angeles began on April 29, 198Ben a predominately white jury acquitted four
police officers accused in the videotaped beatiigack motorist Rodney King when he resisted
arrest following a high-speed car chase. The Kingagon was seen by many as a metaphor for the
historical injustices perpetrated against blackhéUnited States.
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of Russia’s water supply as a result of undergrawndear waste storage facilities,
because Russia’s water does not just stay in Rus8@wvs into the Arctic Sea,
which flows into the Bering Straight, and, from lyginto the Pacific Ocedll.The
goal of “containing” the Soviet Union, which hadelpethemodus operandof U.S.
foreign policy for the last half century, had unegfedly unraveled. Russia was now
not only far from contained, but it was “hemorrhagi’ and U.S. policymakers
scrambled to reorient cold war-era strategies spoase to the uncontrolled
expulsion of Russia’s bodily fluids.

From a feminist perspective, though, Armitagesrigsion of human qualities
to a series of nation-states and his discursivfiattm of hemorrhaging with the
economic and political instability of an entire i@gof the world has significant
discursive consequences for U.S. Russia policyiaRelipon normative assumptions
about the common medical causes of uncontrolleedibg (i.e. either menstruation
or hemophilia), Armitage’s metaphor operates siamdbusly not only to gender this
sick, bleeding child undeniably feminine, but alsdlame its mother (Mother
Russia), the “backward,” politically regressive aommistbaba for causing its
potentially fatal illnesS? It also forces an identification of post-SovietsRia with
one of the most famous European aristocrats tdflieted with the illness, Alexei
Nikolaevich Romanov, the thirteen year-old son s&MNicholas Il and the heir

apparent to the Russian Empire when he was asatssioy a Bolshevik firing squad

8 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Apri®2, 92-94.
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in 1918. The implicit invocation of this boy’s saffng reflects the repeated strategy
used by hearing participants that conflated thénetip of transition with the last
days of the Russian Empire: Support U.S. aid tsRwyisr suffer the potential
consequences.

Russia is thus an ailing child whom the Unitedé&tanust help or else risk
losing its self-identity and perceived global regiign as the world’s defender of
peace and freedom. On the other hand, thoughsittkly child retains in its
impressive stockpile of nuclear weapons the ahiitpose a significant security
threat to the territorial boundaries of the U.Shéther directly through military
engagement or indirectly through the “brain drashtechnological knowledge and
skills). And although on the road to recovery, ¢thdd may also at any moment be
thwarted in its resurgence by an evil mother figtine retrograde (i.e., “uncivilized,”
“abnormal,” and “traditional”aba whose nationalist xenophobia, political
conservatism, and apparent historical penchartbtafitarianism lurk in the shadows
of the child’s fledgling political and economic oeins. These complex gendered
imaginaries in which Russia operated dramaturgical|both threat and victim fits
perfectly within the altruistic nationalist narnagipolicymakers felt obligated to
maintain even while worrying about how to defendh®ir constituents in an election
year U.S. aid to Russia. The offering of technamhlice and assistance not only
enabled the U.S. to fulfill its self-appointed alstic role as global defender of peace
and freedom, but also to strengthen its own waacanomy, particularly the private
business sector, through government grants foruttamgs to travel to Russia and

teach the traumatized “orphans of communism” aldeuatocracy and capitalism.

111



Capitalism as “freedom”

Despite the rhetorical commitment by the Unitede&daia the FSA to
democratization as one of the three dominant gilkdiits Russia policy throughout
the 1990s, subsequent analyses of U.S. Russig/paice identified the virtual
absence of both money and programming for demodvadgling in the NIS.
Goldgeier and McFaul provide evidence that monsgmarked for democratic
reform “were only shadows of the amounts spentammemic technical assistancg,”
and in her study of Western support for grassromanizations in Russia, Sarah
Henderson demonstrates that, as in economic afeethIS, the short-term needs of
(mostly) U.S.-based donors—rather than long-tetstanable development
strategies—were at the core of the aims and objEtf civic aid’® Although
intended to “[establish] commercial partnershipsveen the people of the United
States and the peoples of the independent stitee"overarching purpose of the
American Business Centers authorized by Title fllthe Freedom Support Act was to
further U.S. economic interests by assisting U&el small- and medium-sized
businesses “facilitate their entry into the comranmarkets of the independent
states.*

Additionally, U.S. lawmakers specifically promottek establishment of
American Business Centers in areas in which agnlegs could be successfully

conducted (thereby “facilitat[ing] the demonstratend use of United States

1 Goldgeier and McFauPower and Purposel18.
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agricultural equipment and technology”) and/or tueh U.S. environmental goods
and services could be export&drhus, the potential throughout the former Soviet
Union for widespread food shortages and environaialisaster, along with an
expressed desire on the part of U.S. legislatoavéot these humanitarian crises,
became an economic advantage to U.S.-based bussnaghe agricultural and
energy sectors. Sec. 706 of Title VII, entitled fAgltural Trade,” authorizes the
promotion of U.S. agricultural exports to the forms®viet Union, and U.S.-based
energy sector companies were promised U.S. finbkasgstance in their attempts to
‘penetrate’ the emerging market in the region bykigg with NIS officials to clean
up Soviet-era nuclear sites and commercial nueteate®® This conflation of U.S.
economic interests with the concern legislatorgesged in Title 11 for
“environmental conservation and resource manageirf@engent humanitarian
needs,” and “food distribution and production” ceniently enabled the U.S. to don
the garb of a white knight to perform the role acignanimous friend to a neighbor in
need while, simultaneously, protecting its own avehing objective to “design and
implement programs to provide adequate commeralt@chnical assistance to
United States business seeking markets in the eralmt states of the former Soviet
Union.”’

The U.S. was more direct in announcing its salsest in Title V, which

argued that the state of the Soviet-era militafgastructure was, in 1992, an explicit

% Ibid., sec. 301(b)(2)(C).
% Ibid., sec. 304(2).

" Ibid., sec. 303(b).

113



and direct threat to the national security of thetét States and that commitment to
and progress toward nuclear and conventional ndifgnagion and disarmament were
crucial criteria for U.S. aid in this and otheras® According to the FSA, the
nonproliferation programs and activities for whigdts. assistance could be used
were: (1) dismantling weapons of mass destruc{@®nputting a stop to the
proliferation of these weapons, whether physicalstorage and/or transport or
through the dispersal of technical knowledge ankdise, and (3) the conversion of
defense/military industries for civilian purposesluding training scientists for new
civilian careers (FSA 1992, sec. 501). But bec@liSecommitment to and progress
toward these U.S.-identified issues were designayatie Freedom Support Act as
criteria for receipt of the U.S. aid authorizedrtie, lawmakers effectively ensured
that the U.S.-based defense/military industry waekp extraordinary economic
benefits through lucrative consulting contractsavigroposed research and
development foundation that would not only assistindependent states of the
former Soviet Union to make good on these critand, consequently, maintain their
aid in other areas, but also to facilitate the eagribgether of U.S. and former Soviet
scientists for research projects intended for “p&agurposes.” This foundation, to
which the impoverished former Soviet states wepeeted to make a financial
contribution in order to participate, was intende@stablish useful links between
research/academia, the business sector, and fcigthnologies and, in the process,

create new markets for U.S. technologies and relsees-as-consultants.

% bid., sec. 501 and 502.

% Ibid., sec. 511(b).
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Despite what is so clearly the United States’imgihess to provide assistance
to the NIS with the explicit goal of strengthenidds.-based corporations, the
prioritization of U.S. economic and national setuimterests is certainly
understandable within the conventional contexttaaditions of U.S. foreign
policy.®° But since the Freedom Support Act was ostensitignided to supportot
only open marketdyut alsofreedom for Russia and emerging Eurasian dem@&saci
a glance at the FSA’s moniker, mission statememt,general provisions would seem
to indicate that it authorizes plenty of U.S. asgise for both, even while creating a
false dichotomy between political and economic psses, between democratization
and the transition to capitalism. But the dichotzation is one-sided: According to
the Freedom Support Act (and the conventional wisdb neo-liberal economic
theory), while a capitalist infrastructure can lshiaved without attention to the
processes of democracy, democracy is predicated tingoestablishment of free
markets. Within the constraints of the FSA, theamdcratic processes are allegedly
inherent in the practice of capitalism (and, consedly, do not need to be fostered;
rather, they will develop automatically), but cafigm is not necessarily inherent in
the practice of democracy.

The relative (and ironic) unimportance of demograc“freedom” as the term
is utilized in the Freedom Support Act is manifesthe ubiquitous placement of
capitalism’s building blocks, most notably the patization of state-run industries and
the creation of open markets, throughout the F$&issections. In contrast, Title IV,

entitled “The Democracy Corps,” is the sole sectiedicated to the methods by

1901y “By Helping Others, We Help Ourselves,” McMah argues that this strategy is not unusual in
the conduct of U.S. foreign policy.
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which democratization would/should take place mfS. Embedded even within
this section is the directive that democratizatffiorts should bolster “the
development of democratic institutiosmarket-oriented economgnd a civil
society.™® The inclusion of this component within the missadrthe Democracy
Corpst?®?U.S. Russia policy’s sole form and method of A&sistance earmarked
specifically for democratization, signals thatthe Freedom Support Act, “freedom”
is not only equivalent to the specific combinatadropen markets with democracy, it
is alsodependent upothem. This explains why the FSA'’s constitutiveidigibn of
“democracy” and its prescribed approach to buildiegiocratic institutions
incorporate “economic pluralism” and the developtr@ra “market-oriented
economy.*® It also explains why prescribed economic “refopndjects did not
reciprocate these efforts by including democratiraactivities. Consequently, the

conflation of democracy with capitalism with fre@ddn the Freedom Support Act

indicates that the United States was interestddlilding only capitalistdemocracies

191 Freedom Support Acsec. 401(f)(1); italics mine.

192 The express purpose of the Democracy Corps wassibty to establish and operate sites
throughout the NIS and, through technical advia# assistance and small grants to local
entrepreneurs, to assist in the development ofitin®ns of democratic governance,” the non-
governmental organizations that constitute civdisty (“including charitable, educational, trade
union, business, professional, voluntary, commumity other civic organizations”), and the
development of a market economy. Ibid., sec. 401.

193 |pbid., sec. 201 and 401(d)(4). According to thegdiom Support Act, the constitutive elements of
democracyare:
1. Political, social, and economic pluralism;
2. Respect for internationally recognized human rigtmtg the rule of law;
3. The development of institutions of democratic goegice, including electoral and legislative
processes;
4. The institution and improvement of public admirasibn at the national, intergovernmental,
regional, and local level,
5. The development of a free and independent media;
6. The development of effective control by electedligim officials over, and the development
of a nonpolitical officer corps inn, the militarpmé security forces; and
7. Strengthened administration of justice (FSA 19@2, 201).

116



throughout the former Soviet Union to the exclussdother types of political
systems?* The growth and stability of the market thus bec#éneeyardstick by
which the success of U.S. Russia policy was medsaral, as often happens,
democracy was subordinated to “the purposes ohj@udc] liberalism and thus to
the state in promoting and protecting private gntse,” causinglemocracyto be
discursively conflated witfree market capitalist™ For U.S. policymakers in 1992,
“freedom,” although conflated with the notion ofeftiocracy,” mearntconomic
freedom, the freedom defined by neoliberals asldgree to which economic actors
are able to operate without restraint or interfeesfiom state-based entities and/or
institutions. The FSA thus codifies the freedontJo®. corporations to develop and
utilize new markets for their goods and services romotes that of Russians to
engage fully in the global market economy. It supplmeedomin the Russian
Federation only insofar as that “freedom” augméimés*security” and economic

prosperity of the United States.

Imperial Masculinity: The U.S. as Global Abuser

To reiterate, the objective of U.S. Russia polisyeaumerated in the Freedom
Support Act was threefold: democratization, prixation, and defense conversion.

Democratization, as policymakers understood ityireg the complete eradication of

194 |Interestingly, a public opinion poll conductedearly 1991 confirmed that people in the Soviet
republics of Russia, Lithuania, and Ukraine did want a U.S. model for political leadership or
economic institutions; there was, instead, overwiirgl support for socialist democracy. But U.S. and
British pollsters testifying before the Subcomngtten European Affairs were nonplussed. They
argued that this opinion could be altered by pringjcevidence of the tangible rewards that can come
to ‘ordinary people’ through capitalism. Senate Gubmittee on European AffairSeptember 24,
1991, 11.

195 vie, “A New Democratic World Order?,” 248.
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the vestiges of communism, which would then beaegd with ideological and
institutional apparatuses to support the developrmed maintenance of democratic
political and free-market economic systems. Theseéd¢but, as | have attempted to
demonstrate, far from secondary) goal, privatizatrneant not only the
implementation of a free-market economy in Rudsiéalso the creation of new
markets and resources for U.S. businesses. The@bssible way of achieving these
goals, policymakers decided, was through techmidaice and assistance in the form
of U.S.-based consultants who, funded by U.S. gowent contracts, would travel to
and throughout Russia teaching Russians how tée;negintain, and function within
a capitalist democracy. A not insignificant souot¢he many problems caused by the
neoliberal assumptions embedded in the modes atttbdweof the Freedom Support
Act, Wedel argues, was that, in policymakers’ éff@o eradicate traces of
communism, Western donors like HIID actually pega¢ed some of the most
problematic components of that system while layiragte to other, more favorable
aspects. For example, their top privatization pifaras large company towns with
their “socialist amenities such as health and dag,cas well as employee retreat
centers,” but they gave little thought to the fiduett their strategy to single out
“reformers” whose perspectives and approaches dgvik their own, but that were
not popular among Russians would require reforrgdernment decree, thus
making capitalist democracy look and feel an awdtlike the central planning they
were working to dismantle. Western-style economadrms” in Russia were often
instituted forcibly, usually via presidential deer¢hus by-passing the very

democratic processes the U.S. reportedly favorednight be expected, this resulted

118



in increased negative public opinion among Russanasit the West, in general, and
the U.S., in particulaf?®

When President Clinton made democratization “thehpin of his foreign
policy, he perpetuate[d] a twentieth century tradiof linking American national
security to the hegemony of one form of governnights revisioning U.S. foreign
policy as “anti-imperialist imperialism” that ingssupon democracy as the only
means by which to create a world order conducivéstown interests. As a result,
post-Soviet U.S. foreign policy rhetoric was rifewthe quest for a new democratic
world order, which perpetuates the notion of Amamiexceptionalism while,
simultaneously, revealing “strong overtones ofaradl insecurity and vulnerability
that drive the desire to dominate othef¥.The aspiration of policymakers in the
Freedom Support Act to ensure the development peaceful and stable
international order®® was rooted in their confidence in the notion diemocratic
peace, “the premise that peace and security demesgdreading democracy
globally.” But this idea not only hides the facatfidemocracy,” as | have intimated
above, is a contested term, but also enables tiiedJ&tates “to legitimize its
economic agenda of world capitalism under the siga quest for [liberal, capitalist]
democracy®

The lack of material support by the U.S. for dematization in the Freedom

Support Act meant that, in effect, the United Stagmored the concerns of women

1% \wedel,Collision and Collusion5. See also Tsygankowhose World Order?
197 vie, “A New Democratic World Order?,” 249 and 252
198 Ereedom Support Acsec. 101(1).

109vie, “A New Democratic World Order?,” 256.
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and other marginalized populations, as they wezggtbups most negatively affected
by the dismantling of Soviet-era social welfarewaks during privatization. The
consensus among feminist theorists of liberal deawycis that, even while
potentially providing the best opportunity for thevancement of women—assuming
gender is taken into account in its formulattdhgdemocratization is a gendered
concept whose working definitions within liberaktries are “constrained and
limited.”*** In an article published just two years after teenibe of the Soviet Union,
feminist political theorist Zillah Eisenstein contks that the theories of democracy
being promulgated in Eastern Europe during thedational years of the transition
were “old” in the sense that they assumed thatitieenry to which democracy was
being applied was male, and politics were thuseeduo the economy and the
market''? The only successful trajectory for Eastern Eurape Russia became
synonymous with a specific ideology—capitalist denagy—as the only possibility,
but twenty years’ worth of feminist critiques ofdlsystem had demonstrated quite
clearly that this form of democracy requires remsing using gender as an integral
category of analysis:> Similarly, feminist development theorists hacbasgued
against the priori ascendance of capitalist democracy as the ultia@teevement of

modernity, pointing out the myriad ways in whiclmgentional cold war-era

10 phillippe C. Schmitter, “Contemporary Democratiaat The Prospects for Women,” #Women
and Democracy: Latin American and Central and Easteurope ed. Jane S. Jaquette and Sharon L.
Wolchik (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Universitye3s, 1998), 222-37.

1 Tickner,Gendering World Politics104; Carole Patemafihe Sexual Contra¢Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1988).

12 7illah Eisenstein, “Eastern European Male DemdesadA Problem of Unequal Equality,” in
Gender Politics and Post-Communisd®3-17.

13 Marilyn Porter and Ellen Judd, e§eminist Doing Development: A Practical Critiq(f¢ew York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1999).
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development strategies meant to create capitaisiodracies in the image of the
United States have had negative consequences foewand other marginalized
groups throughout the so-called Third WortdParadoxically, the U.S. insistence
throughout the 1990s on democratization in supgidits own interests, which
manifested itself in U.S. development and foreighqy approaches, has meant that
the new democratic world order for which lawmakliessl advocated in the wake of
the Soviet Union’s demise “is more democratic imeahan in practice™*®

Although varied in the material specificity of Itggistical applications, the
intention (societal transformation), mode (unilateénd pedagogical, what Russian
scholar Stephen Cohen derisively calls the “tueelapproach™9,and
implementation (via U.S.-based consultants andnyestment in Russia by U.S.
businesses) of U.S. assistance to Russia requatbdchg short of “active
penetration,**” both ideological and material, of regions throughRussia deemed
strategically important by U.S. government contmextis a means of achieving U.S.
goals. As is clear from the Freedom Support Acst{8pviet U.S. foreign

policymakers—the overwhelming majority of whom warmet surprisingly, elite

114 gee, for example, Jane L. Parpart and Mariannetaad, “Exploding the Canon”; Parpart,
“Deconstructing the Development ‘Expert”; Nalinid&¥anathan, et al., ed’he Women, Gender and
Development ReadeMarilyn Porter and Ellen Judd, e&eminists Doing Development: A Practical
Critique (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999); Jane L. RarpM. Patricia Connelly. and V. Eudine
Barriteau, ed.Theoretical Perspectives on Gender and Developmend Jane S. Jaquette and
Kathleen Staudt, “Women, Gender, and Developmémi¥omen and Gender Equity in Development
Theory and Practice: Institutions, Resources, arabiMization edited by Jane S. Jaquette and Gale
Summerfield (Durham: Duke University Press, 2006)52.

115 vie, ““A New Democratic World Order?,” 262.

116 Stephen F. Cohefailed Crusade: America and the Tragedy of Post-@omist Russiarevised
ed. (New York: W.W. Norton, 2001).

"7 House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle Hasyary 21, 1992, 11.
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white men—*“used America’s core political idealsstgpport an imperial policy of
ideological expansion” (Sullivan 2002, 63) in whigmerican-style institutions and
values were exported to Russia in order to inc@fgathat country into the economic
and political systems of the global west. This isgpisignificant changes to Russia’s
economic, political, social and military structugesd processes, but the U.S.
approach, which, rather incongruously, makes “rafaa prerequisite for the receipt

of aid (rather than providing aid to facilitate foem”), has insisted that those changes
be made on U.S. term&

Nor is it a coincidence, for example, that theoagm for the Support for East
European Democracy Act of 1989 is SEED. Used axla, ¥to seed,” the SEED Act
ascribes an active, agential role to the UnitedeStas the masculine planter of
democratic values and institutions deep into thesipaly fertile cultural landscape of
a feminized Eastern Europe. Although it authorikedcaind multilateral U.S.
assistance to Hungary and Poland two years be®iteedations began on Capitol
Hill concerning what became the Freedom SupportoAd992, the latter is, at its
foundation, merely an extension of the provisiohthe former to the successor states
of the Soviet Union. As such, it was referencedydrequently throughout the
hearings by legislators and witnesses alike.

Similarly, despite the rhetorical and linguistroghasis on democracy-
building in the SEED Act, the primary discursivedalater, practical) emphasis in

the Freedom Support Act was, as | have shown, maiemocratization, but on the

118 Janine R. Wedel, “U.S. Assistance for Market RefarForeign Aid Failures in Russia and the
Former Soviet Bloc,Policy Analysis338 (1999): 1-20; and Paige Bryan SullivenS.-Russian
Relations: From Idealism to Realigfwashington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and Inaéional
Studies, 2002).
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privatization of Russia’s economy and, consequentiythat country as an
unexplored—if potentially risky—"frontier” for “somvery substantial commercial
opportunities [...] for American companie$® Legislators and witnesses alike
conceptualized the former U.S.S.R. as rife for strreent by U.S. companies and
potential new markets for the sale of U.S. goodksmtvices. For example, withess
Paul Konney, Senior Vice President and General €alwf Tambrands, Inc., a
White Plains, NY-based tampon manufacturer wittdpotion facilities in Russia,
Uzbekistan and Ukraine, emphasized the prospeergtd by the reforms taking
place in Eastern Europe for “marrying up” the ies#s of U.S. corporations with the
untapped “production capacity of a region so rithiman and natural resource®”
To accomplish this goal, he argued, the provisafithe SEED Act could be applied
to the Soviet Union. Konney’s support of the SEE& goincided with that of SEED
Act author and European Affairs Subcommittee Clespn Biden, who argued that,
rather than going through the trouble of creatingatirely new law, the provisions
and goals of the SEED Act should simply be extertdadclude the successor states
of the Soviet Union. In the end, the Freedom Supfotr did basically that, and
Biden, a Democrat who authored the SEED Act, chtiedRepublican Bush
administration mercilessly for its torpor and lethg calling the Freedom Support
Act “hardly visionary” and referring to it as “SEED” Biden'’s intention in applying

the SEED Act to Russia, though, was made clearlkeshve called upon

119 Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April §21%; and House Subcommittee on Europe and
the Middle EastDevelopments in Europ&02™ Cong., 2° sess., February 26, 1992 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992), 18.

120 senate Subcommittee of European Affairs, Septei®et991, 111 and 76.
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representatives of the U.S. business communityféo their suggestions for how to
ensure that “the seeds of a market economy [aaeled deep in Russian soff”

As my analysis of the Freedom Support Act anddevant legislative
hearing have shown, the gendered trope “link[ihg] ¢olonized to eroticized
geographies of ‘virgin land™ and to “symbolic fasies of rape and rescue” that is so
common in imperialist discourse appears with alagmegularity in the legislative
hearings of the Freedom Support Act and is thusected not only to policymakers’
conceptualization of Russia as gendered inherésrtiynine, but also to their notion
of the United States as the masculine cold wartéviaestined to save Russia both
from itself andfor global capitalisnt? This bolsters feminist theorist Kathryn
Temple’s contention that the desire of the Unit&ate€3 to dominate others
economically and militarily is analogous to an wmdual abuser whose goal is to
“retain power and control over his individual viati’ thus making the U.S. (with its
constituent political and economic elite) a “globauser” exemplary of “a patriarchal
power model that equates power with one’s capaaitgpntrol others**? As signaled
by the use of the term “active penetration” to discthe goal of U.S. businesses in
Russia, the language used throughout the heawndgsscribe the mode of and
strategies for U.S. assistance to Russia was g\getidered and, given the discursive

configuration of Russia as feminine, often suggestif forced (hetero)sexual

121 Senate Subcommittee on European Affairs, Aprild92, 151.

122 E|la Shohat and Robert Stabmthinking Eurocentrism: Multiculturalism and theeklia (New
York: Routledge, 1994), 141; see also Anne McCtikidmperial Leather

123 Kathryn Temple, “Exporting Violence: The Schooltbé Americas, U.S. Intervention in Latin

America, and Resistance,” Tthe Fire This Time: Young Activists and the NewiRism, ed. Vivien
Lobaton and Dawn Lundy Martin (New York: Anchor Bap2004), 119.
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intercourse, which was justified by the potent corabon of cold war triumphalism
and American exceptionalism. According to the rtaresof U.S. aid created
throughout the hearings, a masculinist U.S., glelp triumphant in its cold war
“victory” and assured of the right(eous)ness opisitical and economic systems,
welcomed the historic opportunity to play its pretileed role as “a beacon and a
model” to “these new Russians” by providing unidirenal technical advice and

assistancé?®*

124 House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle Hasyary 21, 1992, 5.
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CHAPTER4

Crime, Corruption, and Chaos:
Sex Trafficking and the Failure of U.S. Russia &pli

%

% &

Feminist development theorist Joe Doezema arduasdcent attempts by
Western anti-trafficking advocates to halt the srational trade in (usually female)
bodies for sex work are analogous to the “whitgestg’ panic of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries in which white Weast®@omen were thought to be at
risk of abduction for prostitution in Other(ed) geaphical areas, most notably South
America. Although the direction of the traffic irowmen has switched (i.e., from
North to South at the turn of the twentieth centiar{zastern/Southern women
trafficked to the West/North at the turn of the hiyefirst), Doezema points to the
strikingly similar rhetoric used to create bothmatives: young, naive, innocent
women are lured by evil traffickers into a horreanddife of sex, crime, and drugs.
She argues that both narratives operate/d as alitwyths related to concerns about
women'’s sexuality and racialized Others as a me#aaosrtailing women'’s voluntary

migration as nation-states experience/d what ghesta “boundary crisis” involving

! John Lloyd, “The Russian Devolutiorifew York TimesAugust 15, 1999, http://lexisnexis.com/
(accessed September 25, 2007).
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“fears of loss of community identity” in the waké“displacement, mass migration
and globalisation®

Although Doezema does not discount reports th#ficking in human beings
for sex work occurs, she wonders, given the wideknowledged (even among anti-
trafficking activists) difficulty of collecting réhble data on this illegal activity,
whether the anti-trafficking campaign, much like thythologization of “white
slavery,” might “revolve around a relatively fewmbher of cases that conform to the
stereotype of the innocent girl lured or abducted the sex industry* The
contemporary (i.e. since the late 1990s) anti4thifig narrative, Doezema argues,
reveals one form of the “implicit racism” embeddedVestern anti-trafficking
rhetoric, which assumes that non-Western womeni@aible to act as agents in their
own lives. As trafficking “victims,” these womeneaat the mercy of, rather than
active participants in, local and global socio-emoit systems, making it impossible
for women to make ahoiceto enter the sex industry; rather, they only deveen
“duped” by traffickers. In this discourse they #nas presented as helpless and
childlike, which, as Doezema points out, is inhéiarwhat feminist theorist Chandra
Mohanty critiques as Western feminists’ “colonialzg.” In opposition to this
narrative, and given the scarcity and/or unrelighdf the available data, there is

evidence to suggest, in fact, that not only arfhgtmajority of ‘trafficking victims’

2 Jo Doezema, “Loose Women or Lost Women? The Rexrf@nee of the Myth of ‘White Slavery’ in
Contemporary Discourses of ‘Trafficking in WomernGender Issue&8, no.1 (2000): 46.

® Ibid., 31-32.
* Chandra Mohanty, “Under Western Eyes: Feminiso&ekhip and Colonial Discourses,” Tinird

World Women and the Politics of Feminjsd.' Talpade( , Ann Russo, and
Lourdes Torres, 51-80 (Bloomington: Indiana UniugrBress, 1991).
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[...] aware that the jobs offered them are in theisdustry,” but that, despite the
attention given it by U.S.-based politicians, astiy, and the mediagxtrafficking
accounts for a relatively small numberfmantrafficking cases, most of which
involve menas well asvomen and children for forced labor in industriasging
from domestic service to garment industry sweatshomgriculturé.

| explore in this chapter how the contemporary-aaafficking narrative of
“victims” and “villains” as described by Doezemdofag with the attendant Western
“hero”) ceased to be abstract in legislative hagrion the issue and was, instead,
superimposed over an ongoing diplomatic confrootatietween Russia and the
United States. Before the U.S.-led invasion of irmg003, the last years of the
twentieth century were widely considered to havenaae nadir of post-Soviet U.S.-
Russian relations. In the wake of Russia’s Aug@88lfinancial collapse, followed
closely by charges of corruption and money laumdgait the highest echelons of the
Russian government (including accusations leveléttesident Boris Yeltsin
himself), the Republican-led U.S. Congress convenseries of hearings between
September 1998 and October 1999 whose collectiygopa was to assess the
effectiveness (or not) of U.S. Russia policy as iatBtered by the Democratic
Clinton administration.

Almost simultaneously, several legislators, magthbly the late Senator Paul

Wellstone (D-Minnesota) and Representative Christoismith (R-New Jersey),

®> Doezema, “Loose Women or Lost Women?,” 24; see Afghony M. DeStephandhe War on
Human Trafficking: U.S. Policy Assesq@itgers, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2007).

® See ibid. as well as Debbie Nathan, “Oversexedi-Arafficking Efforts Too Often Neglect Other
Forms of Forced Labor,The Nation August 8, 2005, 27-30.
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began to advocate the passage of a U.S. antiekaffj law through a series of
hearings that began in the summer of 1999. Togethmng with a mark-up session
concerning a House version of the proposed bitl loal August 4, 1999 before the
House Subcommittee on International OperationsHndan Rights, these hearings
constitute the bulk of the legislative history aftiic Law 106-386, the Trafficking
Victims Protection Act (TVPAY.Signed into law on October 28, 2000—two months
before the enactment of the United Nations Protoxzé&lrevent, Suppress, and Punish
Trafficking in Women and Children—the U.S. law bexsaa global model for anti-
trafficking legislation and continued that coungrgelf-perceived role as a global
leader in human rights advocacy. The TVPA focuse@bat Clinton administration
officials called the three Ps: prosecution of ickiérs, protection of “victims,” and
prevention activities aimed at vulnerable populaio identified source countries.
Debate continues among scholars, immigration awdeinforcement officials,
legislators, and even sex workers themselves dhetduitability of the TVPA and its
effectiveness for combating human traffickfhigut in this chapter I will focus on the
timing of the legislation the late 1990s to haltrtan trafficking, which coincided
with clashes over who should most appropriatel tidde blame for what appeared at
the time to be the wholesale failure of U.S. Rupsicy. | first conduct a close
textual analysis of the U.S. Congressional hearihgsled to the passage of the

TVPA to argue that in U.S. political culture in tlag¢e 1990s, human trafficking

" The Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 20@0.S. Public Law 106-386, enacted October 28, 2000
LexisNexis Congressional.

8 For more information, see DeStephaw@r on Human Traffickingand Joyce Outshoorn, “The

Political Debates on Prostitution and Traffickinfgdomen,” Social Politics: International Studies in
Gender, State and Societ?.1 (2005): 141-55.
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became discursively synonymous wstixtrafficking (i.e., the illegal transnational
trade in the bodies of (usually) women and girls(fvzedominantly) heterosexual
sex), which, in turn, was inextricably linked withictimized” Russian women, who
were assumed to be white Europeans. Accordingetanii-trafficking rhetoric in the
Congressional hearings, Russian women ostensilelgateto be saved not only from
“evil” traffickers, but also from emasculated Rasmen, who, unable to cope with
the transition to capitalism and democracy, wecapable of supporting or protecting
“their” women and children in the way that “real’emshould.

| then contextualize the anti-trafficking hearirvgishin an overarching
discursive analysis that takes into account tledative temporal synchrony with the
oversight hearings being held on Capitol Hill tesess what went wrong with U.S.
assistance in Russia. | argue that these two cstitative conversations, one about a
proposed U.S. anti-trafficking law, the other abou$. Russia policy, reveal much
not only about the gendered dynamics of U.S.-Rassktions at the end of the
twentieth century, but also about the epistemoklddimitations imposed on both
policy debates by the inadequacies of languag&oftih well-intentioned, the
members of Congress who championed the passagje ®MPA inadvertently
deployed the rhetoric of Russian trafficking “vio8” as a convenient political trope
that operated equally well in both sets of heariRgssian men, particularly political
elites and law enforcement officials, were explycitlentified as the chief opposition

not only to attempts to end sex trafficking, buoaio the success of U.S. Russia

policy.
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On Capitol Hill

According to journalist Anthony M. DeStephano, assthrough Sheila Wellstone,
the wife of Senator Paul Wellstone, that the isgutauman trafficking” was first
brought to the attention of the U.S. Congress énldite 1990s. In 1997, law
enforcement officials raided a brothel in an upscptedominantly white
neighborhood just outside the District of Columlaiaesting not only the brothel
owners, but also the sex workers, whom police leéihrad been illegally brought into
the U.S. from Ukraine and Russia and forced to vesrkrostitutes. According to
DeStephano, although the brothel owners were putsecthe sex workers,
themselves, faced no criminal charges. But aswheag living in the United States
illegally, they were deported after the trial (chgiwhich law enforcement officials
charged them for their housing), “sent back to hHamas in no better shape and
certainly with no better job prospects that theyati when they'd left® The

treatment of the sex workers by local law enforcenodficials angered Wellstone,
and she encouraged her husband to bring the i$$ueman trafficking to the
attention of his Congressional colleagues and wahk with them to create
legislation that would improve the ways in whictBUlaw enforcement officials and
state and federal institutions responded to trafiig situations. Shortly thereafter, the
first public mention of human trafficking on Cagitdill was made by Senator
Wellstone on the floor of the U.S. Senate wherelManch 10, 1998, International
Women'’s Day, he introduced a resolution denounthegransnational traffic in

women for sex work and domestic labor by usingisgal aids maps of routes used

® DeStephandWvar on Human Traffickingl4.
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by emigrants from the newly independent states@fdérmer Soviet Union. The
proposed resolution, he argued, would put the Odhgress on record as opposing
the transnational traffic in women and girls.

Although Wellstone did acknowledge the fact thatwen are trafficked for
reasons other than sex work, his presentationregtories of young, naive, and/or
economically desperate women from Russia and els@nh the former Soviet
Union having been duped into prostitution by matapue traffickers. As a result,
Wellstone’s floor speech served not only as theetmg for what became, over the
course of the next two years, bipartisan suppadbobith houses of Congress for the
creation of U.S. anti-trafficking legislation, baiso, unfortunately, to crystallize
before it began the discursive limits of the Cosgienal conversation on human
trafficking. That Wellstone chose in this first pgldiscussion of human trafficking
among legislators to focus chiefly saxtrafficking meant that his colleagues,
heretofore largely unaware of these human rightsed were introduced to the issue
as one that affects predominantly women and girseld to work as prostitutes
serving heterosexual male clients. This heteronbveaerspective ignored the
likelihood that boys and men are also traffickedsex work. Additionally,
Wellstone’s focus osextrafficking to the exclusion of other forms of ham
trafficking meant that his colleagues on Capitdl #ere introduced to the issue of
trafficking-as-forced prostitution rather than asistitutive of global labor migration,
more broadly conceived. The focus on traffickingf@sed prostitution led in
subsequent Congressional hearings to the discursivigation ofhumantrafficking

with sextrafficking, thus effectively eliminating not ontiie possibility that women
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and (qgirl) children could be trafficked for reasaber than for forced prostitution,
but also that men (or boys) could be traffickedlhat

Doezema'’s critique of Western anti-trafficking tbrc rings true when
applied to Wellstone’s floor speech: his “victimgére young, naive women preyed
upon by evil traffickers. But, for Wellstone, just in the subsequent Congressional
hearings that constitute the legislative historyhaf TVPA, “victims” were frequently
identified as Russian, Ukrainian, or, more gengr&hstern European (i.e.
culturally/ethnically Slavic and racially white) waen who, as a result of the
combination of extreme economic hardship and dehadidesperation, were
deceptively led by their fellow Russians (or Ukrais) into a life of prostitution,
drugs, and crime. Thus, in the discourse createghidydeployed in the U.S. Congress
during the late 1990s, villainous Russian/Eastenmofean organized crime networks
worked in concert with complicit, corrupt, and/aeffectual Russian/Eastern
European government and law enforcement offic@lsréy upon young, innocent
Russian/Eastern European women, who became tfieknad “victims” passively
awaiting rescue by the heroic (and, lest we fotigetperceived results of the cold
war, triumphant) United States in its self-appaiintele as a global human rights
leader.

On June 28, 1999, more than a year after Wellgdluor speech, the first
hearing concerning the issue of trafficking waglha Capitol Hill before the U.S.

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurof@GE)° The Commission’s

°The CSCE is an independent agency of the U.S.rgment charged with monitoring and
encouraging compliance with the Helsinki Accordgn®d in 1975, the Helsinki Accords set out the
principles that guide relations between the panéittihg countries. For more information, pleasetbee
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chairperson, Representative Christopher Smith (R-Blrsey), had already
introduced a bill in the House, H.R. 1356, the Boee from Sexual Trafficking Act

of 1999. Smith believed that this bill would ap#lgldress Sheila Wellstone’s concerns
about the treatment of sex trafficking survivorsthy. law enforcement officials and
government agencies, first, by incorporating prisd@cand prevention efforts for
victims and, second, by treating traffickers “ekaets we do those who commit
rape.*!

The bill’s title, along with the hearing it predgted, The Sex Trade:
Trafficking in Women and Children in Europe and thated Statesillustrates quite
clearly that in the year since legislators had tesen informed of the existence of
trafficking through Senator Wellstone’s floor speethe broad issue of human
trafficking for forced labor in a wide variety afdustries had been prematurely
delimited to incorporate only sex trafficking. lading this first hearing before the
bipartisan and bicameral CSCE, there were a téthiree Congressional hearings
and one public legislative markup session held betwdune 1999 and April 2000 to
hear expert testimony on what lawmakers of botrshsunterchangeably referred to
as “trafficking” or “sex trafficking.” For examplayhile Smith is clear in his opening
remarks that the hearing before the CSCE has lmerened to hear expert testimony
specifically concerningextrafficking, he almost immediately and then foe th

remainder of this and subsequent hearings in theséleubstitutes the abbreviated

official websites for the CSCE (http://www.csce.yjand the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (http://www.osce.org).

 Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurde, Sex Trade: Trafficking in Women and

Children in Europe and the United Staté86" Cong., ' sess., June 28, 1999 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1999), 3.
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term “trafficking.”? Similarly, in the two-part hearing held before Benate
Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Asian Affalvairperson Sam
Brownback’s (R-Kansas) opening remarks make clestrthe hearing is intended to
addresall formsof trafficking in women and childreli.Despite this claim, however,
the overwhelming majority of the invited witnessestify on the causes and
consequences aextrafficking, and Brownback refers specificallyhis opening
remarks to the commercial sexual exploitation omea and children, pointing out
that “[e]very year, approximately 1 million womendachildren are forced into the
sex trade against their will internationalf{.In the second part of that same hearing,
Brownback uses his opening statement to again sefaifically to the global sex
trade, calling the transnational traffic in the lesdof women and children for forced
prostitution “a new phenomenon and does not réadlly like anything we have seen
before.™®

Most telling, though, is that with the exceptidrtwelve witnesses with
expertise in human rights, transnational crime @rduption, global affairs, and
immigration, most of whom were called upon from 8tate Department to address
guestions regarding the Clinton administration’qyaoward human trafficking, the

bulk of the “expert” testimony on the scope of ffigking” came from thirteen non-

21pid., 4.

13 The heteronormativity of these hearings is pemeasihe focus by Wellstone, Brownback, and their
colleagues on women and girls as “victims” of sefficking left no room in the discussion for even
the possibility that men and boys may also beitiedl for labor of all kinds—including work in the
sex industry.

4 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South A$fiairs, International Trafficking in Women
and Children 106" Cong., 2° sess., February 22, 2000 (Washington, DC: U.SeGuouent Printing
Office, 2000), 1.

15 |bid., April 4, 2000, 71.
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governmental researchers and activists (includirgdex trafficking survivors—one
from Nepal, two from Mexico, one from Ukraine amiedrom Russia) who were
involved exclusively with projects and/or organiaas dedicated explicitly to putting
a stop tosextrafficking. Indeed, of the twenty-five witnessesled to testify over the
course of three hearings between June 1999 and 2000, the majority of them
were part of the ansiextrafficking campaign, which indicates the cleampdrasis in
Congress on endirthat form of labor trafficking to the exclusion of otise
Additionally, one of the witnesses, Laura J. Ledefehe anti-sex trafficking
Protection Project, testified at each of the threarings-® Providing roughly the
same statement each time, Lederer’s descriptidlowfyoung, innocent, poverty-
stricken women are easily lured into the global sade mirrors precisely the
narrative that Doezema so powerfully critiques.

This narrow focus on sex trafficking is hardly@using; the very title of H.R.
1356, the Freedom from Sexual Trafficking Act, exg@® Christopher Smith’s belief
that sex trafficking, although not the only formlabor trafficking, is by far “the
most brutal” and that to include all forms of foddabor practices under the rubric of
one law assumes that they are all the same anddsthms be treated as such by law
enforcement official$’ But by the time the Senate began its hearing bruzey

2000, the strenuous admonishments by several hugtas and immigration experts

8 Founded by Laura Lederer in 1994 to address theief trafficking in persons as a human rights
violation, the Protection Project was at the timfi¢hese Congressional hearings housed at the Kgnned
School of Government at Harvard University. It @nbased at the Foreign Policy Institute at The
Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced Intéioreal Studies in Washington, DC. For further
information, see http://www.protectionproject.org/.

" House Subcommittee on International OperationsHunan RightsTrafficking in Women and

Children in the International Sex Trade)6" Cong., ' sess., September 14, 1999 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1999), 3 and 43.
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that U.S. anti-trafficking legislation should na bmited to commercial sexual
exploitation had resulted in proposed legislatiotitied, more broadly, the
Trafficking Victims Protection Act to reflect itdlagedly expanded scope.
Regardless, Brownback’s insistence that both ditise Senate hearing would be
aboutall forms of trafficking in women and children wasibdlby its exclusive focus
on sex trafficking. Of the thirteen witnesses wppeared before the Senate
Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Asian Affairand despite the
knowledge that there are other organizations wias& has focused on other kinds
of labor trafficking—an overwhelming majority (nincluding four former self-
identified involuntary sex workers) specificallydadssed the causessax

trafficking and/or the experiences of and consegegifior women who are trafficked
into the sex industry? In contrast, earlier hearings held before the Caa¢in the
House, which were explicitly and unapologeticatigdised only osextrafficking,
were actuallymorebalanced in terms of perspectives and experienicie
witnesses. In fact, it was in these early hearthgslegislators heard increasingly
vigorous objections to Smith’s singular focus irRH1356 on sex trafficking as
separate from and to the exclusion of other forfrisafficking and forced labof®

Although these objections seemed to have influetttedcope of the proposed U.S.

18 The subcommittee given jurisdiction of these hegsiin the Senate reveals legislators’ preconceived
notions about whence they thought the majorityafficking “victims” were coming. The assignation

of the sex trafficking hearings to the SubcommitieeNear Eastern and South Asian affairs
prematurely Orientalizes the discourse and igntirepotential for other geographical areas to serve
as source countries.

19 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South A$fiairs, February 22, 2000 and April 4,
2000.

%0 Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurdpege 28, 1999, 4, 16, 24 and 35-36; House

Committee on International Operations and Humam®jgAugust 4, 1999, 5; and House Committee
on International Operations and Human Rights, IgteSaber 1999, 11, 14 and 31.
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anti-trafficking legislation to incorporate sexffreking as justoneform of forced
labor trafficking, the conceptualization by legtsiias of “trafficking” as “sex
trafficking” persisted. This is apparent in theewmd insistence by Department of
Justice civil rights attorney William R. Yeomansverd the end of the final hearing
on the TVPA that any U.S. legislation should “cralize a broader range of
trafficking,” including not only sex work, but alstomestic service, migrant labor,
and sweatshop labét.In the end, despite the ongoing debate aboutdtgesof the
proposed anti-trafficking legislation, the stateotgose of the Trafficking Victims
Protection Act of 2000, whose title would suggesti@er reach than Smith had
originally proposed in his Freedom from Sexual ficking Act, is “[tjo combat
trafficking in persons, a contemporary manifestatb slavery whose victims are
predominantly women and children, to ensure jusdteffective punishment of

traffickers, and to protect their victimé>”

“Modern Day Slavery”

Predicting that the numbers of women traffickedviork in the global sex industry
could soon reach those of the African slave tradéé eighteenth centufythe
Protection Project’s Laura Lederer initiated whatdme the frequent deployment in
the anti-trafficking hearings of an analogy betwsen trafficking and slavery,

specifically the African slave trade and the subead enslavement of kidnapped

%L Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, April 4, 2000, 77.
% Trafficking Victims Protection Act, sec. 102(a).

% Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurdpege 28, 1999, 22.
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Africans and their descendents in the United St&&messes began utilizing this
analogy not only as a means of explaining to laggss the magnitude of the
problem, but also to convince them of the integaityhe heart of their legislative
attempts to solve it. Wendy Young of the Women'si@assion for Refugee Women
and Children, for example, referred to sex traffigkas “an increasingly prevalent
phenomenon” equivalent to “modern day slavéf\ghd Theresa Loar of the
President’s Interagency Council on Women, who cdotdized sex trafficking
within the broader problem of violence against wap@alled sex trafficking “one of
the most egregious violations of our time” and atfern form of slavery? Finally,
Department of Justice civil rights attorney WillidRa Yeomans described trafficking
as “slavery in its modern manifestiorfs.”

Later, legislators themselves got on the “slavérgfidwagon as the Senate
hearing shifted from a small group of legislataysig to convince their colleagues of
the importance of anti-trafficking legislation toraassive bipartisan effort to
convince the Clinton administration, particularlinfon’s State Department, that
additional legislation focused on women and chitidrad authorizing increased
federal personnel and reporting was necessaryniabthe transnational traffic in
human beings for forced labor. In his statementsrbe¢he Senate Subcommittee on
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, subcommtteerperson Brownback openly

employed the rhetoric of slavery, referring to s@kficking as “the new slavery” and

Ipid., 24.
% House Subcommittee on International OperationsHuman Rights, September 14, 1999, 14.

% Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Affairs, April 4, 2000, 76.
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admonished his colleagues to listen carefully togkpert witnesses so that they may
learn together how to craft a “comprehensive schienpenalize the full range of
offenses involved in elaborate trafficking netwotkSs

The analogy between slavery and sex traffickisgyall as the histories and
painful legacy of U.S. race relations to whichplicitly refers, made the bodies of
enslaved Africans and their descendents discugsealivalent to the young, female
“victims” of sex trafficking as constructed by thati-trafficking discourse. And, as
Lederer pointed out to legislators, it also preséran opportunity for the United
States to do at the turn of the twenty-first ceptuhat the British Empire had done at
the turn of the nineteenth, that is, take the laagtadicating the slave trade, albeit in
a contemporary forrft Thus, accomplishing the obliteration of sex teking would
demonstrate to the world the right(eous)ness obthiged States’ cold war “victory”
and, perhaps, provide an opportunity for the Ungéates to exorcise its guilt by
righting an egregious wrong from its own past. Ttetorical strategy that analogized
the institution of African slavery with the transioaal trade in women and girls for
sex work clearly appealed to legislators’ desirthimithe American nationalist
narrative to accept and fulfill the United Statsslf-perceived responsibility to
“eradicate this terrible scourge” and ensure “thadry man, woman, and child be
afforded the opportunity to live in a world of foeem.”® Lederer used this strategy

advantageously on two additional occasions. Tls¢ Was at the hearing before the

" |bid., 71 and Senate Subcommittee on Near EaatetrSouth Asian Affairs, February 22, 2000, 1-
2.

% Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, April 4, 2000, 87.

2 bid., 75.
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CSCE in which she, in an attempt to encourage ©oatl Congressional progress on
the proposed anti-trafficking legislation, locaties eradication of sex trafficking
within the historical trajectory of the U.S. womsmhovement, predicting that “[o]ne
of the hallmarks of the 2century will be the emancipation of women worldeid
She then congratulates legislators for being oa fight side of history” with regard
to protecting the rights of women, particularlydgydressing sex trafficking as a
human rights issu&. The second occasion was during a prepared statémen
months later when she argued that the “commereiala exploitation of women and
children is one of the last, unfortunately the,lasen in the women’s movement, the
last, of the issues, but definitely not the leadbé examined by our society,”
suggesting to legislators that they had the oppdstuby “shin[ing] a light on what is
taking place,® to trump even feminist activists by leading theywa anti-trafficking
legislation that would protect the predominantlyiteland male policymakers’
“daughters” from horrendous treatment by woulddegestraders in the new

century®

Voluntary Sex Work v. Forced Prostitution

At the crux of the conversation about sex traffickon Capitol Hill was the
combination of the perceived social immorality ek svork in the United States and

the ideological differences between and among copbeary U.S.-based feminists

%0 Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurdpege 28, 1999, 23-24.
31 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, February 22, 2000, 3.

%2 House Subcommittee on International OperationsHunian Rights, September 14, 1999, 40.
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concerning the root causes of sex trafficking dreldifference between voluntary sex
work and forced prostitution. Some feminists arthat sex work is a legitimate
survival strategy chosen by women and should h@ertsed as such. They argue that
“[p]rostitution itself is [...] not the problem, bthe context within which women
engage in prostitution—such as forced prostituéind trafficking, as well as the

often bad conditions under which the work is dong-problematic. * Consequently,
they contend that voluntary sex work must be cledelineated from sex trafficking
and forced prostitution. In contrast, neo-abolists, whose moniker is an explicit
reference to those who, during the nineteenth cgngought to eradicate the
enslavement of Africans, conceptualize all sex wasla form of slave labor.
According to them, sex work is inherently oppresssexually exploitative, and part
of the cycle of violence against women, makingrtbgon of “voluntary” sex work
irrelevant. Given that “[tlhe United States hashags the strongest anti-prostitution
laws of any industrialized country and will not enske any form of prostitution
whether ‘forced’ or ‘voluntary,” the neo-abolitiest position was featured
throughout the TVPA hearingé For example, Lederer rather arrogantly presumed to
“speak safely for many women'’s organizations” wkbe lauded Smith’s efforts to
pass anti-sex trafficking legislation, arguing thex and labor aren’t the same and

can't be equated®®

% Qutshoorn, 145.
3 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, February 22, 2000, 21.

% House Subcommittee on International OperationsHunan Rights, September 14, 1999, 43.
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An attempt to grapple with the ideological diverge between “forced”
prostitution and “voluntary” sex work was made oahce in the course of the TVPA
hearings when Wellstone tried to glean from Unelenstary of State for Global
Affairs Frank E. Loy how, for the purposes of “wat protection, U.S. federal and
local law enforcement and state institutions waldfine and identify “victims” of
sex trafficking. In an earlier hearing in the HouSenith had touted the provision
incorporated into his proposed anti-traffickingisdgtion that “include[ed] relief for
deportation of victims, provided it is establishibdt they were really innocent
victims.”® Whether Wellstone had read the transcript ofhiering and wanted
clarification is unknown, but it is clear that ltisncern several months later was
whether or not a woman who voluntarily agreed tdragicked for sex work and was
subsequently abused or exploited in the performahteat work would then be able
to avail herself of the “victim” protection provsis of the proposed U.S. anti-
trafficking legislation. Unfortunately, Loy’s answeeglected to address Wellstone’s
concern about a potential legislative loopholetead, he insisted that the issue of
forced versus voluntary prostitution would havebearing on the application of the
proposed legislation, because

[...] the key is whether the trafficker[s] themsela#s engaged in an act of

transporting someone across international bordeiéelgal techniques for

illegal profit, and then whether the act for whtbley are doing so falls within

what we would hope would be a very broad definitdsexual exploitatiori’

% bid., 2.

37 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, February 22, 2000, 22.
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Loy and Wellstone had reached a communicativersttie made more complicated
by the strictly-enforced five-minute timeframe giecheach legislator to ask
guestions of the witnesses. While Wellstone waas=sdirances from the State
Department that the widest possible definitionwattim” would be utilized in the
protectionof those who had been trafficked, Loy remainedgliarly focused on the
prosecutionof traffickers, both within existing U.S. law thatade all forms of
prostitution illegal and within the proposed prooiss of the TVPA. Thus, bolstered
by already-existing U.S. federal laws against@ilifs of prostitution, neo-
abolitionists successfully made Wellstone’s questiscursively impossible within
the context of U.S. policies toward prostitutiordd@he proposed anti-trafficking
legislation: according to the neo-abolitionist UpSlicy, all forms of sex work are
exploitative, which means that all women engagegrastitution are “victims.”
Ostensibly, there can be no legislative loophole.

Although it was Wellstone’s 1998 floor speech tlaagjely contributed to the
discursive limitations of the trafficking debate@ongress to “sex trafficking” and its
“victims” in the first place, it is ironic that is he who attempted to open it back up
again by acknowledging the possibility that somenea, those who may have at one
point or anothechosersex work as a viable and legitimate form of lalmoyld well
be excluded from the protections of the TraffickWigtims Protection Act if they did
not adequately meet the definition of “victim” astimed in the TVPA and applied
by local law enforcement officials. Although dissively impossible within the neo-
abolitionist rhetoric in which all prostitutes dractims,” Wellstone’s question,

which allowed for the possibility that women coglibosesex work as means by
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which to earn their living, was the closest the @gressional hearings came to
countering the implicit racism that Doezema argaesmbedded in contemporary
anti-trafficking discourse. Wellstone’s questioa@ahttempted to counter the
hearings’ implicit sexism, which was based on teepived social immorality of sex
work in a U.S. context and relied on the constarcand rhetorical deployment of an
“innocent” “victim” who has been unwittingly trickkinto selling her body for sex.
This is the sympathetic prostitute around whomse @an be made, as it was in the
Congressional hearings, for protection rather fhrasecution despite her illegal
activities, because it was not ladoiceto step beyond the bounds of an appropriately
feminine performance; she ostensibly did so owtig financial necessity.
Additionally, the discursive focus on poverty andlent coercion makes it
inconceivable that she could haslesersex work; she would rather be doing
something—anything—else. Trafficking “victims” (i,@s in the Trafficking/ictims
Protection Act) must be “sexually blameless” inartb appeal to the public and to
the concerns of policymake?sIn contrast, Wellstone’s question, along with the
testimony of several Clinton administration offisighat sex trafficking should be
considered in tandem with other forms of laborficking, acknowledges the
possibility that women from countries identifiedsasirces of labor for the sex
industry may well have the mental capacity to cledos themselves how and where
to earn their livelihoods. Were she able to existutsively, this, of course, would be

the unscrupulous sex worker who, having voluntarlgserprostitution, is not,

% Doezema, “Loose Women or Lost Women?,” 36.
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therefore, an appropriate “victim” and deservestveh@ gets, whether a beating at
the hands of traffickers or deportation at the IsaofdJ.S. immigration officials.

Much as in the Congressional hearings that canstltthe partial legislative
history of 1992’s Freedom Support Act (which | dissed at length in the last
chapter), heteropatriarchal familial metaphors iexht identifying the United States
as the masculine patriarch best suited to rescdi@matect young, female “victims”
were used freely throughout these congressionairgsato evoke and mobilize
bipartisan support for U.S. anti-trafficking legisbn. State Department
representative Harold Hongju Koh, for example,rafieed early on to empathize
with legislators from their shared perspectiveatbdrs, pointing out that “trafficking
often hits us so hard because it often involvellai like our own.*® Koh’s
approach worked on Representative Eni F. H. Falgasga (D-American Samoa),
who added later in that same hearing, “I have geEB-old daughter, and | wish that
every parent, every father, every brother couldceheaveal sense of appreciation [for]
what women and children go throughl.Similarly, Smith appealed not only to his
colleagues, but also to legislators and law enfoss#t officials abroad, asking,
“What are you doing? These are your daughters.Thelse are people you should be
putting sandbags around to protect thém.”

Even a cursory examination of these familial mietaip exposes the

heteropatriarchal assumptions that undergird theparental concern for the

%9 House Subcommittee on International OperationsHuman Rights, September 14, 1999, 10.
“®1pid., 48.

“1 House Subcommittee on International OperationsHunan Rights, September 14, 1999, 19.
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protection of “children” rapidly (and, given theadgly male composition of the
Congressional committees before which these heatoak place, not unexpectedly)
became a fatherly concern for the protection otighders.” Similarly, while the
United States is assigned the role of patriarchatiegtor in this anti-trafficking
narrative, the governments of source countrieals@assigned an inferior masculine
role as fathers and brothers who are unable oseytrave no desire to protect “their”
daughters. Smith, for example, appeals to thosergavents to “stop exporting and
exploitingyour women,*? and, later, Lederer assures U.S. legislatorssenatral of
the most prominent source countries “are expressirggl interest in stopping
trafficking in their women and children®® Although these two statements imply
ownership of women and children by nation-states éne discursively configured as
masculine, their own masculinity is implicitly infer to that of the United States
because, unlike the U.S., they have not takengpeoariate steps to protect “their”
women from the horrors of what was frequently neféito by hearing participants as

“modern day slavery.”

Russian “Victims” and “Villains”

| have thus far discussed the anti-trafficking aive constructed through the
Congressional hearings that constitute that pdegaslative history of the TVPA
only in the abstract, that is in terms of Doezenaaualysis that draws on the classic

nineteenth-century melodramatic stock charactefsictim,” “villain,” and an

2 bid., 53; italics mine.

3 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, February 22, 2000, 56; italics mine.
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implied “hero.” Not surprisingly given the highllfiticized forum on Capitol Hill,
the United States was rhetorically cast in the oflthe heteropatriarchal hero with
the messianic responsibility of rescuing innocgating, non-Western female
“victims” from the clutches of foreign (i.e. radiglethnically Other and largely
masculine) transnational crime networks and comaied/or ineffectual law
enforcement officials. While Doezema does, indeetque this implicitly racist
depiction of both “victims” and “villains,” arguinthat “victims” and traffickers alike
are conceptualized in anti-trafficking discoursealgays already Other/ed, | am
interested in this section in how and why, throughtbe TVPA hearings, U.S.
legislators unambiguously associated a specifionaliethnic identity—Russian—
with these roles and what implications such an@aton had on U.S. Russia policy,
particularly within the context of the debate theded on Capitol Hill concerning the
apparent wholesale failure of U.S. Russia policthenwake of that country’s August
1998 economic collapse and subsequent revelatigaardater concerning the
alleged illegal capital flight from Russia of IM&dns.

Throughout the 1990s, it was predominantly the dédodommittee on
International Relations that took the responsipilit Congress for monitoring the
progress and results of the Freedom Support AetAppendix Ill). Beginning in
June 1996, a U.S. presidential election year, hganvere held before the
Republican-chaired committee fairly regularly aseans of assessing the
effectiveness and efficiency of the Clinton adntiaison’s Russia/NIS policy. In
addition, the debate over “Who lost Russia?” hathsed in the news media at

various intervals throughout the decade, beginasgarly as February 1992 (i.e.,
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while the Freedom Support Act was still being detdah Congress) whenNew

York Timeop-ed asked “Who is Losing Russi&?But with the total collapse of the
Russian economy in August 1998 and subsequenttitbeg that IMF and perhaps
even U.S. funds were being squandered by corrugs$iBu politicians, the blame
game on Capitol Hill hit its zenith, precipitatihgaring after hearing in which
indignant legislators of both political parties damded an explanation from a parade
of Clinton administration officials of just whatxa&ctly, had gone wrong in Russia—
despite billions of dollars in U.S. aid (see Appiend).

Although hardly encouragingeforeAugust 1998 with regard to either the
slow trajectory of Russia’s political and econormansition or its continued sales of
conventional weapons and technology to severdsahore (from a U.S. perspective)
unsavory neighbors, particularly Iran, Congresdibearings heléfter that date
were particularly somber, as terms such as “stateiss,” “catastrophe,” “financial
disaster,” and “total failure” were used alternatwto describe both Russia and U.S.
Russia policy. For example, a hearing before thedddCommittee on International
Relations regarding U.S.-Russian relations thatbexn July 16, 1998, just weeks
before Russia’s economic collapse, featured testynfimm witnesses on precisely
these issues; however, in the second part of thertgeon September 17, 1998 these
concerns were unceremoniously preempted by legrsiaccusations that high-level
Russian government officials had been lying tolinged States with regard to the

progress of their “reform” efforts, and that then®n administration had

“** Charles Krauthammer, “Who is Losing Russi&®iw York TimesFebruary 14, 1992, http://www.
lexisnexis.com/ (accessed June 5, 2007).
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intentionally ignored signals that those effortgeveot working®> Accusations that
the White House had been somehow negligent intaffga transformation in
Russia’s political and economic structure was th@idant theme of hearings about
U.S. Russia policy in the year following August 898ut a year later, in late August
and early September 1999, reports began to surfiadbe U.S. news media that high-
level Russian government officials had illegallyetited billions of dollars in Russian
foreign aid, including from the IMF and the Worl@uik, through the Bank of New
York for personal us& after which Congressional hearings focused esjylion
crime and corruption in Russia and how the UnitedeS should move forward in the
wake of its apparently failed Russia policy, forighhthe Clinton administration,
particularly Vice President Al Gore (who was, a thme, running for President
against Republican George W. Bush of Texas), whiklamely responsible.

It was within the context of this last evolutianthinking about who was to
blame for a failed U.S. Russia policy in an envinemt of apparently ubiquitous

Russian crime and corruption that the hearings @amag sex trafficking began in an

> House Committee on International RelatiodsS. and Russia: Assessing the Relationstog"
Cong., 2% sess., July 16, 1998 (Washington, DC: U.S. GoventrRrinting Office, 1998) and House
Committee on International Relations.,S. and Russia, Part II: Russia in Crisi95" Cong., 2 sess.,
September 17, 1998 (Washington, DC: U.S. Governienting Office, 1998).

“® Richard Cohen, “Who Lost Russia? Well, No Oriégiv York TimesSeptember 15, 1999,
http://www. lexisnexis.com/ (accessed June 5, 200tz Ermarth, “A Scandal, Then a Charade,”
New York TimesSeptember 12, 1999, http://www. lexisnexis.coaatessed June 5, 2007); Michael
McFaul, “Russia’s Revolution is Not OvefNlew York TimgsSeptember 20, 1999, http://www.
lexisnexis.com/ (accessed June 5, 2007); Boris lenand lan Bremmer, “Don’t Jettison Russia Just
Yet,” New York TimgsSeptember 3, 1999, http://www. lexisnexis.comtéssed June 5, 2007); “The
Russian Money Trail,New York TimesSeptember 12, 1999, http://www. lexisnexis.coaetéssed
June 5, 2007); Robert E. Rubin, “Don’t Give Up omsBia,”"New York TimesSeptember 21, 1999,
http://www. lexisnexis.com/ (accessed June 5, 208&)ge Schememann, “What Makes Nations Turn
Corrupt?”’New York TimegsAugust 28, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (sazedd June 5, 2007);
Richard W. Stevenson, “U.S. Seeks details on Rigsdise of Aid,”New York TimesSeptember 2,
1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed Jurz0By); and Fareed Zakaria, “Lousy Advice Has its
Price,”New York TimesSeptember 27, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.comtéssed June 5, 2007).

150



attempt to create and enact U.S. anti-traffickegdlation that would be effective
“the world over” in stopping the transnational tead human bodies for forced labor,
particularly women and children for sex wdfkThe House Committee on
International Relations acted throughout the 1380the primary Congressional
monitor of U.S. Russia policy. Its jurisdiction ¢omued after August 1998 with two
hearings, one to assess what it termed the “crisiRussia on September 17, 1998,
the other in June 1999 to consider U.S. achievesndrany, in Russia after seven
years of aid. The CSCE also held a hearing aftesiis August 1998 economic
collapse to assess the status of human rightsssi&uand the House Committee on
Banking and Financial Services convened a heaomrgamine the Russian economy
and U.S. policy toward Russian economic reform. Aghand between these
committees, there was considerable overlap in cateenmembership. Smith served
as chairperson of both the CSCE and the House &uhittee on International
Operations and Human Rights and led the chargatntrafficking in the House. He
also served on the CSCE with Brownback, a memb#reoSenate Committee on
Foreign Relations and the chairperson of the Sealbeommittee on Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs, which heard testimony m@&fficking in the Senate.
Additionally, several members of the House Comraitia International Relations,
which convened the bulk of the hearings concerhlry Russia policy, were also

members of Smith’s Subcommittee on Internationar@pons and Human Rights.

*" The rather arrogant notion that a U.S. domesiicslaould and could be effective “the world over”
in stopping sex trafficking was voiced by Rep. Hditliard (D-Alabama) before the House
Subcommittee on International Operations and HuRights, Trafficking in Women and Children in
the International Sex Trad&eptember 14, 1999, 50. The ability of the UoSertcourage foreign
nation-states to enforce U.S. domestic laws with@ir sovereign territory theoretically lies in the
threat of U.S. economic sanctions: The thoughttivasif particular countries did not work to end
trafficking as prescribed in the U.S. law, then th&. would respond by imposing sanctions.
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Less than a month after this subcommittee’s heaimgex trafficking, its members
joined the full Committee on International Relasdo begin a series of hearings
exploring the pros and cons, successes and faiiitdsS. Russia policy. And in the
Senate, as the “Who lost Russia?” debate ragedebttfe Committee on Foreign
Relations, several of its members were engagedtihtlissue of sex trafficking via
their participation in hearings before the Subcottemion Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs.

Given the chronological trajectory of the relev&aingressional hearings in
combination with the extensive personnel overlgs, mo wonder that legislators’
attempts to stop sex trafficking became discurgieehflated on Capitol Hill with
what expert withesses identified as rampant crintkarruption in Russia. Louise
Shelley of the Center for the Study of Transnati@rane and Corruption, for
example, cites the NIS specifically, arguing naydhat law enforcement officials
and policymakers there view trafficked women assteing of their fate or
motivated by financial necessity and therefore dbimvestigate or prosecute crimes
involving sexual trafficking and prostitution,” btiat they are also largely corrupt
and, in some cases, actually working with traffisk& In effect, the causes of sex
trafficking were largely associated with the pahti and economic chaos throughout
the NIS, particularly in Russia, that had, accogdim the anti-trafficking narrative,
enabled a few corrupt (male) politicians and gowent officials to amass enormous
wealth at the expense of their fellow Russiansd@m@nantly women and children.

These women and children, reduced to poverty amedlth and unable to be

8 Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurdpege 28, 1999,8-19.
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protected by those same corrupt and/or ineffeqiabiical leaders, were being lured
by transnational criminal networks into the globak trade at alarming rates. Theresa
Loar of the President’s Interagency Council on Wommst explicitly made this
association at a hearing dnafficking in Women and Children in the Internauad
Sex Tradevhen she asserted that what was happening indRusise crime,
corruption and economic and political instabilityat allegedly left women vulnerable
to traffickers—was “something that [...] | don’t thimnyone could have anticipated.
All of us had extremely high hopes for Russia, WwHiave not been realized and
probably will not be realized in the foreseeableife.™®

Thus, the “villains” of the anti-sex traffickingarrative created in Congress
were precisely who Doezema says they were: alWagady racially/ethnically Other
and complicit, corrupt, and/or ineffectual govermmnand law enforcement officials
or organized criminal networks. But, as Russia thassource country that received
the lion’s share of legislators’ attention, thelfains” were also assumed throughout
the hearings to be principally Russian men in vayyositions of local and federal
leadership. Legislators’ preoccupation with Rus&a revealed early on in the CSCE
hearing when witness Anita Botti of the Presidetriteragency Council on Women
offered a list of geographical areas from which vweonand children are trafficked
that included Central America, Southeast Asia, Ru&#kraine, Poland and the
Czech Republic, after which chairperson Smith gdglut Russia. He noted that that

country was “conspicuously absent” from internadilogfforts to halt sex trafficking

and asked Botti to specifically address “where Rustands [on the issue], since it is

9 House Subcommittee on International OperationsHumian Rights, September 14, 1999, 17.
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the country of origin of so many of the women whe exploited.*® There was no
subsequent discussion, in this or in any other @swgonal hearing, of similar
concerns with regard to the other geographicalsaoéarigin as identified by Botti
and subsequent expert witnesses, and this eadiydixon Russia akesource for
trafficked women and children, like that on sexfic&ing to exclusion of other forms
of human trafficking, resulted in a limited conwvaien steeped, this time, in cold
war-era tropes reliant upon a villainous (emasedlpRussia, its “suffering”
(feminized) people (specifically identified as wama post-Soviet Russia), and a
sympathetic (masculine) United States. Althougleptkgions, most notably
Southeast Asia and Central America, were menti@sesburce countries, the former
Soviet Union in general, and Russia in particulgte the geographical areas that
elicited the long-term interest of legislators.

Smith continued his fixation with Russia durintggislative mark-up session
for his H.R. 1356, the Freedom from Sexual TraffigkAct of 1999, before the
Subcommittee on International Operations and HuRights (of which, as | have
mentioned, he was also chair). His opening statémenveritable anti-Russian
diatribe in which he points out that “[o]ne of tinenies of the fall of the Soviet
Union [...] has been that the explosion of poverst tiias occurred has resulted in a
very fertile ground for organized crime—the syntisa the Russian mafia, the
Ukrainian mafia—to prey upon these women.” Addiéitty, Smith reports that when

Russian policymakers and law enforcement officgatsasked about sex trafficking

0 Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurdpege 28, 1999, 7. Despite Smith’s claim that
Russia had not to that point been involved in imitional anti-trafficking efforts, the Russian
Federation actually co-sponsored with the UnitexteStthe UN Protocol.
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and what they are doing to stop it, reactions rdngea complete denial to bewildered
requests for more information to explicit complciNot surprisingly, it is this last
reaction Smith finds particularly repugnant, anccla@ms that Russian law
enforcement officials believe that if sex trafficliis occurring right under their
noses, it is because “[Russian] women are just meaatiful” than women of other
national ethnicitieS! Subcommittee member Matt Salmon (R-Arizona), werved
with Smith on the full House Committee for Intelinagl Affairs as well as on the
CSCE, also jumped in that same mark-up sessiontbatanti-Russia bandwagon,
pointing specifically to the rampant governmentragption and complicity in that
country that enables sex trafficking to “go on watlvink and nod.” In an implicit
reference to the ongoing hearings before the HO@sBMittee on International
Relations concerning Russia’s August 1998 econawiliepse and the alleged
squandering of assistance funds by Russian govertroffecials, he points out that
the U.S. “put[s] out millions and millions of dotkain aid to Russia” and demands
that the bill in question, H.R. 1356, include tlesgibility for economic sanctions as a
means of enforcing government accountability famie of the money that we are
sending over there.” His reasoning is that “[w]ltleair government turns a deaf ear
to this kind of human suffering and misery, | think have a responsibility to be a
little more scrutinizing in how we dole out the negri™?

The inclusion in any U.S. anti-trafficking law thfe potential for economic

sanctions against those countries that fall sHdtt 8. anti-trafficking standards met

*1 House Subcommittee on International OperationsHuman Rights, August 4, 1999, 3-4.

*2bid., 6.
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with opposition from the Clinton administration, mh argued that sanctions would
only serve to worsen the very economic condititvas, taccording to experts, were
the chief cause of women and children being madieevable to sex traffickers in the
first place. But several of Salmon’s Republicarleagues could not foresee a
situation in which countries, particularly Rusgslzat had been identified as major
source countries of women trafficked into the sedustry would be induced to
expend their already scarce resources on haltatgptfactice unless the proposed
U.S. anti-trafficking legislation included an in¢e to do so—namely, economic
sanctions. Seconding Salmon’s support of sancteutszommittee member Thomas
Tancredo (R-Colorado) claimed that the threat avsbible implementation of
sanctions were the only way of stopping sex trkiffig in “a country where almost
every level of the government is actually partitipgin it, either directly, frankly, or
indirectly, by suggesting that it is really not rhuaf an issue, it is sort of a cultural
thing and no big deaf?

By the time sex trafficking was taken up in the&e, U.S. legislators were
confident in their identification of Russia as tfeef offender in the anti-sex
trafficking narrative. Not only did this facilitagin understanding of the issue as the
purview of the Brownback-chaired Subcommittee oaMNgastern and South Asian
Affairs, but it also enabled the specific identfiion of trafficking “victims” as
Russian (i.e. racially white and ethnically Slaws@)men whose economic and social
disadvantages in the “new” Russia left them vulbkr#o being “lured” by traffickers

and whose fear of authority figures, rooted ingatyy of Soviet oppression, made

3 bid., 24.
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them unlikely to seek help from law enforcementaidfs in destination countries.
Three of the five sex trafficking survivors who wenvited to provide testimony as
part of Congress’s consideration of anti-traffickiegislation served as witnesses
during the second part of the Senate hearing b&menback’s subcommittee on
April 4, 2000. And although just one of the womeaswRrussian (the others were
from Mexico and Ukraine, respectively), this fitedaring on what would become the
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000, altholugntended to be a hearing on
human trafficking, broadly defined, quickly becambearing focused only @ex
trafficking—with Russia as the primary antagonidie frequent discursive conflation
made in U.S. political and popular culture betwBaissia and Ukraine is clear in this
hearing: While two of the three sex traffickingauvors were from those countries,
only Natalia Khodyreva of thRussiarbased anti-sex trafficking organization the
Angel Coalition was on hand to speak on behalhefdxperiences d&tussian
women. No Ukraine-based anti-trafficking expert waasted to testify in this or any
other hearing, nor were anti-trafficking expertnfreither Mexico or Nepal, the
identified source countries of the three additicsed trafficking survivors asked to
testify before the Senate subcommittee.

Not unpredictably, given what legislators had heal from U.S. State
Department officials, activists, and scholars tigtoaut the hearings, Khodyreva
argued during her testimony that the traffic in &tas women for work in the global

sex industry

** Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eurdpege 28, 1999, 15.
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[...] is a consequence of a socioeconomic situatioRussia and job
discrimination against women. So many educated woraenot find the
appropriate job that will provide a good living @ition, they have no choice
but to take a job with low qualifications abroaditBnost of them find
themselves in forced prostitution or slavery-likenditions>>
Given the textbook symmetry of Khodyreva's testimtmthe overall narrative about
sex trafficking as constructed by and during the@essional hearings on the issue,
it seems that to have merited an invitation to kks$ hearing, witnesses (including a
few State Department officials and several repradmes of human rights/anti-
trafficking organizations who had all testified the issue at at least one previous
hearing) were expected to reify the very narratwth which Sen. Paul Wellstone
initiated the debate in his floor speech back dartrational Women’s Day in March
1998. Even subcommittee member Wellstone himssihgua shrewd rhetorical
strategy intended to reinforce and underscoreifoSknate colleagues the
importance of Khodyreva’s testimony, offers a sumnwd her statement for the
record, reiterating that in terms of the former i8bnion
[...] the bitter irony is that the economic disintatgon means that these
women have not always been poor or many of there wetually highly
educated, who at one time may have been gainfoilyl@yed and now they
have no employment. So they are looking for a wagd to another country

to find a job, but not of course being forced iptostitution>®

%5 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, April 4, 2000, 102.

%% bid., 106.

158



American Heroes

That Wellstone ends this final hearing on sex ickiifig precisely where he began the
conversation roughly two years before, with cleatbntifiable Russian “victims”

and implicit Russian “villains,” illustrates thesential stagnancy in Congress of the
anti-trafficking narrative’s discursive frames, whj as | show, correspond almost
exactly to those critiqued by Doezema, with theitaalt of a specific national/ethnic
identity assigned to both “victims” and “villainsParticularly intriguing, however, is
that while concerns about the crime, corruption @maos that supposedly
characterized Russian politics and society at tiuecd the twentieth century were
omnipresent in the Congressional hearings regattimgroposed U.S. anti-
trafficking legislation, the issue of sex traffioki, which had its first hearing on
Capitol Hill before the CSCE in June 1999, was anemtirely absent from
contemporaneous Congressional hearings on thessescand failures of U.S. Russia
policy—despite the fact that Smith and Wellstoneheserved on the respective
committees that convened those hearings. The stdeence during the hearings on
the successes and failures of U.S. Russia polieycmncern about the “threats of
trafficking of arms, drugs, [and] women and childras a result of Russian

“reforms” during the 1990s was made by invited w#s James O. Finckenauer,
Professor of Criminal Justice at Rutgers Univeraitg an expert on transnational

organized crim@&’ Even Wellstone remained surprisingly silent onigseie in

%" Senate Committee on Foreign RelatioBsfruption in Russia and Future U.S. Polidpé" Cong.,
1% sess., September 30, 1999 (Washington, DC: U.8e@ment Printing Office, 1999), 80.
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hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations CaeenitAnd in a three-part
hearing before the House Committee on InternatiBeddtions held during October
1999, legislators explored charges of corruptiothathighest levels of the Russian
government, the alleged mismanagement and laurdefiwestern aid monies,
Russia’s chaotic domestic situation (which, acauydo expert witnesses, included
rampant anti-Americanism and anti-Semitism, extr@owerty, widespread health
epidemics, the potential for totalitarianism/fastisand a war in the Islamic republic
of Chechnya), and the tenuous state of U.S.-Russlahons as a result of Russia’s
continued sale of conventional weapons technolodyain. The printed transcript of
the three-part hearing indicates that Smith, a negrabthis committee, did not
directly participate on either October 6 or Octob®r on October 7, however, he did
submit for the record an opening statemergbsentiadetailing his primary concerns
about U.S. Russia policy, particularly his outrag¢he Clinton administration for
supporting the wrong “reformers” in Russia andnibility to account for the

billions of dollars in U.S. aid spent thefeHe also criticized what he termed Russia’s
“war of vengeance” in Chechnya as well as (themjly@ppointed Prime Minister
Vladimir Putin’s apparent path “toward militarismdaauthoritarianism® It is

unknown whether Smith’s lack of participation at first and last installments of this

%8 Senate Committee on Foreign RelatioBsrruption in Russia and Recent U.S. Pqlit§6" Cong.,
1% sess., September 23, 1999 (Washington, DC: U.8e@ment Printing Office, 1999), 21-23.

%9 Smith’s accusation here, and, in fact, the emidnisan battle on Capitol Hill in the late 1990s
concerning the failures of U.S. Russia policy, petd the fact that the Freedom Support Act, which
emerged out of the Republican George H.W. Bush aidimiition and served as the foundation for
Democrat Bill Clinton’s Russia policy, had overwiméhg bipartisansupport when it was being
formulated in 1991-1992.

9 House Committee on International RelatiodsS. Policy Toward Russia, Part Il: Corruptiontime

Russian Government08" Cong., ' sess., October 7, 1999 (Washington, DC: U.S. Gouent
Printing Office, 1999), 94-97.
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hearing, in combination with his absence from theosd, indicate that he was never
actuallyin the hearing room with his colleagues and theiit@avwitnesses at any
point during this three-part hearing. Wieatlear from the record, however, is his
surprising silence on the issue of sex traffickiisga consequence of the apparent
failures of U.S. Russia policy and the resultaitherand corruption in Russia.
Congressional hearings provide clear and speqppdunities for legislators and
then witnesses to present their remarks to heaanigcipants. Each legislator is then
given five minutes to ask whatever questions theyld like of the witnesses based
on the witnesses’ prepared testimonies. That Shaiigd to avail himself of these
opportunities to advance his own agenda and male fr his colleagues the
importance of his proposed anti-sex traffickingségion within the broader context
of U.S. Russia policy—particularly because he hatdbeen reticent to do so in
earlier subcommittee hearings on sex traffickingense a clear indication that
human trafficking, which (as | have illustratedbhme discursively conflated with
“sex trafficking,” was ghettoized by/in Congressaadsvomen’s issue” and not
incorporated into the “big ticket” items of intetianal relations such as the causes
and consequences of crime and corruption in Rasglghe apparent failure of U.S.-
led reform efforts as a result of that crime andwation.

The hearings held after the August 1998 collap$Russia’s economy in
which legislators demanded to know what went wriongussia concluded that, in
the final assessment, it was Russians, or, mo@fgjadly, crooked Russian
politicians masquerading as “reformers,” who wargé¢ly to blame for the continued

economic and political chaos that enveloped thaintry and that, by the late 1990s,
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signaled the failure of (or at least a necessargigptation of) U.S. Russia policy.
Not surprisingly, this same group of Russians, @hatth inept and/or corrupt law
enforcement officials and the reportedly increagoger and influence of
transnational Russian criminal networks, were siamdously to blame for the traffic
in women from Russia, Ukraine, and elsewhere indfagurope for work in the
global sex industry. A few legislators did acknoglde, however, that U.S. policies
early on in the transition process, particularlgdsk therapy” with its rapid
privatization of state-owned industries and higiesaf inflation,mayhave
contributed to some of the problems facing Russithe late 1990s, most notably the
alarmingly high numbers of Russians, particularbnven and children, living in
poverty. But regardless of the extent to which Y@&icies were implicated in what

one hearing participant called Russia’s “staterisis; "

the discursive assignation of
blame for Russia’s economic, political and socralagbems to particular Russian men,
whether corrupt “reformers” or inept and/or comppliaw enforcement officials,
enabled the United States to remove itself frometipgation: Russia was in disarray
as a result oRussiarcorruption,not U.S. policies, and trafficking was happening as a
result of the alarming disarray of Russian institog and legal apparatuses—even
after several years and several billions of doliard/estern aid monies.

Conveniently, such a conclusion meant that theddrstates was not
responsible for the desperate poverty that, acogridi anti-trafficking experts

(including St. Petersburg-based hearing witnessiiteva), had left Russian women

vulnerable to organized transnational crime netwoAnd even if U.S. Russia policy

®1 House Committee on Banking and Financial SeryiRessian Economic Turmpll08" Cong., f'
sess., June 10, 1999 (Washington, DC: U.S. GovarhRrinting Office, 1999), 3.
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had, to whatever minuscule extent, contributedusdi’s problems, the increasing
numbers of (white) women and children being tr&id out of Russia for work in the
global sex industry gave the United States an dppity to redeem itself by leading
the charge against sex trafficking.

The opportunity to lead the charge against sdfidkang is, | contend, why
U.S. legislators’ commitment to halt human traffrek coincided in the late 1990s
with partisan clashes over who/what should most@ppately take the blame for
Russia’s continuing political and economic probleand the apparent failure of U.S.
Russia policy. The focus in those hearings on camg corruption at the highest
echelons of Russian government was synchronoush&dhings on sex trafficking in
which the “villains” were Russian crime syndicatesl inept and/or complicit law
enforcement officials, and “victims” were Russiaomen. Operating within the cold
war triumphalist narrative, this presented leg@iaiwith the perfect opportunity to
“rescue” Russian women from “evil” or incompetentdRian men, who, as Smith and
Tancredo reported in the hearings, had little tanterest in taking action to halt sex
trafficking themselves and were, therefore, unéblgrotect their “daughters” in the
way that “real” men rightly should. This enablee @mti-trafficking narrative in the
United States, like that regarding Russia’s comtigyoolitical and economic
problems, to proceed without the inclusion of theted States as an acembedded
in the process. There was no acknowledgement in tingrafficking narrative that
the U.S. may have contributed in some way to eitecauseof women’s migration
from Russia (i.e. poverty and lack of employmenéducational opportunities in

source countries) or triemandor Russian sex workers by potential customers
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within the territorial borders of the U.%.This latter omission is particularly
intriguing given the professed shared objective rgrlegislators to attend to the
causes of sex trafficking as a means of preveirtjigcause, as one witness put it,
“[t]here are all those customers on that othertbiede that are creating the need for
the supply.®® At only one point in any of the three hearingsser trafficking was
there a consideration of or attempt made to chamaetthose “customers” in the U.S.
who would solicit women for illegal sex. On Apri] 2000, William R. Yeomans of
the U.S. Department of Justice reported that Mexigamen working as prostitutes
in brothels in Florida and the Carolinas were feaged by “migrant laborers.” These
“johns” were discursively constructed not as wiiteerican men, but as racially
Other/ed men who were, themselves, most likelgélémmigrant worker§?

Clearly, the identification of a “john” as a darkisned, Spanish-speaking illegal
immigrant not only erased the likely complicity @fS.-born men in the commercial
sexual exploitation of women and children globallyt also enabled some legislators
to target illegal immigration as a primary causeex trafficking into the U.S> This
resulted in United States’ rhetorical placementimithe anti-trafficking narrative as

an outside observer, as an involuntary destinatoamtry for illegal immigrants (e.g.

%2 According to a report from the United Nations @erdf International Crime Prevention released in
May 2003, Russia tops the list of countries pravidivomen-as-commodities in the global economy,
and, while most Russian women end up in GermamyUthited States ranks second as a prime
destination for women trafficked out of Russiaf@rk in the sex industry. Mizus, et al., “Germany,
US Receive Most Sex-Trafficked Wome,” 4; see alar [Sex Trafficking

% House Subcommittee on International OperationsHuman Rights, September 14, 1999, 39.
% Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, April 4, 2000, 77.
% See, for example, comments by Representative J&Bm@seenwood (R-Pennsylvania) at the

hearing before the Commission on Security and Catio® in Europe, June 28, 1999, 11.
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“johns” and “victims”) and transnational crimingkhe “traffickers”), and the obvious
choice to lead international efforts to end sefithking.

It can be no coincidence, though, that U.S. latpst learned of and began
their efforts to end sex trafficking at the endloé 1990s, only after large (enough)
numbers of white women from Eastern Europe and\Niisebegan appearing as
commodities in the global sex industfinternational laws outlawing human
trafficking date back to the “white slavery” pamicthe late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries when white European women wegertedly at risk for
abduction into forced prostitution in Other geodriapl areas, most notable South
America. Although historians have demonstrated ‘taite slavery” was a largely
non-existent phenomenon utilized as a metaphaa farmber of societal anxieties,
including the voluntary emigration of women fromr&pe for work®’ it operated as a
powerful cultural myth that mobilized the interrmatal community and resulted in the
passage of an international anti-trafficking lawiB04 as well as the 1949 United
Nations International Convention for the SuppressibTraffic in Person& The

outbreak of two world wars and subsequent antisgalaonflicts during the mid-

% Given the clandestine nature of the global sexsiny, the number of women and girls trafficked
from Russia into the United States for sex worikipossible to quantify, however Russia serves as a
“primary source country” for the estimated 45,000,000 women that are trafficked into the United
States annually, and journalist Victor Malarek népohat women from Russia and the NIS represent
more than 25 percent of the annual global tradeomen for the sex industry. Amy O’Neill Richard,
“International Trafficking in Women to the Uniteda®es: A Contemporary Manifestation of Slavery
and Organized Crime” (Washington, DC: Center far $tudy of Intelligence, 2000), 3; Victor
Malarek, The Natashas: Inside the New Global Sex Ti@tmv York: Arcade Publishing, 2003), 6.

Richard and Malarek also discuss the involvememuafsian organized crime in the U.S. sex
industry, as does feminist scholar Donna Hughes, détails the sex industry-related activities @ th
Russian mafia in the U.S. Hughes, “Trafficking 8exual Exploitation: The Case of the Russian
Federation” (Geneva, Switzerland: International &igation for Migration, 2002), 50.

5" Doezema, “Loose Women or Lost Women?”

% See Outshoorn, “The Political Debates on Progiitiand Trafficking of Women.”
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twentieth century effectively halted human trangmat! migration, and concerns
about “white slavery” and human trafficking disapped for the better part of fifty
years—until the increase in global trade, touriamg migration corresponded in the
1970s with the liberalization in the global Wessekual mores and valués a
result, East Asian women began to be trafficked/&stern Europe during the early
1980s, followed shortly thereafter by women froomCal America, West Africa, and
the Caribbean in the late 1980s. Then, in 1989/1@€1the demise of the Soviet
system in Eastern Europe, the supply of womernllioit isex started to come
increasingly from that geographical region, pattidy from Russia and Ukrairf&,
thus pointing to the possibility that U.S. legisiat suddenly became interested in the
issue in the late 1990s precisely because Russb/krainian women are white
Europeans. This suspicion is, of course, bolstaptanly by the catalyst behind
Wellstone’s Senate floor speech (i.e., a 1997 pakad of a massage parlor outside
the District of Columbia that revealed Russian Bikcainian sex trafficking
“victims”), but also the targeting of Russian gavaent and law enforcement
officials as the primary “villains” of the anti-sésafficking narrative. Additionally,
U.S. State Department officials repeatedly testifieat they became aware of the
extent and seriousness of sex trafficking onlynemid-1990s, contextualizing the
phenomenon within the increasing power of transnati criminal networks and the

growing supply of vulnerable women that began camtantly with the collapse of

% See ibid. and Doezema, “Loose Women or Lost Wothen?
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the Soviet system, to which Representative Barbaea(D-California) replied

disbelievingly, “It sounds like we have just had tiead in the sand on thi&”

From “Mother Russia” to “Miss Russia”

| have thus far presented a critical assessmengiceht attempts by U.S. legislators to
halt the transnational trade in women and childrepart of the global sex industry.
But, as perceptions and subsequent discursiveta@maf Other countries (whether
rhetorical, textual, televisual, and so forth) drawn in part from those countries’
representation of themselves, from their natiomaiggmance on an international
stage”* it is hardly surprising that by the late 1990s Ue§islators had come to
associate Russia not only with crime, corruptiord ehaos, but also with
prostitution. In Chapter 2, | discussed briefly tperationalization by Russian
politicians of gendered themes, imagery, and metapiaken directly from and/or
reminiscent of late-nineteenth century Russian mmapand Orthodox assumptions
about masculinity and femininity that reappearegtiomally in representations of the
Russian nation throughout the 1990$pointed out that since the demise of the
Soviet Union, there has been a marked changeiindss toward gender, the
representation of women in the media, and “the @etdity of blatantly

discriminating practices and statemer{t§This has included the widespread use not

" House Subcommittee on International OperationsHuman Rights, September 14, 1999, 27;
Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Affains, February 22, 2000, 17-19.

" For more on this, see Radulescu, “Amazons, Wretahe Vampirettes.”
2 See Kunkle, “(Re)thinking Russian Nationalism.”

3 Kay, Russian Women and Their Organizatio?6.
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only of women’s bodies as commodities, particulanlpornography and prostitution,
but also of prostitution as a metaphor for Rusgi@ationship with Other countries,
particularly those in the global West, to whom Raigs the self-assessment of its
media) seems to have become nothing more thanxaisrad buying and selling,
where everything of value is offered cynically be thighest bidder’

Historically, (female) prostitutes and prostitutibave performed a significant
dramaturgical function in Russian cultural mythol@s “a sign of Russian national
humiliation—of the desperation of a[n emasculatam]ntry forced to sell off its
natural and spiritual resources to unscrupulowntdifrom other lands’® In Russian
literature, this has meant the fictional depictidrwomen not only as “a source of
great virtue” (i.e. Mother Russia, the Motherlaatt,.), but also, simultaneously, as “a
kind of pathological entity” in opposition to whidkussian men have defined their
masculinity’® In the post-Soviet era, this virgin/whore dichotohas meant that
Russian women are conceptualized as

[...] the site of antagonisms between what is comediéruly Russian and

what is corrupted by the West (as in Russian bezanyests), between what is

demeaned by capitalist influence (prostitution arass consumerism) versus

what is esteemed in mythologies of motherhood iasian folklore; between

" Borenstein, “Selling Russia,” 175; see also Pdsags “Changes in Gender Discourses and Policies
in the Former Soviet Union.”

5 Borenstein, “Selling Russia,” 175.
® Barbara HeldtTerrible Perfection: Women and Russian Literat(Béomington: Indiana

University Press, 1987); Kunkle, “(Re)thinking RiassNationalism,” 152-153.
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what is pornographic (naked female dancers in ralyliis and new fashion

trends) and what is pleasurabfe.
Women in post-Soviet Russia are thus always alrpaditioned within Russian
nationalist discourse as (hetero)sexed and gendelgdcts, which creates a clear
and distinct link between domestic beauty pagedmt&xample, and the
transnational traffic in Russian women, becausetmests “provide an increasing
use of the feminine body as a public icon” thadubsequently “taken up as part of a
[Russian] national iconography.” As a result, amdhie context of an emerging
capitalist market, “[tlhe prostitute [...] is the néprotagonist’ who threatens bodily
and/or moral purity, and so it is Russian cultymadity which is at stake in her
activity.””® The ubiquity of sex and (hetero)sexuality in Rassiulture throughout
the 1990s, which was a defiant oppositional respda the perceived puritanism of
Marxist-Leninism, linked the commodification of wem's bodies with Western
consumer culture and transformed the cultural mgthoof the virtuous “Mother
Russia” into “Miss Russia,” the sexually promiscadeauty pageant contestant-
turned-sex workef?

This is, in large part, the Russia that Russibamselves presented to the
international community: The rapid drive to joiretblobal capitalist economic
system in the 1990s meant that everything—incluéRogsian women—was for sale.

It is no wonder, then, that U.S. legislators, &ivom were raised, first, within the

\bid., 181.
8 bid., 199-200.

¥ See ibid. and Borenstein, “Selling Russia.”
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limited epistemologies of the cold war that made$a'the U.S.S.R. and its
constituent political and economic systems an améhto the United States and,
second, in a rather puritanical environment (iraltyc not unlike that created by
Marxist-Leninism in the Soviet Union) where sex W considered immoral, zeroed
in on the discursive and material exploitation oEBan women by Russian
nationalists across the political spectrifiithese epistemological foundations, in
conjunction with the essentialization of Russigpeasstitute and the sexual
exploitation of Russian women through pornograpiny sex work! has meant that
U.S. legislators and policymakers have learned wieat think they know about post-
Soviet Russia from an already limited Russian matiist narrative constructed
predominantly by male artists, journalists, intetileals, and so forth. Representative
Tancredo, for example, pointed out to his colleaguethe Subcommittee on
International Relations and Human Rights that saffitking “is [Russia’s] second
biggest product® Interestingly, the ubiquitous operationalizatidmmmen'’s bodies
in Russian popular culture was well enough knowtheU.S. at the turn of the
twenty-first century to have made it into the dgle of a third-season episode of
NBC'’s hit dramatic serie§,he West WingOne of the show’s recurring characters,
Communications Director Toby Zeigler, is askedredential a Russian reporter who
has been refused credentials by the newly-electsdiBn president. Assuming that

this incident is just further proof that the Russidave little to no understanding of

8 See Kunkle, “(Re)thinking Russian Nationalism.”
81 See Radulescu, “Amazons, Wretches and Vampirettes.

8 House Subcommittee on International OperationsHumian Rights, August 4, 1999, 7.
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democratic principles, particularly freedom of sgeer the press, Toby agrees to
meet with the reporter, who proudly announces lieanewspaper is “the highest
daily in Russia,” to which Toby replies, “It's hatd tell if that's because of your
reporting, your editorials or the naked women ogepthree.” Later, having learned
that the reporter has been refused Russian cratiestilely because her journalistic
integrity is shoddy, at best, Toby encourages tistdp writing, give up her column
inches, and “put another naked woman in théte.”

The essentialist depiction of Russian women nbt mnRussia, but also in the
United States, left much to be desired in the decado after the demise of the
Soviet Union. In Russia, they were both titillatisgx objects and symbols of national
(masculine) humiliation; in the U.S., they were gitaneously constructed and
conceptualized as sex objects and “victims” of “ohéhe most shocking and
rampant human rights abuses world wifeRadulescu posits that these cultural
representations are linked to the rise in RussmahEastern European women and
girls who are trafficked to the global West as mdithe sex trade. She argues that the
cultural products that objectify women from EastBurope and rhetorically
construct them as authentic, as embodying some sdra “exotic” culture, “can
easily be translated into the practice of objettdyand treating flesh and blood
women as inferior beings,” especially if, as in tase of the U.S. anti-trafficking

narrative, they are “not visibly Othe¥™If, as | believe, U.S. legislators’ concern

8 “Enemies Foreign and Domestidhe West WingdVD, directed by Alex Graves (May 1, 2002;
Burbank, CA: Warner Home Video, 2004).

8 Senate Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Aéfairs, February 22, 2000, 2.

% Radulescu, “Amazons, Wretches and Vampirettes2@L5
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about sex trafficking in the late 1990s was a cmpiarary version of the “white
slavery” panic, it crystallized within the contedétthe cold war triumphalist
mythscape in which the U.S. had “won” its fifty-yadeological and nuclear stand-
off with the Soviet Union, making the United Stategth its “triumphant” political
and economic systems, the sole advocate of peaciesmdom in a post-Soviet and
pre-9/11 world recovering from roughly a centunysrth of global conflict.
Consequently, with the convergence of two convarsaton Capitol Hill, one about
how to stop the transnational trade in (white, Rargsvomen for work in the global
sex industry, the other about what went wrong isgfa two specific characteristics
of American nationalism surfaced to drive the agenof both sets of Congressional
hearings. First, just as they had been less tltmtade before, when creating the
Freedom Support Act, U.S. legislators were caughhwadherence to an American
nationalist messianism that not only ignores Udnglicity in global affairs, but also
assumes that the United States is the world’sguededian of freedom. Second, the
unresolved histories and epistemologies of the w@ld during which anti-
communism became an indelible and unquestionedp&tiS. political and popular
culture, led U.S. policymakers to continue to retystate-based paradigms of
what/who counts as an “enemy,” thus resulting eax¢bntinued identification of that
same old cold war-era adversary: Corrupt and/gtiReissian (i.e. former Soviet)
men wielding institutional power over the oppressesses of Russian society, who,
in the case of the new “white slavery’/anti-sexficking narrative, were
conveniently universalized as Russian women whab#nevolent United States

could “rescue” from both their (Russian) traffickexrs well as their chaotic and
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ineffectual (Russian) state institutions. This el rather ironically, in the
operationalization of the “white slavery” myth torgure a gendered Russian
imaginary that led to the discursive (re)victimiaatwithin U.S. anti-trafficking

discourse of the very bodies U.S. policymakers ditoerescue and protect.
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CHAPTERS

Death and the Maiden:
The Representational Violence of Imperial Nostalgia

| discovered the existence of Anastasia Internatidnc., which advertises
itself as “the industry leader” in East-West matelking? while doing preliminary
research in the fall of 1996 as part of my senearjindependent study course on
radical women activists in late imperial Russiaals in the college library
surrounded by dozens of identical neon yellow sigaming all potential users of the
library’s brand new Internet-enabled computers thatWeb was to be used for
“legitimate research purposes” only; e-mail, sigfipornography (the librarians
knew it when they saw it), and other recreatiomtivies were expressly prohibited.
The librarians were notorious hawkers, but as | easlucting “legitimate research,”
| knew | had nothing to worry about, so | went ahaad typed “Russian women”
into whatever search engine the college library wssg at the time and came up
with more than a thousand hits, all of which wer&nglish. Rather impressed with
myself and feeling fairly optimistic that | woule able to find a few good sites to

examine for the project on which | was workingtdrted scrolling down the list just

! Dowager Empress Maria Feodorovna in playwrightddde Maurette’sAnastasia English
adaptation by Guy Bolton (New York: Samuel Frerlak,, 1956), 54.

2 Anastasia International, http://www.anastasiawem/©efault.aspx?page=Difference, par. 6
(accessed February 28, 2008).
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to have a better idea of my options. A site erdtidastasiaWeb.com caught my eye,
and | clicked on it.

At first, | did not understand what | was seeingt, bknow | did not see what
| expected. There were none of the familiar picdure stern faces or imperial
portraits, no Orthodox regalia or photos from tihédmous basement at Ipatiev
House, where Russia’s last royal family was assassil by a Bolshevik firing squad
in 1918. Just photographs of gorgeous women, ial] tulturally intelligible as white,
and predominantly blonde, and all in what were rtyemeant to be sexually
provocative poses. | scrolled down a bit more daadexd reading: This was a site
dedicated to matching Western (i.e., American) mgh Russian or Ukrainian
wives. It advertised “romance tours” to more thatoaen cities, including Moscow,
St. Petersburg, Odessa, and Kiev, where, depewndintige tour purchased, a
(presumably heterosexual) male client could medbuwenty women over the
course of five days with the option of choosing ofhéhem as his wife. According to
the website, the agency, Anastasia International, & U.S.-based “family run
business” with offices in Bangor, Maine and Mosc®&umssia, would take care of all
travel visas, immigration paperwork, and other sledalities’

While trying to comprehend what | was looking astealthy research
librarian approached my terminal and, pointing vaysly to those ubiquitous neon
yellow signs, demanded to know if | had neglectecead the rules regulating
Internet research. Fortunately, some quick thinkargd the fortuitous coincidence

that she recognized me from the recent campusréhpadduction in which | had

% Anastasia International, http://www.anastasiawetn.¢accessed March 24, 2008).
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starred with the Dean’s son) kept me out of hoewaut as soon as she returned to
her desk, | navigated back to the page displaynegtiginal results of my search for
“Russian women,” and, scrolling less perfunctotiiis time, | soon came to the
frustrating conclusion that none of these sitdxpfavhich advertised the
(hetero)sexual availability to English-speaking neéfRussian and/or Ukrainian
women for marriage and/or more temporary compahipnsvould be remotely
useful to me in my research. | was also angry #il#tpugh not trafficked according
to U.S. and UN definitions of the term, these woroertainly were being explicitly
used as commodities within the sex/gender systdnchas reliant upon the
exchange of female bodies to sustain heteropatahmapitalisnt. | remember
thinking to myself as | gathered my coat and back@ad headed for the library’s
print holdings in Russian history, “So much forsthiew-fangled Internet thing.”

As exasperating as that experience was, it diangethinking for the first
time about constructed knowledges and their patkmtiplications. What might be
the consequences, | began to wonder, if Englisakgye geographically located in
the global West knew post-Soviet Russia largelg pgk-up joint, and Russian
women in terms of their ability to use the promi$esex to snag a Western husband?
And given the implicit understanding shared colieady by these sites’ users that the
women listed are not only ready and willing to ali@m Russia and relocate to their
future husband’s home in the West, but also that #re unable to find suitable
Russiamnmen with whom to share their livesRussiawhat might Westerners

conclude from these sites abtath Russisaand Russian men? An enormous

* Gayle Rubin, “The Traffic in Women.”
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conceptual leap is hardly required to posit théhése sites were all Westerners knew
of Russia, it would be quite easy to believe (&} till Russian women exist as
titillating sexual objects in the service of Westenen, (2) that post-Soviet Russia,
poverty-stricken since its emasculating “defeat’tiy United States in the cold war,
is a terrible place from which these (hetero)sdyalailable women are trying to
escape, (3) that Russian men—including the inafldcemasculated state and its
officials—are ill-equipped, both financially andxsmlly, to “keep” Russian women
for themselves, and (4) that Western men are pezfdry Russian women because
they are better endowed. The pun is intentionalitfignals the production and
deployment on these international matchmaking sitésars of and assumptions not
only about masculinity and femininity, but also abethnicity and socio-economic
status, that echo the rhetoric and language us&hpitol Hill in the formulation of
U.S. Russia policy throughout the 1990s. It aldts @tention to the importance of
virile masculinity to triumphalist American natidism: the demise of the Soviet
Union meant not only that the assets of the state wp for grabs to the Western
corporate elite, as | discussed in chapter 3, buteye Russian women, who were
depicted in the Western media and by the internatimatchmaking industry as “the
best-kept secret of the Cold War,” a ‘beautifuhpass’ who is unlucky to have been
born into a poor country and to be mistreated bglaoholic and violent local

male.”®

® Tatiana Osipovich, “Russian Mail-Order Brides irSUPublic Discourse: Sex, Crime, and Cultural
Stereotypes,” irsexuality and Gender in Postcommunist Europe arssiBied. Aleksander Stulhofer
and Theo Sandfort (New York: The Haworth Press520034.
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As Russian literary scholar Tatiana Osipovich tiighoints out, “the fairy-
tale quality of such representations not only réicors Anglo-American patriarchal
values but, most important, also symbolically remés the dominance of capitalist
North America over its former communist enemiytius lending the status of
metaphor to the narrative created and deployetidymail-order bride” industry.
But what complicates the representational poliictis geopolitical fairy tale is the
explicit titular reference by Anastasia Internatibrinc. to Grand Duchess Anastasia
Nicholaevna Romanova, the youngest daughter ofi&adast tsar, who was
executed along with her family in 1918. Anastast@inational lends the name of one
of Russian history’s most renowned individuals aaleof the site’s potential brides,
thus conflating into a single essentialist identiitgse Russian Everywomen searching
for their very own Western Prince Charming. The pany’s historically referential
moniker thus conjures assumptions about and nast@igthe opulent, aristocratic
milieu of imperial Russia within which Anastasiadd with her family before the
1917 October Revolution that brought down the thmeedred-year-old Romanov
dynasty and transformed the Russian Empire int&thaet Union. This powerful
discursive combination provides Western men, chidfbse in the U.S. who, unlike
their European counterparts, are entirely devoievein the potential for hereditary
aristocratic lineage, the opportunity to play tlaetpf the chivalric knight in shining
armor to a downtrodden but beautiful Russian psacénterestingly, this
guintessentially historicized European “utopiantéy” has a more contemporary—

and decidedly less class-specific—American analotigcowboy of the Wild West

% bid., 234.
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as epitomized in the Diesel jeans ad and the phapbgof Ronald Reagan, both of
which | discussed in the introductidn.

An American nostalgia in the 1990s for the Rus&aipire, particularly the
class and gender politics at the heart of suchatgat is the catalyst for my work in
this chapter. | am interested in the discursiverpify between the gendered rhetoric
of the East-West matchmaking industry, princip#iigt of Anastasia International,
and the neocolonial pedagogical message of Twarn@iehtury Fox’s 1997 animated
feature film entitledAnastasia Such an interplay reflects and influences noy onl
what U.S. viewers think they may know about post&oRussia, but also,
potentially, the future trajectory of U.S. Russdigy. Given the apparent ease with
which Grand Duchess Anastasia, as an object of laume that “circulate[d] and
work[ed] in different and linked ways in differetines and place$’became an
inextricable part of U.S.-based conceptualizatimindie Soviet Union and Russia in
the last century, an attention to the logics andgaxes of haunting, the constant
“politics of memory, of inheritance, and of generations’mwitwhich people must

learn to exist, necessarily drives my approach here. Becauseotinrof haunting

" Film theorists Ella Shohat and Robert Stam arbae‘to explain the public’s attraction to a text o
medium one must look not only for the ‘ideclogiefflect’ that manipulates people into complicity
with existing social relations, but also for thena of utopian fantasy reaching beyond theseiogiat
whereby the medium constitutes itself as a progefiHillment of what is desired and absent within
the status quo.” Ella Shohat and Robert Stam, “Ritwrimperial Family to the Transnational
Imaginary: Media Spectatorship in the Age of Gla@zmion,” in Global/Local: Cultural Production
and the Transnational Imaginargd. Rob Wilson and Wimal Dissanayake (Durham:®ukiversity
Press, 1996), 162.

8 Inderpal Grewal and Caren Kaplan, “Postcoloniabifs and Transnational Feminist Practices,”
Jouvert: A Journal of Postcolonial Studigsno. 1 (2000), par. 5, http://social.chass. rexhw/.
jouvert/v5il/grewal.htm (accessed March 24, 2008).

® Jacques Derrid&pecters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the WbMaurning, and the New
International trans. Peggy Kamuf (New York: Routledge, 1994, italics in original.
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“hinges on the relationship between visibility andisibility, on appearance and
disappearance™® I build in this chapter on Derrida’s notion of maology as a
method of inquiry by embracing feminist sociologdstery Gordon’s call to follow
the ghost in order to account for exclusions andsihilities—and the inevitable
instrumentality of their present abserite.

These absences are the “representational violdaaehich | refer in this
chapter’s subtitle. | use this term to refer towagys in which an object of knowledge
(in this case Anastasia) is mistranslated in theftransposition between sites,
whether geographical, temporal, literary, filmitcetera:? This mistranslation
becomes the ghost—the present absence—whose ststybmtold not only as a
means of “repair[ing] representational mistakesit' &lso to understand “the forces
that make things what they are” in an attempt fpose the constructedness and
political utility of knowledge so that it might lemade’® As | will demonstrate in
this chapter, Twentieth Century Fox’s 199iastasiaa transparently ahistorical

animated remake of the company’s 1956 live-actiiom $tarring Yul Brynner and

1% Diana Taylor, “Dancing With Diana: A Study in Haalogy,” The Drama Review3, no. 1 (1999),
64.

1 Avery GordonGhostly Matters: Haunting and the Sociological Iriregion (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1997).

2 The notion of transposition as | am using it Heengs to Russian literary scholar Caryl Emerson,
who defines it as the “retelling of a narrativedifferent genres.” | am concerned here with gertras,
also with the transposition and translatabilityobfects of knowledge over space and through time.
Caryl EmersonBoris Godunov: Transpositions of a Russian ThéBieomington: Indiana University
Press, 1986), 7.

3 While in this chapter | focus solely on the represtional violence done to Anastasia in a U.S.
cultural context, the same process occurred t@s®degree in post-Soviet Russia by Russians
themselves. This, of course, is beyond the scopeyofiork here, but it provides a potentially
interesting avenue into the modes and methods s$iRu nation building during the first post-Soviet
decade.
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Ingrid Bergman, utilizes much the same neocolamatoric. As part of this rhetoric,
the entirety of post-Soviet Russia was conceptedllzy U.S. policymakers during
most of the 1990s as a damsel in distress, to ptuakze the relationship between
the United States and Russia as do the legislagaeings that resulted in 1992’s
Freedom Support Act (which | discussed in chapfeBa8ilding upon this
neocolonial rhetoric and playing upon notions afaltic American masculinity,
Anastasia International, Inc. reorients this femaal conceptualization so that it
corresponds to normative categories of biologieal #ut another way, the rhetoric
of 1997’sAnastasiareflects that of the Freedom Support Act in itsussption thaall
Russia, albeit explicitly narratively and visualgpresented by a young, female
protagonist, is in trouble and needs help. Anaathernational, on the other hand,
clearly differentiates the post-Soviet experienmfeRussianwomenfrom that of
Russiammenby implicitly arguing that the former, impoverighby the (masculine)
state and (often) physically abused, must be restroen the latter. The assignation
of blame for the bleak conditions faced by womepast-Soviet Russia to Russian
men, who are variously depicted as ineffectuabirm¢ed, and violent, is consistent
with the concerns expressed by Congress duringdfalled “Who lost Russia?”
hearings and in those resulting in the Traffickifigtims Protection Act of 2000
(which | discussed in the previous chapter).

Not surprisingly, both these post-Soviet cultuexits make savvy political use
of an American imperial nostalgia in the interestconomic gain. But their potential
as sites of pedagogy ensures their (perhaps utiori@ly contribution to popular

geopolitics. Thus, theeangposition and migsandation of Anastasia as an object of
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knowledge aré¢ransnational. They not only ensure that Anastasia’ssgisopart and
parcel of “thehorizontalandrelational nature of the contemporary economic, social,
and cultural processes that stream across spdnesafso that ghost’s politicized
embeddedness in local and global “regimes of pdWevly overarching concern in
this chapter, then, is to sort out the ways in Whgiven the complex convergence in
these texts of gender and class politics with Agaerinationalism and post-Soviet
U.S.-Russian relations, Anastasia’s ghost was geplin the 1990s, and what that
deployment might reveal about the social, cultuaal political context in which

post-Soviet U.S. Russia policy was formulated.

Conjuring the Ghost

Having been successfully repressed by the Bolskduikmore than seventy years in
a disinformation campaign that was “so thorough évan the most expert foreign
intelligence officers and diplomats could not unknag ' the historiography of the
Romanovs’ imprisonment and execution has since b@@h meticulously researched
and documented. Relying on declassified Sovietvaterials, eye-witness
testimonies, and material evidence, in conjunctwth several books written and
published in Europe during the 1920s and 1930s dayanthist Russian émigrés
(including White Army investigator Nicholas Sokolsvi924 account of his official
inquiry into the royal family’s disappearance) atgpositions taken in Europe

immediately after the October 1917 revolution ofesal people who had been close

14 Aihwa Ong,Flexible Citizenship: The Cultural Logics of Tramsionality (Durham: Duke
University Press, 1999), 4, italics in original.

15 David Remnick, “Letter from St. Petersburg: ThexNEsar,” The New Yorke¥4, no. 18 (July 6,
1998), 47.
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to the Romanovs, a number of historians, includidgard Radzinsky, Robert K.
Massie, and Greg Kinl,have worked to reconstruct the circumstancesef th
Romanovs’ imprisonment and the events leading wmtbsurrounding their
execution.

Their research concludes that the following ikaly scenario: Around
midnight on the night of July 17, 1918, the memluzérsnperial Russia’s last royal
family, all of whom had been placed under housesaighteen months earlier, were
escorted by their Red Army captors into a smaliutmshed room in the basement of
the house in which they were being hEl®akov Yurovsky, the Red Army officer in
command, explained to the prisoners that theiupgcheeded to be taken as proof
that they were still alive and in custody. Buteafd few moments, he ordered not a
photographer, but eleven additional soldiers, rafled with revolvers, into the room.

Standing before the tsar, he announced the de@$ithe Soviet Ural Executive

18 Edvard RadzinskyThe L : The Life and Death of Nicholas trans. Marian Schwartz (New
York: Anchor Books/Doubleday, 2003); Robert K. Mas$he Romanovs: The Final Chap{giew
York: Ballantine Books, 1995); Robert K. Massie ghaterinburg,” in hidNicholas and Alexandra:
The Story of the Love that Ended an Em@@6-517 (New York: Athenaeum Publishers, 1967;
reprint, New York: Ballantine Publishing Group, 2)0and Greg King, “The End of the Romanovs,”
in hisThe Last Empress: The Life and Times of Alexané@dBrovna, Tsarina of Russi@a63-370
(New York: Carol Publishing Group, 1996).

7 Although the Bolsheviks had taken over the goveminin Petrograd (the wartime—and anti-
German—name for St. Petersburg, later changednmgead) and surrendered to Germany, civil war
ensued for the next three years in which Bolshéuiges (the Red Army) battled the White Army, an
international coalition of imperial army officeractheir supporters, including French, British, and
U.S. troops. That the U.S. participated in attenbpisust the fledging Bolshevik government remained
a thorn in the side of U.S.-Soviet relations forstnaf the twentieth century. For further informatio

see Nicholas V. Riasonovsk,History of Russiaé" ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000),
481-483.

Since the 1991 declassification of relevant Soafehives, evidence has revealed that, concerned
about the White Army’s rapid advancement towardt&taburg and the potential negative
consequences for the Bolshevik revolution shouddrityal family be rescued, officials in Moscow,
possibly including Lenin himself, ordered the exemunot only of Tsar Nicholas Il, but also of the
entire royal family. For more detailed informatiooncerning the raging debate in Moscow in the days
leading up to July 17, please refer to Massie, ‘ppd by Moscow,” inThe Romanoy4.2-24.

183



Committee to execute him and fired a single shpbait-blank range. Nicholas Il
died immediately.

Following Yurovsky’s lead, the other executionepened fire. Tsarina
Alexandra Feodorovna and the eldest grand ductidga, both died quickly, as did
the family doctor, Nicholas’s valet, and the coAlexei, the young heir to the throne
and a hemophiliac, tried to shield himself with Huely of his father as one of the
soldiers kicked him in the head and Yurovsky fited shots into his ear. But
Alexandra’s lady-in-waiting and the three younggsind duchesses, Tatiana, Marie,
and Anastasia, remained alive as bullets fired tinéar chests ricocheted inexplicably
around the room. The young women frantically attesdpo shield themselves from
the panicked executioners, who, having been gixphat orders to aim for the
prisoners’ hearts in order to avoid excess bloodisivent after them feverishly with
rifle butts and bayonets when bullets failed. Brgrethe repeated thrusts of bayonets
into the upper bodies of the three grand duchasgésvith surprising resistance as
the young women and Alexandra’s lady-in-waitingesened, bled, and fought their
executioners for approximately twenty minutes.

According to the reports of eye-witnesses in thegrviews with Sokolov
during the 1920s, less than an hour later, aslévwee corpses were being wrapped in
sheets and loaded onto a truck in the courtyarel obthe grand duchesses to have sat
up and began screaming, followed by two of heessstThe soldiers, already
panicked by the unexpectedly lengthy ordeal inffii@ehouse, were at their wits’ end.
Afraid that gunfire in the open courtyard in thedalie of the night would attract

attention, they could not shoot the young womestelad, they again resorted to
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bayonets and stabbed the grand duchesses ovevandgain until their screaming
stopped.

The bodies were taken to an abandoned mine ghafbx@mately thirteen
miles from Ekaterinburg where they were laid outloe ground and disrobed. As the
soldiers were removing the clothes of one of thegtigers, they found rows of
diamonds, tightly sewn together, gleaming fromdhsh in her corset. It was at this
point that Yurovsky and his men learned what thaylat not have known
beforehand: At some point during the family’s ingemment at their summer
residence in Tsarkoe Selo, but before they wereaghte the town of Ekaterinburg in
the foothills of the Ural Mountains, the tsarinalhastructed her daughters and lady-
in-waiting to sew some of the dynastic jewels ititeir underclothes. Historians have
surmised that the tsarina, hoping their relativeBurope (who included Nicholas’s
cousins, King George V of England and Kaiser Wiihéll of Germany) would
somehow secure their release and provide themedfag the political turmoil that
had toppled the Romanov dynasty, intended to usgethels as a means of support
when they were able to escape to Europe. In alterti@an eighteen pounds of
diamonds were collected from their corsets andeth@®ng with a belt of pearl
necklaces from the body of the tsarina and othewréed valuables, were put into
sacks. Their clothes were burned and their bodiegpagd into the mine shaft, which
Yurovsky then collapsed by throwing hand grenadasthe pit. Several days later,
as the White Army threatened to overtake the tovumpvsky and his men returned
to the mine shaft, exhumed the bodies and moved theew miles deeper into the

woods. A shallow grave was dug and, after beingsddwvith acid and burned in an
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attempt to make them unrecognizable, the bodies vatauried and remained in that
spot in the woods outside Ekaterinburg for more theventy years

The execution of the Russian Empire’s last rogalify remained a Soviet
state secret until the demise of that country @11 ®ut rumors of the escape of at
least one of Nicholas II's five children began ashimmediately after the Bolshevik
government announced to the world in a July 19&8%prelease that the tsar had been
executed, and the tsarina and the twelve year-@lddthe throne, Alexei, had been
“sent to a place of securityAnnouncements of the tsar’'s death were also phaddis
in the major Soviet newspapePyavdaandlsvestia No mention was ever made of
the status or location of the four grand duchess®s as the days, months, and years
passed without any sort of resolution, it becancesiasingly easier to imagine that
one or all of the children had somehow escaped.

This unlikely scenario, fueled simultaneously bgddow’s sustained
disinformation campaign and the hopes of monardémsgrés who had successfully
fled the Revolution, led to a fascination in theitdd States with the Romanovs and,
more specifically, with the youngest grand duchegg)teen-year-old Anastasia
Nicholaevna, whose rumored narrow escape in thermrof 1918 from the firing
squad that had killed her father fueled a seveetr-gcholarly and popular obsession
in the United States with discovering the “truttiioait what happened to the last royal

family of imperial Russia. Had the tsar’s wife, Aéandra Feodorovna and their five

18 The White Army was rapidly advancing on Ekaterirpand did, in fact, take control of that city on
July 25, 1918. The royal family missed being resicing little more than a week. Massighe
Romanovsl5. According to Massie, two Soviet forensic a@blogists first located the gravesite in
the mid-1970s, but deemed the information too demgeto make it known publicly.

19 “Ex-Czar of Russia Killed by Order of Ural SovielNew York Timesluly 21, 1918, Proquest
Historical Newspapers (accessed September 28, 2005)
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children been killed along with the tsar on July 19187 Might the young heir to the
throne, twelve year-old Alexei, or maybe one oftbaple’s four daughters, have
escaped somehow? Certainly the preponderanceiofasigs to Romanov lineage
appearing in Europe and the United States in thadks after 1918 fueled these
guestions, none more so than Anna Anderson, whedardtion in the early 1920s
while a patient in a German sanatorium that sheAvastasia sparked a flurry of
controversy and debate. However, thanks to theadsiication of relevant Soviet
government materials and the painstaking reconsteugork of historians,

scientists, and forensic archaeologists since igsoMtlition of the Soviet Union, the
mystery was, for all intents and purposes, finedigolved in the mid-1990s. Trhe
Romanovs: The Final Chaptdviassie chronicles the archival research and the
findings of dozens of scientific experts to makaepelling case for the authenticity
of the human remains unearthed from a shallow gratlee woods just outside
Ekaterinburg, Russia in 1992. And in 1994, whileefesic archaeologists were still
sorting out who was who among the exhumed RomariaNg, tests posthumously
disproved Anderson’s claim to be Grand Duchess fasés For a number of reasons,
though, the official burial in St. Petersburg’s I@adral of Saints Peter and Paul on
July 17, 1998 of the skeletal remains of what miaglieve to be the Russian empire’s

last royal family was and remains highly contergitlu

2 When the royal family’s remains were first exhunirethe early 1990s, scientists were disappointed
to find that two bodies were missing from the gsitgeand set about searching the forest near
Ekaterinburg for another grave. They found it #®1a007 and exhumed the remains of the young heir
to the Romanov dynasty, Alexei, and his sister,i®dDNA tests conducted in early 2008 confirmed
their identities. Clifford J. Levy, “Experts May Ma Found Remains of Tsar’s ChildreiN&w York
Times August 25, 2007, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (esxexd May 6, 2008); Clifford J. Levy,
“Amateurs Unravel Russia’s Last Royal Mysterfiéw York TimedNovember 25, 2007,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed May 6, 20084 “DNA Tests Confirm the Deaths Of the Last
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Held on the eightieth anniversary of the royal ifgim execution, the burial,
held in St. Petersburg’s Cathedral of Saints RetdrPaul, the historical burial place
of the Romanov tsars since Peter the Great, wasdet by then-Russian President
Boris Yeltsin to signal a positive step taken byeav country attempting to rebuild
itself out of the ruins of the Soviet Union. As tRemanov burial approached,
Yeltsin's approval ratings were at an all-time lamd he needed the burial to be an
event of momentous historical importance in ordendlp smooth ruffled feathers
and retain control of the governménhte also wanted desperately to close the door
on what he called, in his brief speech at the huiaame of the most shameful
episodes in [Russian] histor§?But Patriarch Alexei II, the head of the Russian
Orthodox Church, refused to officiate at the cersynoecause he doubted the
authenticity of the human remains. Both imperial @rthodox traditions require the
participation of the Patriarch to certify a tsduseral, and Alexei II's marked
absence was a patent affront to Yeltsin’s plansftgrand reconciliation” between
the state-enforced atheism of Russia’s Sovietguasits present attempts at religious

inclusion. As a result, the legitimacy of the buvias tenuous, at best.

Missing Romanovs,New York TimedMay 1, 2008, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accesstal 6,
2008).

2L For more information, see KleiBhock Doctrineand Goldgeier and McFawower and Purpose

2Z2u«pddress by Yeltsin: ‘We Are All Guilty,”New York Timesluly 18, 1998,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed December 0042

% patriarch Alexei’s reluctance in this matter Hasdots in the religious iconicity of the last aby
family, whose members were, after much internabtielwithin the Church, finally canonized in 2000.
From the Patriarch’s perspective, if the human iamterred in the Cathedral of Saints Peter and
Paul on July 17, 1998 are those of Nicholas Il wife, and their children, then, according to Odbxr
canon law, they are holy relics, imbued with milacs powers and, as such, deserving of special
treatment in accordance with Orthodox traditiond dtuals. For more on the canonization debate, see
“Sainthood Issue May Split Churclgt. Petersburg Timekttp://www.sptimesRussia.com/
special/tsar/sainthood.htm/ (accessed Decembet(®®}). For more on the controversy surrounding
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Additionally, in the months before the burial, @aked dispute raged between
those predominantly monarchists and/or Orthodolebets who decried the burial of
the remains of individuals whom they believed tabhenymous commoners in the
historic crypt of the Romanov tsars, and leftikisgely communists and socialists,
who were disgruntled that the Russian and St. laieg governments would, by
providing the former tsar and his family a statersgored burial, implicitly condone
the violence inflicted upon the Russian people hblas 1l and his ancestors.
Nicholas Il was a notoriously inept ruler whosetieation to the anachronistic
structures and institutions of his empire, combingt escalating hostilities in
Europe and internal nationalist and revolutionasgent within Russia, resulted in
several poor decisions, not least of which washdce to order the imperial guard
to open fire on a group of peaceful protestorstirP8tersburg’s Palace Square in
February 1905. Widely known as Bloody Sunday, ¢went signaled not only the
commencement of Russia’s first revolution, but alsobeginning of the end for the
Romanov dynasty. A Communist Party spokespersanth@St. Petersburg Times
that Bloody Sunday was the primary reason for ey objection to the Romanov

burial 24

the burial service, see especially Alan Philipsast Czar is Denied an Emperor’s Reburial,”
Vancouver SufBritish Columbia), June 16, 1998, http://www.lexéxis.com/ (accessed December
17, 2004).

24 John Varoli, “Petersburg Funeral Set for July 1St,"Petersburg TimeMarch 9-15, 1998,
http://www.sptimes.ru/archive/times/344-345/petargbfuneral.html (accessed July 18, 2005).
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Anastasia on Stage and Screen

In the midst of these national political disputésentieth Century Fox’s 1997
animated feature filM\nastasiabased on that production company’s own 1956 live
action film of the same nanf@ppened in St. Petersburg at the end of March 1998—
barely four months before the scheduled burial ledtwthe Russian Orthodox Church
still refers to as “the Ekaterinburg remains,” sk than seven months before
Russia’s disastrous August 1998 economic collapsehich “the two purported
economic achievements of the Boris Yeltsin era—wbmif inflation and a stable,
convertible currency—were wiped odf’Russian media coverage of the strange
political and ideological alliances forged betwé&anhodox priests and members of
the Communist party to prevent the burial of thateknburg remains in St.
Petersburg appeared almost simultaneously witthhraksews ofAnastasia For

three weeks in a row in ti&t. Petersburg Timea weekly English-language
newspaper, the lead story was either about theiggogontroversy surrounding the

impending Romanov burial or the Russian audien@sponse ténastasia’

% Each version is available on DVBnastasiadirected by Don Bluth and Gary Goldman (1997;
Twentieth Century Fox Home Entertainment, Inc., D0#ndAnastasiadirected by Anatole Litvak
(1956; Twentieth Century Fox Home Entertainment,,|I2003).

% Goldgeier and McFauPower and Purpose31-232.

2" varoli, “Petersburg Funeral Set for July 17”; ViartYeltsin, Government Agree to Bury Tsar
Here; Skeptics Say Bones Aren't the Tsars,” Mardb91998, http://www.sptimes.ru/archive/times
/344-345/yeltsin-agree.html/ (accessed July 185200evgenia Borisova, “Protests to Greet Funeral
for Tsar,”St. Petersburg TimeMarch 16-22, 1998, http://www.sptimes.ru/archiveés/346-
347/protests.html (accessed July 18, 2005); andaBadkhen, AnastasiaPremiere Frightens,
Perplexes,'St. Petersburg TimeMarch 23-29, 1998, http://www.sptimes.ru/archiveés/348-
349/anastasia.html (accessed July 18, 2005).
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The movie's protagonist is a teenager name Ahwyho, having come of age
in a provincial Soviet orphanage after losing tratker family and identity during
the violence of the Russian Revolution (the predestails of which remain
ambiguous throughout the film), goes in searchadhin a “journey to the past” that
takes her first to dreary, industrialized Leningea then west to Paris. Anya’s
“journey to the past” is the title of one of thbrfis musical numbers, and its “past” is
the era of the Russian Empire, before the Octo®#&7 tevolution. Although the film,
with the exception of its prologue, takes plac&926, the creators chose to use the
imperial (and post-1991) moniker, “St. Petersburgther than the Soviet
“Leningrad” to refer to the former capital of impaErRussia. This practice is
compatible with the rest of the film: the Sovietibimis neither mentioned not labeled
as such; instead, the term “Russia” is used to tefthe U.S.S.R..

What is perhaps most striking about the 1997 fdrthat it blatantly ignores
the revelatory details of the early 1990s that egpahe facts behind the execution
and burial of Russia’s last royal family. For insta, Massie’s book chronicling the
exhumation of and DNA tests conducted on the Romaamains was published in
the United States in 1995—two years before the k¢l8ase of the animated
Anastasiaon Thanksgiving weekend in 1997. There was algb profile news media
coverage of the location, exhumation, and ideratifan of the Ekaterinburg remains

in the years before Massie’s book was publisie@onsequently, when it opened in

2 Amusingly, Anya is not the Russian diminutive afastasia; rather, it is Nast’ya. But who would
want the princess-protagonist in an animated failey to be called “nasty?”

29 «30viet Paper Reports Discovery of Slain Ts&few York TimesApril 16, 1989,

http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed July 3, 200BEmains in Siberia Identified as Bones of Czar
and Czarina,’/New York Timeslune 23, 1992, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (acedshuly 3, 2006);
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St. Petersburg in March 1998nastasiasparked a bitter debate concerning the
appropriateness of the hugely ahistorical filmRussian children as well as non-
Russian adults—particularly as final plans for ¢ifiecial burial of the Ekaterinburg
remains were being heatedly discussed. This, afsepdraws attention to the power
of filmic narratives as sites of public pedagogattbonstruct knowledge about the
events, places, and people they depict. A St. §tmieg historian, for example,
worried that “[tlhis monstrous marvel of Americamtare [...] poses a bigger threat
to American audiences, who will misinterpret thettiy of Russia*® One Russian
language reviewer, after lambasting the film, sstgegk that, in retaliation, Russia
should make a film about the Kennedy assassinatiamich the president had not
actually been killed but, instead, hid out on Arilt Onassis’ yacht: Other Russian
reviewers reacted to the film’s ahistoricism wittniéar derision

Despite its genre (animation), likely target andie (children, probably girls),
and blatant ahistoricism\nastasiavas, and remains, enormously popular among

American audiences. In its opening weekend in thigdd States, the film, which was

and “Royal Blood, Royal Bones: The Romanovs’ Remaire Finally Confirmed,New York Times
July 11, 1993, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (acces3ely 3, 2006).

%9 Badkhen, AnastasiaPremiere Frightens, Perplexes.”

31 Natalya Ivanovna Gladilshikova, “Anastasittgdgi (Moscow), April 6, 1998, EastView Information
Services (accessed July 12, 2005).

32 lvan Fedorov, “Sleduya za kamerogbdruzhestv@Moscow), March 25, 1998, EastView
Information Services (accessed July 12, 2005);Tattyana Tolstaya,Anastas’yaili zhizn posle
smerti,” Russkii TelegrafMoscow), March 21, 1998, EastView Information\Begs (accessed July
12, 2005).

Interestingly, an English-language report out afddow claims just the opposite: Apparently,
Anastasiahad “Russian audiences raving” in praise of thlen"§ color animation, the wizardry of
American movie making and the wistful storyline ebthe czar's daughter Anastasia, who
miraculously escapes death during the revolutibrga Saffron, “Russian’s Lov&nastasiaDespite
its Flaws,”Buffalo NewgNew York), March 19, 1998, http://www.lexisnexism/ (accessed June 23,
2004).
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by all U.S. film industry accounts Twentieth Centéiox’s overwhelmingly
successful attempt to beat cartoon monolith Disateis own animation game, earned
$14.2 million, making it the largest-grossing openever for a non-Disney animated
film and, even more impressively, the second mopufar film that weekend behind
box office frontrunnerd/lortal Kombat: Annihilatiorand John Grisham'8he
Rainmaker The film’s box office success was accompaniechieyrmarketing of
Barbie-style action figures and an interactive vitebi®aturing historical information
on the Romanovs, information about the productiothe film, links enabling users
to listen to music and view pictures from the filplay games, and order DVD
versions of the film and its sequels from the Fadi® Store®* As evidenced by its
financial success, the continuing popularityAoiastasian the U.S. ensures that the
film operates as a site of public pedagogy that,va#i demonstrate, employs the
gendered, (hetero)sexualized rhetoric and culttodés of cold war triumphalism to
reify the notion of Russia as a weakened, defdaid

Based on Anna Anderson’s claim that she was Asmstavhich not even
those who had been closest to the Romanovs cospdadie at the time, Anderson’s
story of torture and survival became the basigHerhit Broadway playj\nastasia

which opened at New York’s Lyceum Theatre at thgliteof the cold war in

% Information on U.S. box office receipts can berfdat “News for Anastasia,”
http://www.imdb.com/title/ tt0118617/news (accesBetbruary 28, 2005). Most English-language
reviews ofAnastasiamentioned the fact that the film marked Twenti@gntury Fox’s first attempt at
animation and, consequently, signaled the compaegdiness to challenge animation giant Disney.
One U.S. reviewer remarked that “[t]his season&agbDisney cartoon isn’t a Disney film after all.”
Daniel M. Kimmel, “CaptivatingAnastasiaa Must-See,Telegram & Gazett@/Norcester, MA),
November 21, 1997, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (asesl July 23, 2004).

¥ The website can be found at http://www.foxhome torastasia/index_frames.html (accessed May
6, 2008).
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December 195> Adapted by Guy Bolton from Marcel Maurette’s onigi French,
the play is set among Berlin's Russian émigré comityuuring the early months of
1926. Intent on reaping the lucrative financial aegs that will inevitably come to
him should he locate the missing Anastasia, foivibite Army General Bounine,
late of His Majesty Nicholas II's imperial guardashlocated a woman whose physical
appearance (including the visible scars on her patiosely resembles what he
imagines the “real” Anastasia would look like h&e survived. The play chronicles
Bounine’s attempts to (re)make Anna, who not onl§ess from amnesia and
inexplicable episodes of hysteria, but may wel(tetero)sexually promiscuous, into
a grand duchess while continually challenging itdience to question the perceived
differences between material reality and represiemtaln thinking about this play
within its socio-historical and geopolitical contgthen, it is easy to extrapolate to a
broader metaphor: Which is “real,” the play aske, $oviet Union or the Russian
Empire? If Anna, like her puppet master Bouning ¢heat and a fraud, then the
Russian Empire is, at last, a thing of the past,the Soviet Union, whose existence
the United States did not officially acknowledgeiutO33, is legitimized. But if
Anna is the “real” Anastasia, then the survivatho$ youngest member of the
imperial family signals the endurance of empire—rewethe face of horrific tragedy.
Tellingly, the play’s third and final act takes péaduring Orthodox Easter, thus

confirming the “real” identity and attendant resation of its protagonist and,

% To bolster wide popular interest in the show,dbeer of the February 14, 1955 editiorLife
magazine asked the omnipresent question on whnelstasiés financial success depended: “Is the
Princess Alive?” The accompanying article answeesguestion in the affirmative with an exclusive
interview with Anna Anderson at her home in GermadMystery of Czar’s Daughter: A Hit Play, A
Real Life Discovery,’Life 38, no. 7 (February 14, 1955), 31-35.
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concomitantly, the illegitimacy of the Soviet Uniesa country led by those who not
only executed the tsar (the political arm of Empibait also his noncombatant wife
and children.

Twentieth Century Fox’s 1956 movie versionfofastasiavas by no means
either low-budget or low profile. Encouraged by ph@y’s New York success, studio
president Darryl F. Zanuck purchased the rightartastasian 1955 and spared no
expense in catapulting the movie into immediatelpation, hiring famed director
(and anti-Soviet Ukrainian émigré) Anatole Litvakdacasting matinee idol Yul
Brynner. He also achieved a major cultural couptmpelling Ingrid Bergman back
onto her iconic pedestal as Hollywood’s preemineadling lady seven years after
she had been systematically dethroned for havirgxmamarital affair with Italian
director Roberto Rossellifif.Zanuck’s efforts reaped extraordinary criticalpplar
and financial success and garnered a Best Actresar@r Bergmar’

The vigorous media ramp-up to gheemier at New York City’s Roxy Theatre
on December 13, 1956 includede magazine’s November 26, 1956 cover story on
Bergman'’s triumphant return to the United Statesfaatured what has arguably
become one of the most famous pictures from hey t@meer: arnastasigpublicity
photograph in which she is costumed in the trad@igown of the Russian imperial

court (figure 3). But even though Bergman’s phatndhates the magazine’s cover,

3 For more on Bergman’s exile from Hollywood, serel&herron De Hart, “Containment at Home:
Gender, Sexuality and National Identity in Cold WWanerica,” inRethinking Cold War Culturesd.
Peter J. Kuznick and James Gilbert, 124-55 (Wasbmd>C: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1991);
and Adrienne L. McLean, “The Cinderella Princesd #re Instrument of Evil: Revisiting Two
Postwar Hollywood Star Scandals,”Hteadline Hollywood: A Century of Film Scandadl. Adrienne
L. McLean and David A. Cook, 163-189 (New BrunswiBlutgers University Press, 2001).

37 Aubrey SolomonTwentieth Century Fox: A Corporate and Financiastéry (Metuchen, NJ: The
Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1988).
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the issue’s central headlines signal that her metmAmerican cinema, while perhaps
interesting td.ife’s readers, is by no means the most politicallyongnt event
covered in that week’s issue. Rather, it is theigoon the Soviet repression of
populist Hungarian and Polish attempts to overthittevCommunist leadership in
those countries to which Bergman's picture seemantiirst glance, to reféf This
famous color image is a medium close-up of Bergméett profile set against a black
background, and the placement of text on the cesems as if she (as Anastasia) is
looking, perhaps scornfully, perhaps resignedlyhatonly two headlines that grace
the coveted space directly underneath the titth@imagazine: “Russian Terror
Inside Hungary” and “Pro-Soviet Traitors in the NEBwaland.” It is only by reading
down to the cover’s lower left-hand corner thattbader learns, via a headline in a
font approximately half the size as that which amu®d the recent events in
Hungary and Poland, that Bergman is in a new film.

With this issuel.ife magazine was continuing its on-going coverage of
political and military developments in Eastern EpgoOn November 5, readers were
invited to consider whether or not the “crisis'tire Soviet Union’s satellite states
signaled “new cracks in the Red Empire” while leéagrabout the “desperate fight for

freedom” against the U.S.S.R. taking place in RPiblamd Hungary. In the next issue

3 At the Twentieth (Communist) Party Congress inrliaby 1956, Soviet General Secretary Nikita
Khruschev gave his famous “secret speech” detailosgf Stalin’s crimes against the party and
against the national interests of the Soviet Un@ffgctively acknowledging that there were many
potential paths to communism and that the U.S.8dR.but one of them. This slight loosening of the
ideological tether by which the Soviet Union heakldatellite states in Eastern Europe opened tbe do
for rebellion against communist rule in Poland.d®gk success there incited popular rebellion in
Hungary, which the Soviet military forcefully anédasively crushed on November 4 and 5—two days
before the U.S. presidential election in which imtxent Republican Dwight D. Eisenhower ran
against (and defeated) Democrat Adlai Stevensontrieoe information, particularly concerning the
connection between events in Eastern Europe ansirthdtaneous Arab-Israeli crisis and the meaning
of these international events for U.S. domestidtipsland U.S.-Soviet relations, see Lafel#fanerica,
Russia, and the Cold Wat89-201.
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(November 12), readers had learned more aboutapelar rebellions by “patriots”
against “tyranny” in Eastern Europe, and on Novenii®e an editorial entitled “To
the Heroes of Hungary” had paid tribute to thedie@d actions of those who fought
against the Soviet Union during the height of dohtbhn November 4 and 5. The next
week, November 24,ife’'s photographs documenting the destruction wrought
Hungary by Soviet forces accompanied by an exatusigt-person account of the
conflict seem misplaced in an issue devoted not tmBergman'’s role inastasia
but also to the impending Christmas shopping season

As evidenced by this issue lafe magazine, 1956’Anastasiavas
inextricably bound up in the political culture bktcold war. After all, it had been
just three years since the execution of accusedkeBgpies Julius and Ethel
Rosenberd? and the infamous House Committee on Un-Americaiiviies would
not be abolished until 1975. The coverage of Sdwietality in Hungary alongside
the return of Bergman in a film about a missing $as princess tortured by the
Bolsheviks appears, at first glance, to be at edtsthe issue’s rhetorical
positioning of the annual Christmas shopping seasam normative rite of passage
for all Americans. However, the issue draws sudo#gn a host of cold war
cultural codes to implicitly create a meta-narratfwhile simultaneously confirming
that which already existed) not only about the 8bUnion’s continued use of
violence and force—even against noncombatants—eiméime of communist

expansion, but also about the ascendancy and supedf the U.S. (capitalist)

39 Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, U.S. citizens and neesntif the U.S. Communist Party, were executed
in 1953 after having been found guilty of conspyre@ commit espionage. It was believed that it was
they who enabled the Soviet Union’s acquisitiomimmic technology. | discuss this in greater detail
in chapter 6.
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system, which allegedly permits the unencumberadtize of religion (the material
reality of American-style Christmas and the fictimned depiction of Russian
Orthodox Easter converge Anastasid, the copious availability of a wide variety of
consumer goods, and the freedom to and means lhwipurchase therhife’s
coverage ofAnastasi& premier serves to remind the magazine’s reatiats
according to the U.S.-based narrative upon whic tareign policy toward the
U.S.S.R. was based in 1956, violence and tyranegmademic to the Soviet Union
while, conversely, the United States is committedrbtecting, celebrating, and,
where possible, recovering the rights and freediostsy those, represented by
Bergman’s Anastasia, who have suffered at the hahthat system.

Ignoring the new information about the death efithperial family learned in
the early 1990s, Twentieth Century Fox’s animaiedstasiadeviates very little
from the plot of its 1956 predecessor. After afgpi®logue in which the Russian
Revolution is depicted as the result of a cursele/upon the royal family by the
film’s villain Rasputin?® the audience is introduced to an amnesiac Anyghas
leaves the bleak Soviet orphanage in which shdédéas raised and embarks on a
journey, both personal and geographical, to |eaenditails of her forgotten past.
This quest is at the core of the film’s narrativel & sustained via two overarching
themes, both of which are apparent in the film’'emmpg moments. The first of these

is the importance of the heteropatriarchal nudaunily. The tsar was the “Little

“0Because of his apparent ability to “heal” the Bsizh Alexei's bouts of hemophiliac bleeding,
Grigori Efimovich Rasputin became a counselor dndecconfidante of Tsarina Alexandra
Feodorovna.
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Father” Batiushka-Tsal of the Russian empifé,and the destruction of the royal
family creates easy, although never explicitly dedi, villains for Twentieth Century
Fox’s fairy tale of the missing Russian princedse Tirst few minutes of the movie,
for example, feature a little girl dancing with Hather at a ball in honor of the
Romanov dynasty’s tercentenary, and the audiencéosned through the elderly
voice of an as-yet-unseen female narrator (act@efanlLansbury) that “[t]here was a
time not very long ago when we lived in an enchraptvorld of elegant palaces and
grand parties. The year was nineteen hundred atebsiand my son, Nicholas, was
the tsar of imperial Russia.” Forgetting for thememt that 1916 was neither the year
of the Romanov tercentenary nor of the October Reévam, the narrator’'s

affirmation of imperial Russia’s splendor and of tlose familial relationship with
her son and the little girl, her granddaughter, #Aasia, provides for the audience a
context within which to situate politically and tosically the depicted events as well
as to identify the film’s heroes and villains.

This narrative of the unnamed, unseen Bolshesldesatroyers of blissful
domesticity is one of the movie’s key presuppossidoolstered early on by a long,
lingering shot of an animated adaptation of wharguably one of the most famous
portraits of the royal family and a slow zoomingpiithe camera on a little girl
accompanied by the voice of the Dowager Empressdgming: “So many lives were
destroyed that night. What had always been wasgmwe forever. And my

Anastasia, my beloved grandchild... | never saw lgaira” Anya’s central objective

*1 For more on this, see Goscilo and Lanoux, intrtidncto Gender and National Identity in
Twentieth-Century Russian Culture
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throughout the film is to learn who she is andinal ther family, goals that are made
quite clear in the song, “Journey to the Past”:

Somewhere down this road

| know someone’s waiting.

Years of dreams just can’t be wrong!

Arms will open wide,

I'll be safe and wanted

Finally home where | belong.

Well, starting now, I'm learning fast

On this journey — to the pa&t.

Not only does Anya find both her identity and heargimother in Paris, she also
finds heterosexual love with one of her Russiameliag companions, a former
servant of the Romanovs, and, like Bergman’s Asgsia 1956, relinquishes her
title and the Romanov fortune for it.

Anastasis second overarching theme, the rhetorical constm of
Russia—conflated in this movie with the Soviet Unand all things communist
(although the word “communist” is not used at al§s—a site of absence, loss, and
suffering in contrast to the abundance and gaiefyPa0s Paris, reveals that
dominant structures of feeling in the United Stat@scerning Russia in the post-
Soviet period are not all that different than thegre at the height of the cold war.

The title sequence features the glittering goldemels of St. Petersburg’s famous

Cathedral of the Resurrection of Chtsising above luminous white clouds as the

“2«Journey to the Past,” lyrics by Lynn Ahrens (T®Esic Publishing, Inc., 1997).

3 Known colloquially as the Church of the Savior$pilled Blood ( ), this
church, modeled after the much older St. Basil'th€dral in Moscow, marks the spot on which Tsar
Alexander Il was assassinated in March 1881 by neesnbf the populist revolutionary group The
People’s Will. Ironically, Alexander 1l was a modés reformist, having liberated the serfs in 1861,
but his assassination resulted in a conservatigkl&ésh during the reigns of his son, Alexander 11l
(1881-1894), and grandson, Nicholas Il (1894-19th@t brought down the Romanov dynasty.
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orchestral music swells and the film's title, “Atesa,” appears majestically in the
font commonly used in the global West to replidatd Church Slavonic, explicitly
linking Anastasia and the royal family to the antigaditions and mysticism of the
Russian Orthodox Church as it is imagined in tlodgl West. The camera then
slowly pans down below the dazzling white clouderow reveal an industrialized,
polluted Leningrad in the dead of winter, 1926. Jears have passed since the
opening of the film and the lyrics to the first goffA Rumor in St. Petersburg,”
unambiguously reveal the film’s politics and, henteplace within the cold war
triumphalist narrative:

St. Petersburg is gloomy!

St. Petersburg is bleak!

My underwear got frozen standing here all week!

Oh, since the revolution,

Our lives have been so gray!

Thank goodness for the gossip that gets us thrthegdayt*
The frozen “bleakness” of industrial Leningradnsstark contrast to the warm spring
and festive atmosphere that greets Anya and hegling companions when they
reach Paris. As they travel from East to Westgcthler palette of the film changes
from drab browns and grays to lush primary colasich match the color palette of
the movie’s opening scenes depicting the opulefaamerial Russia. Thus, by
focusing on thestyleof aristocracy rather than on the political anstdrical contexts
of the Russian Revolution (e.g., the fact thatitiséitutions and structures on which

the empire was built were disintegrating, as ewigerby the 1905 revolution,

Russia’s catastrophic defeat by Japan in the Rilaganese War that same year, and

“«A Rumor in St. Petersburg,” lyrics by Lynn AhrefBCF Music Publishing, Inc., 1997).
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its inability to mount an effective defense agai@stmany during World War 1), the
film invites a nostalgia for imperial Russia asaanthentic “home,” which, when the
film was released in the U.S., was helped alonthbymarketing of Nicholas and
Anastasia Barbie-style dolls, thus reifying theistures of kinship at work in the
film. The off-screen violence of the revolution tteged Anya’s family, so she must
literally travel West in order to find “home, loviamily.” Also proof that a capitalist
economy trumps communism is Anya’s new wardrobeabse, “Where better to
shop,” the film asks with its frenzied montage dgrwhich Anya visits Chanel and
Gucci, “than in Paris?”

In this movie, it is clearly the West, represerbgdaris, anaot her native
St. Petersburg, that “holds the key to [Anya’s]ihé&dn its reliance on the imperialist
rhetoric that is constitutive of cold war triumpisah, 1997’s animatednastasiaand
the historical Anastasia both serve as focal pdmots which to examine how
geopolitical struggles for self-determination amdifcal legitimacy are played out on
cultural stages and, in this case, also on the bbdydead teenage girl whose
material remains were, during the movie’s respeatéleases in the U.S. and Russia
in November 1997 and March 1998, lying in fragmentan Ekaterinburg morgue

awaiting reburial more than eighty years afterd»ezcution.

A Reflection of U.S. Russia Policy

During the 1990s, one of the major debates amayigl&tors and foreign
policymakers on Capitol Hill was a concern for htma{re)define “ourselves” as a

national body politic in a world without the Sovléhion, which had for so long
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(according to American national governing mythsgrbéhe clear economic, military,
and political opposite/antagonist of the Unitedt&aThe strategies by which the
U.S. worked to reconstitute itself in the wakelogtconundrum of national identity
lies is reflected in 1997°Anastasiawhich operates as a socio-political allegory for
U.S.-Russian relations during the 1990s: In 1994 Russian state was (as in 1917)
unable to prevent the disintegration of its empind, as a result, lost its masculinist
credentials as a geopolitical power broker. Thisguisively relegated in the U.S.-
madeAnastasiato the status of a bewildered female orphan tryinfind her way
“home” to American-style capitalist democracy, Hasseds to be “rescued” from
the havoc caused by seventy-four years of commuuist As a means of
reconstituting the United States’ own masculinlebgl performance in a decade in
which it had no clearly definable enemies, the RusBederation became in U.S.
political and popular culture doubly ontologizedGiher—both feminine and
foreign—and distinctly not the “we” of the Americaation. And, ostensible, it was
through cultural globalization and economic “refafrthat the U.S. would be able to
“rescue” Russia.

The film, then, is a lens through which to rea&\Russia policy during the
1990s, which was the consequence of an Americaonadist hubris justified by the
United States’ alleged “victory” in the cold warefisively labeled the “tutelage
approach” by journalist and political scientist@ten Coheff® the Clinton
administration’s plan empowered U.S.-based punpdhticians, and policymakers to

paternalistically teach Russians how to creatéfemselves an American-style

45 Cohen/Failed Crusadell.
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capitalist democracy. Broadly, it aimed for nothiags than the immediate and total
transformation of the new country’s state-basedhenty and one-party political
system in order to bring it into a global commuratydemocratic nation-states. The
theoretical rationale was that democracies woutdmovirtue of their shared
interests, go to war against each other; therefpoeying the number of democracies
around the world would lessen the chances for laogde military conflict. Thus,
using as their foundation legislation passed inaksemonths of the George H. W.
Bush administration (the provisions of which | dissed at length in chapter 3),
President Bill Clinton and his advisors marshalgubst-Soviet U.S. foreign policy,
colloquially referred to as the Clinton Doctrinehege aim was to ensure democratic
alliances through the eastward expansion of NAT@iaarease foreign markets for
U.S. goods and servic8%.

But U.S.-led efforts to assist in Russia’s ecorwamd political transition to a
capitalist democracy did not in any way meet RusBigesident Boris Yeltsin's
expectations. Not only did the United States retodergive Soviet debt (the bulk of
which was assumed by Russia after 1991), bututsezf to make its considerable
financial resources available directly to Russiamegnmental institutions, preferring
instead to provide assistance in the form of g@akservices as coordinated by the
United States Agency for International Developm&hS. AID) and contingent upon

Russia’s “progress” toward economic “reforae defined by U.S. officiaté Yeltsin

*% President William Jefferson Clinton, “Remarkste National Townhall Meeting on Trade,” 1998,
http://highered.mcgraw-hill.com/olc/dl/35282/14_Bnton.html (accessed November 7, 2006); and
President William Jefferson Clinton, “Remarks onitgd States Foreign Policy in San Francisco,”
1999, http://highered.mcgraw-hill.com/olc/dl/35282/ 3 clinton_foreign.html (accessed January 8,
2007).
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anticipated considerable financial support akithedMarshall Plan; what he got
instead was:

1. Aggressive U.S.-led attempts to expand NATO intst&@ Europe, realized
beginning in 1999 with the accession of the CzeepuRlic, Hungary and
Poland (and, as of 2004, the former Soviet repsldicEstonia, Latvia and
Lithuania) against the express wishes of the Rodsgaleration.

2. A concern that the U.S. would withdraw from the 29ti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty (a threat on which President George W. Bunstly made good in
2001).

3. The growth of U.S. military presence on Russiargtt&ial borders as U.S.
troops moved onto bases in the former Soviet regsibf Kazakhstan,
Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan, which meant incre&s&d military
expenditures (from $260 billion to over $300 bitlim» an allegedly post-cold
war era) and profitable contracts for U.S. armslpoers Boeing, Lockheed
Martin, and Raytheoff

4. Increased U.S. political, economic and culturaldmgny throughout the
former Soviet Union, particularly with regard teetbxport of American-style
institutions and values via U.S. AID assistancggprms and an influx of U.S.
corporate giants such as McDonald’s, Chevron, Bra&tGamble, and Ben &

Jerry’'s ice crearfi’

*" For more information, see Chapter 2 in this dissien as well as Paige Bryan SullivahS.-
Russian Relations: From Idealism to Reali@ashington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and
International Studies, 2002); and Goldgeier and MdFPower and Purpose

“8 For more information, see Lafebémerica, Russia, and the Cold War
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Despite U.S.-led multilateral attempts to assistdta’s economic recovery
and transition to capitalist democracy, condititmeughout the country continued to
deteriorate until by March 1998, whé&mastasieopened in St. Petersburg and
Moscow, Russia’s unemployment rate was at anrakk-thigh, demographic and
public health crises loomed large, and almost thafpopulation was living in
poverty>® As Goldgeier and McFaul make clear, however, alioU.S. attempts at
reform were largely rhetorical, and its restrictencial support was sorely
inadequate for such a large country, these circamests also mean that Russia’s
financial woes, including its August 1998 econocotiapse, were by no means
entirely, or even predominantly, the fault of UpBlicies in the region. But these
details meant little to those in Russia who wereggling to make ends meet in the
spring of 1998. By then, it had become increasimtgar to Russian officials that
U.S. aid was contingent upon Russia’s progressribiielemocracy,” “human rights,”
and “free-market economy” as defined by U.S. patiakers. Because post-Soviet
Russia had continuously fallen short of U.S. exgtgans in these areas, U.S. material
support for reforms was significantly less than twias promised in the wake of the
Soviet Union’s demise, and almost a decade’s wafrth.S.-led multilateral attempts
at economic, technical, and political assistanoemtined with Russia’s own efforts

to reconstitute itself, had resulted in the degath@n of Russian civil society.

9 House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle Easted States Policy toward the
Commonwealth of Independent States (C183" Cong., 2% sess., January 21, 1992 (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992); Housen@nittee on Foreign Affaird).S. Post Cold
War Foreign Policy 102" Cong., 2% sess., May 6, 13, 14, 20, and 21, 1992 (Washindd@n U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1992); House Commithed-oreign AffairsThe Future of U.S. Foreign
Policy in the Post-Cold War Erd02" Cong., 2% sess., February 6, 19, 20, 25, March 5, 24 and Apr
30, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Prinfifice, 1992); and the Freedom Support Act.
For more information, see Sullivad,S.-Russian Relationand WedelCollision and Collusion

*0 Shorrocks and Kolenikov, “Poverty Trends in Ruskiaing the Transition.”
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Widely considered the nadir of post-Soviet U.Ss§tan relations before the
U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in early 2003, the spraid 998 was characterized by
pervasive and increasing anti-Americanism causetthéygonfluence of three
interconnected circumstances: (1) threats of NAXQaasion eastward, (2) promised
U.S. aid that had failed to materialize, (3) anel plersistent influx of U.S. cultural
products—including the premier of Twentieth Centbox’s animatedinastasia
which purported to tell the story of the most famaeember of Russia’s last royal
family, in a country where, eighty years earlibe treal” Anastasia’s execution had
taken placé’ During its 1997-1998 theatrical release in the.dr8l Russia,
Anastasiacould not help, given the prominence of the impegdRomanov burial in
Russian national politics, but implicitly recalletiolence and brutality of the
Bolsheviks at a time when communism had been digectas a colossal failure and
the Soviet Union as aberrant, a deviation from whatld have been, were it not for
the Bolsheviks, the unimpeded historical developnoéthe Russian Empire. The
film thus presented a direct challenge to Russia/sership of Anastasia’s ghost.

1997’sAnastasiaelies on the discursive notions of kinship and
heterosexualized gender constructs constitutitbeofClinton Doctrine, which
emphasized the patriarchal United States’ abititadsist a nascent Russia. Featured
at the beginning of the film wearing the imperialitary garb that the historical
Nicholas Il wore in his most famous official poitsa the film’s animated tsar
joyously lifts his daughter into his arms, danceifprtlessly with her across the

parquetted palace floor. This act of fatherhoodsambination with Nicholas’s

®1 Andrei TsygankovWhose World Order?
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uniform and medals (an unambiguous visual reprasientof his alleged military
prowess), implicitly conflates the political andlmairy security of empire with the
familial protection allegedly provided by fathergwn the dominant
heteropatriarchal nuclear family paradigm. Empsréhus made equivalent to family.
But since that family, along with the Russian Erapis destroyed, the film makes
clear to its viewers that Nicholas I, tBatiushka-Tsar’was unable to protect either
his daughter or his empire from the violence ofBoéshevik Revolution. Similarly,
since post-Soviet Russia, in its failed performanicenasculinity, was/is so clearly
unable to protect its own people from hardsAipastasigposits that it is the global
West, particularly the United States, that shotgag sip to the plate in this regard.
Fundamentally a children’s moviAnastasiadoes not delve explicitly into policy
debates about what sort of assistance, how mudhwhan, but its narrative and
visual pedagogy does make a solid case for therisuipe of the global West over

“bleak,” “gloomy” Russia.

Reckoning with the Ghost

Released in the U.S. in November 1997 and in Rulsifollowing March,

Twentieth Century Fox’s ahistorical animat&dastasiaunintentionally embraces,
reflects, and promotes the neocolonial rhetorilizetil in the Congressional hearings
that resulted in 1992’s Freedom Support Act, tlevealing how pervasive (and
persuasive) this rhetoric had become. The film led@$ post-Soviet and imperial
Russia, arguing via its chief female protagoniat fRussia should be “rescued” from

an unidentifiable but violent rabble (the Bolsheyjikhat, broadly, destroyed a
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splendid and luxurious way of life and, more spealfy, shattered the domestic bliss
enjoyed by Anya and her family. Anya’s quest foorie, love, [and] family”
constitutes the movie’s primary plot, and the naress fused embodiment of each
respectively as a specific geographical locatiari@}, family (the Romanovs), and
time (a romanticized imperial Russia) establisheastasia’s rightful “home” in the
global West with her grandmother and the othet@arats of the Russian Orthodox
émigré community who continue, according to the fito live lives steeped in the
fantastic style and opulence of the Russian impeoiart. Consequently, this
animatedAnastasiabased on a romanticized nostalgia for a lovihasesknit nuclear
family—signified in the film by Anya’s relationshiwith her father, Tsar Nicholas II,
and her paternal grandmother, Dowager Empress Maondorovna—traffics in an
imperial nostalgia that not only glorifies the RiassEmpire, but concomitantly
denigrates that which replaced it.

As simultaneously a reflecticand performative component of the
triumphalist mythscape, the movie casts Russiasiteeof Anya’s horrific past (and
conflated with the Soviet Union and all things coomist), as an antagonist to the
heroic West, which is the location of Anya’s fut@a® constituted by her
grandmother, the Russian émigré community and txengy (heterosexual) love
interest. That eighteen year-old Anastasia Nichalaavas executed along with her
family in 1918 is evidence within the film’s narirg contribution to the triumphalist
mythscape of the callous depravity of communismmmuinists, and the Soviet
Union (all conflated with post-Soviet Russia) thegults in the material existence of

the mutilated corpses of women and children. Siamgously, the myth of
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Anastasia’s escape to the West justifies the staryJnited States tells itself about its
alleged “victory” in the cold war. It allows the Wed States to gain and retain
prominence as the justifiable winner of that cantfbecause it, unlike Russia, is able
to protect those same “womenandchildren” from tikié ltdberties and human rights
violations of which the Soviet Union and, now, Ressian Federation have been
deemed guilty?

Similarly, the strategies used by Anastasia Iragonal to market their
commodity—Russian and Ukrainian women—to Western saho the anti-Russian
sentiments of not only the congressional hearihgsled to 2000’s Trafficking
Victims Protection Act, but also the contentioubate on Capitol Hill over U.S.-
Russia policy—both of which took place largely aftee catastrophic collapse of
Russia’s economy in 1998. But, unlik@astasiathe anti-Russian rhetoric deployed
on the company’s websites differentiates the posied experiences of Russian
women from those of post-Soviet Russian men anticgtkpblames the latter for the
destitution that has caused the former to seanchusbands in the West. This
differentiation operates concomitantly (1) to alfatential clients’ suspicions that the
agency and the women it is peddling are frauds,(2ntb evoke potential clients’
empathy for the women'’s collective plight as thawdtaneous victims of poverty at
the hands of the failed, emasculated post-Sovissian government and (often)
violence at the hands of inebriated Russian menhvalve proven unable to negotiate
the transition from communism to capitalist demograAccording to Anastasia

International, for example, Russian women haveesedf so much since the demise of

52 Yuval-Davis,Gender & Nation 24.
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the Soviet Union that there is no fee charged tfeemsing the company’s
matchmaking services. The company’s own researshewealed that the women
listed on their site make, on average, “about I16@0kes per month, an equivalent of
about $59.” Consequently, Anastasia Internatiomaduid much rather let the lady
spend her money on a new dress, than pay a fessifug [its] services> What is
understood here is that the money spent on thedness would ostensibly be in
preparation for meeting the Western man who isinggithese informational
materials provided by Anastasia International ®uas its potential clients of the
matchmaking company'’s veracity—as well as thahefwomen for which it hopes to
facilitate East-West marriages.

The company assures its potential clients thasiRosvomen believe in
“traditional values and desire to devote themseloghe man of their dreams. [...]
They expect their man to be the head of the famiflyFurthermore,” Anastasia
International contends, “Russian women look for tigpositive in a man. They
don’t care about your looks, or possessions; tlaeg about your personal qualities.
They look for sensitivity, trust and understandinihe apparent lack of these
qualities in Russian men, in combination with “8f&rp increase in regional wars
[particularly Russia’s continued military engagemienthe breakaway Islamic
republic of Chechnya], alcoholism, smoking, stra&sg suicide,” has, according to
Anastasia International, left post-Soviet Russioitof marriageable men. And, the

website continues, because the life expectancyuséil@n men is some twenty years

>3 Anastasia International, http://russianbrides.dagi.htm, par. 13; accessed March 4, 2008.

** Ibid., par. 7.
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less than that of Russian women, “[t|here are clye@ver 20 million more females
than males living in the territory of the former3JS.R..” Accordingly, not only are
there few men in Russia, but there are fegnin Russia; that is, Russia has, both
literally and figuratively, been entirely depop@dtof masculine men with the ability
and/or willingness to support famili@sThus emasculated, the Russian Federation
and its male citizenry can no longer “protect” dpcbvide for” the women living
within its territory, and Western men wian by virtue of their economic prosperity
and geographical location in the global West, aséifjed in picking up the slack left
by their failed Russian counterparts. This intetggren is validated by Anastasia
International, which points out that because “Westaen offer [them] more security
and stability,” “Russian women believe that memnigvin North America make better
husbands then [sic] Russian méhThe implicit message embedded in this rhetoric
is that neither the agency nor the women listeddcpassibly be fraudulent given the
colossal failures of Russian masculinity, at battieral and local levels, that have
apparently forced thousands of women, encumbergubbgrty and (often) violence,
to make the decision to leave Russia by searcloing/estern husbands with whom
they can make their homes in the West.

This narrative bolstering the legitimacy of Eases¥matchmaking, however,

also makes explicit use of Anastasia’s ghost tdkevanong its potential clients a

% Just short of a year after Russia’s August 19@8emic collapselNew York Timepurnalist Paul
Lewis assessed the high social and human costassi&s transition to capitalism. For him, “the mos
striking feature” has been the stark decreaseamatio of men to women throughout Eastern Europe.
According to a UN report, young and middle-aged men“missing” as a result of the decline in
men'’s life expectancy due to increased suicidesrgeor health care, and rising drug addition and
crime. Paul Lewis, “Road to Capitalism Taking Tati Men in the Former Soviet Blod\ew York
Times August 1, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (acesJune 5, 2007).

% Anastasia International, http://russianbrides.daqi.htm, par. 9; accessed March 3, 2008.
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nostalgia for the opulence, grandeur, and tradiligender roles of imperial Russia
by offering a clear transposition of the myth ofa&tasia that, like 1997’s animated
Anastasiais updated for a post-Soviet world. First, asyea@sipovich points out,
marriage to a Russian woman is a plus for an Araarman because her culturally
intelligible whiteness “would not produce outsidensmediate suspicion regarding
the character of their matrimonial arrangementcddelly, marrying a Russian
woman enables a Western man to live out his oww tale in which he, the noble
prince, rescues his Russian “princess” from theepgwcaused by incompetent and
ineffectual (male) Russian government officials &mdent, inebriated Russian
men®’ In the United States, however, marriage to a psaanay well be desirable for
some, but remains virtually impossible given Amanisociety’s historical lack of
hereditary aristocracy. Thus, an opportunity te lout the utopian fantasy of a fairy
tale as depicted iAnastasiaand via the marketing strategies of Anastasia
International is, for most American men, their oohance at conceptualizing
themselves as both a dashing, heroic prince aad agegral part of U.S. Russia
policy. Within the context of American nationalisthe fairy tale of an East-West
marriage takes on a potentially triumphalist coatiot in which “rescuing” a down-
and-out Russian “princess” through heterosexuatiage is part and parcel of a post-
Soviet U.S. foreign policy that emphasizes Ameribaneficence, which, in turn,
serves as proof of capitalist democracy’s supeyidfiAnd by selecting a Russian

woman as his bride, an American man is able toeskiv country through

*" Osipovich, “Russian Mail-Order Brides in U.S. Fatidiscourse,” 233.

%8 Within an American nationalist context, the faiaje also promotes heterosexual marriage as a
constitutive element of U.S. foreign policy.
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heterosexual marriage to a beautiful, compliaagitronally feminine Russian
woman. Heterosexual marriage to a Russian womanrépresents not only the
perfect attainment of (male) utopian fantasy, lbsb gerves, metaphorically, as the
best hope for harmonious post-Soviet U.S.-Russktions.

Thirdly, a concerted effort by Anastasia Interoaél to differentiate the
experiences of Russian women not only from Russian, but also from American
women, limits the wide range of available gendefgyenances within American
culture by reifying normative gender roles. Virifeggtionalistic notions of American
masculinity are glorified, while contemporary penm@nces of American femininity,
made possible by the suffragist and feminist movemef the late nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, are explicitly denigrated. &ating to Anastasia International,
“Russian women are affectionate, family oriented anlike American women,
comfortable with their femininity.” They are eadgerplease, have no interest in
competition or careers, and, the international hraeking industry promises, are
content to stay at home and raise children witineaiting unreasonable demands for
non-essential material gootfsSimilarly, as | have shown, the animafetastasia
relies on gendered symbols and kinship structgasicularly the importance of the
heteropatriarchal nuclear family, to reify traditéd gender politics.

Consequently, these contemporary Russian “priesgsmformed by
Anastasia’s ghost, become what feminist theorise8uWBordo terms a “text of
femininity” that is constitutive of historical comsctions of gender which are

“always homogenizing and normalizing, erasing faciass, and other differences

%9 Anastasia International, http://russianbrides.dagi.htm, Par. 7.
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and insisting that all women aspire to a coercstvandardized ideal.” As she is
narratively and visually depicted in 199Asastasiaand on Anastasia International,
Grand Duchess Anastasia Nicholaevna Romanova bect@mggaphic text for the
interpreter—a text that insists, actually demaitiaist it be read as a cultural
statement” about normative gender roles withindbhretext of U.S.-Russian relations
in the 1990%° In both these post-Soviet cultural texts, Anastbgicomes the
victimizedfemme fragilevhom the United States must rescue from her tréegth
in the name of democracy, freedom, and human rigiis narrative indicates that
one of the ways in which the United States souginévision itself in the absence of
its cold war antagonist (the Soviet Union) was tigto a cultural deployment of
Anastasia’s ghost, first, to create a feminizeaesgntation of Russia in the United
States and, second, to ground post-Soviet U.S.i&usslations within the
framework provided by heteropatriarchal marriage kinship structures. This
celebrates a form of American triumphalism rooted nostalgia for empire and
implemented via the Clinton administration’s vigosaattempts to remake post-
Soviet Russia’s political and economic system#ieiage of the United States.
Paradoxically, despite the importance of Anastaghost to Russian and
American nationalist narratives and as an allefory).S. Russia policy during the
1990s, the transnational hypervisibility of the hgtAnastasia as a site of
ideological contestation has relegated the histbAnastasia tanvisibility. The
iconic publicity still photograph of Ingrid Bergmas Anastasia that served as the

cover ofLife magazine’'s November 26, 1956 issue has an exphtécedent: an

¢ Susan Bordo, “The Body and the Reproduction of iity,” in Unbearable WeightBerkeley:
University of California Press, 1993), 168-169.
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official photograph of the “real” grand duchesssded in the traditional costume of
the Russian imperial court, likely taken in honbthee Romanov tercentenary in 1913
when Anastasia was thirteen years old (figure #)s photograph was also very
clearly the basis for Anya’s court regalia in 199@himated Anastasia, as evidenced
by the design of the dress worn by the doll makeiepart of the movie’'s wide U.S.
release in the fall of 1997 (figure 5). These ingagan help tell the gendered,
heteropatriarchal story of U.S. Russia policy ia 1#990s, which operated within the
same cold war triumphalist cultural framework otitviich 1997'sAnastasia

emerged. Twentieth Century Fox’s 1997 animatediaersf the story would not

Figure 4: Thirteen year-old Grand Duchess Anastd§ih3
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Figure 5: Anya’s ball gown

have been possible were it not for the critical pogular success of its predecessor.
Thus, there is a direct and credible link betwéden1t913 photograph of the teenage
grand duchess, 1956’s image of Bergman as Anastasiahe animated 1997
version with its corresponding three dimensionabiBastyle doll. In this
chronological succession of imagery, the “real” staaia is gone and, with her, the
“real” causes of the Russian Revolution. They apaced in the American
triumphalist narrative by U.S.-based fictionalizegtounts of the myth—proven false
since the early 1990s—of Anastasia’s escape fr@olshevik firing squad, and a
nostalgia for empire that ignores the gender-,-ta@ class-based injustices of

imperialism.
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Similarly, with the demise of the Soviet Union ahd concomitant
ascendancy of the internet as a site of transratmmmmunication and exchange, it
is hardly surprising that Anastasia Internatioirat,, whose only quantifiable articles
of trade are Russian women, should choose a nathesugh specific connotations to
Russia’s imperial past. To peddle the site’s wavesary Western men, the historical
Anastasia necessarily disappears and, with hepdhigcal and economic turmoil of
the Russian Empire. Instead, what remains is aadimb®l American triumphalist
nostalgia for thestyleand grandeur of an empire (allegedly) prematusedylicated as
a result of excessively violent revolutionary upledand civil war that included the
brutal death of thBat’iushka-Tsarand his family and the ascent of a totalitarian
regime that was, for more than half of the lasttasn rhetorically constructed as a
serious security threat to the national sovereightyre United States and its allies
abroad.

Throughout the cold war, the rhetorical bellicosfythe United States was
matched by that of the Soviet Union, and both coemtelied on the material
existence of their enormous nuclear stockpilesragans of mutual assured
destruction (MAD). After the Soviet Union’s 1991llepse, though, the United
States’ dichotomous rhetorical strategy, reliardrupationalist notions of “us” versus
“them,” could no longer be used to mobilize a wdfnationalist political culture, and
American pundits and policymakers were forced tason U.S. national identity not
in terms of theexistenceof the Soviet system, but in terms of its absemafailure.
The recurrent “rescue” of Anastasia by the U.Sleggsicted in 1997’#\nastasiaand

in the marketing strategies of Anastasia Intermaticignals popular discursive
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attempts in the 1990s to revision the Russian éideras both the victim and the
perpetrator of its own crimes. Both texts refldxt bperationalization in the Freedom
Support Act of narratives of kinship and domesyititat constitute nationalist
struggles for power, sovereignty, and politicaltiegacy, but Anastasia International
goes further thaAnastasiaby arguing explicitly that Russia’s male leade®s a
responsible for both the demise of the Soviet Umind the country’s continued
failure to live up to U.S. expectations of progressard capitalist democracy and
human rights (as defined in U.S. terms), while Ruissvomen were left with
emasculated, ineffectual men unable to cope wihettonomic hardships that
accompanied the transition to a free-market economy

As | demonstrated in the previous chapter, thieeésAmerican triumphalist
trope as it developed in the late 1990s. Thudjeir exploitation of the symbols of
Russia’s imperial past for capitalist gain, the wuttural texts that | have
interrogated in this chapter, Twentieth Century’Bd®97Anastasiaand the
websites of Anastasia International, deploy Anaaaghost as a metaphor for post-
Soviet U.S. Russia policy by implicitly casting temasculated Russian Federation as
an antagonist to the heroic West. This deploymksat i@eveals a nostalgia for the
grandeur of imperialism by making a revered seprébr Russia’s imperial past out
of the brutal death of a teenage girl. And the mi@texistence of the historical
Anastasia’s publicly accessible tomb in St. Petaigb Cathedral of Saints Peter and
Paul continues to guarantee the operation of hestgfmbedded in the highly
politicized histories to which it always alreadyeaws. Perhaps even more importantly,

though, the recurring prevalence of Anastasia’ssghehich operates transnationally
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as a sort of morality tale about the gendered apresgces of violence and death, calls
into question the fitness of Russian men to “sd&@ssian women, thus reifying the
configuration in contemporary U.S. popular and i culture of a heroic

American masculinity whose cold war “victory” hasulted in an obligation to save

a feminized Russia from its emasculated doppelgange
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CHAPTERG

“It's a Cold War Mentality:”
U.S.-Russian Relations dre West Wing

Regardless of the many different approaches trittiag the origins and
mechanisms of nationalism, which | discuss in chiEpl and 2, each argues that the
maintenance of nationalism relies upon “the ceityraf nationaliststory-telling on
the evocative narrative of the links between thet,garesent and futuré,making
popular media crucial to contemporary nationalisigrts. And because visual
technologies have become so ubiquitous, partigutarbugh the globalization of
film and television, images have displaced wordthascentral makers of meanings
and identities. Visual imagery is thus performative in that, likder texts of other
genres, it “generates meaning through a set offgigg practices which constitute
the object of knowledge*In other words, film and television texts are pemiances

that make belief about the things, people, placeseaents they depictThe

! President Josiah Bartlet to the Russian Ambassad@alileo,” The West WingdVD, directed by
Alex Graves, November 29, 2000 (Burbank, CA: Waitdeme Video, 2004).

2 Bell, “Mythscapes,” 66, italics in original.

3 Chris BarkerTelevision, Globalization and Cultural Identiti@@hiladelphia: Open University Press,
1999).

* Ibid., 60; and Shohat and Stadmthinking Eurocentrism
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historical inextricability of filmic technologiesdm the European and U.S.
imperialist projects of the late nineteenth andysaventieth centuries means that
television, as film’s descendent, is inherently edded in nationalist storytelling as a
prominent circulator of a national mythology “basedgeneralization and deliberate
simplification and packaged into easily comprehenated reproducible narrative®.”
Contemporary popular media thus operate withinasgart of nationalism to create
[...] an artificial though nonetheless real symbalider that operates to
provide not information but confirmation, not taealattitudes or change
minds but to represent an underlying order of thjmgt to perform functions
but to manifest an ongoing social procéss.
Consequently, contemporary national mythscapekaegely constituted by televisual
imagery, and television (as both technology anfopeance) has become an integral
pedagogical tool through which nation-states retand circulate their own stories
about themselves and their Othirs.
One technique by which this nationalist processientity-making occurs,
and with it the identification of “us” and “themi$ in the illustration and fictional
depiction of international relations in film andeision. As foreign relations

historian Robert W. Gregg demonstrates, films (asd, will argue in this chapter,

® Performance Studies theorist Richard Schechnémetefmake belief” as the process by which a
performance “create[s] the very social realiti¢®fiacts].” SchechnePerformance Studie$5.

® Shohat and Stamnthinking Eurocentrismnand Bell, “Mythscapes,” 77.

" J. CareyCommunication as Culture: Essays on Media and $pB®ston, MA: Unwin Hyman,
1989), 19; quoted in Liesbet van ZoonEaminist Media Studie@ ondon: Sage Publications, 1994),
37.

8 See Bell, “Mythscapes”; Baker, “Repairing Relatosith Russia”; and Shohat and Stam, “From the

Imperial Family to the Transnational Imaginary.”
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television series such as NBC’s long-running primetratings powerhousghe West
Wing) have the potential to “enhance our knowledgentdrnational relations.” Not
only do “they dramatize the abstract ideas andrthedane events” so that major
geopolitical events like war and espionage “caibioeight more vividly to life on the
screen than on the printed page or in the lectall¢’ but audiences also have the
potential to become “armchair participants” in #ation of international politics,
because “directors are able to stage the actiorbang us ever so much closer to it.”
Most importantly for my purposes here, howeveth# in an attempt to make the
story have meaning for general audiences, filmiceHatevisual—narratives tend to
condense the complex, abstract concepts of intenatrelations, such as
sovereignty, violent conflict, human rights, nattiam, and the balance of power, so
that entire countries, groups, ideas, and polincavements are personified by
particular characters within the narrative struetof the text,

The work of George Gerbner makes clear that godde#ficient use was
made of this strategy in the depiction of U.S.-8bwelations on U.S. television
during the latter part of the cold war. Accordingis analysis of images from the
Cultural Indicators data bank of annual network gl@s housed at the University of
Pennsylvania’s Annenburg School, along with thethave of television scripts, U.S.
prime-time television was the chief offender inmprdgating frequent and largely
negative stereotypical images of the Soviet Unioa igs citizens for U.S.-based
audiences. In his analysis of 44 programs with 306@iet characters between 1976

and 1991, Gerbner reports that there were moreeBmen than women (a ratio of

° Robert W. Gregdnternational Relations on FiltBoulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1998),
3-4.
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three to one), no children or elderly people, and §eneral categories of characters:
KGB/security personnel/spies, diplomats, balletogas, sports figures, and scientists.
Two-thirds of Soviet men and nearly as many Sov@inen depicted on primetime
television “play[ed] out the roles of hunter andhted, but, as Gerbner rather
sarcastically reports, “[t]his being American taton, most of the hunters fail, and
their prey escape to ‘freedom™ in the global W#st.

Gerbner thus concludes that “[tjhe image of RumssstAroughout the 1970s
and 1980s is largely frozen into a frigid Cold W&ic] formula.™™* Linking a
November 198%ew York Timesurvey in which 28 percent (i.e., more than a
guarter) of those polled believed that the U.S.8:& an enemy of the U.S. during
the Second World War to what media mogul Ted Tyrnethe May 17-23, 1989
issue ofVariety, called “hate films,*? Gerbner points out that, because the U.S.
televisual media is a major producer and providemages of foreign nationals for
American audiences, the knowledge that most Amesi¢encluding policymakers)
have about Russia comes from the media. And bedh@anedia outlets are largely
sympathetic to U.S. government policies, they ddpieign countries in the way that

the government wants them to, using informatiomgéel predominantly from

19 Gerbner, “The Image of Russians in American Medid the ‘New Epoch,” 33.

™ |bid. In a study appearing in the same antholegdyich grew out of a conference on American and
Soviet media images held in Moscow during the sunmah&989, communications scholar Everette
Dennis identifies nine broad thematic areas on whicS. media portrayals of Russia seemed to focus
during the cold war: superpower competition, Soléatlers, Soviet history, foreign policy conflicts,
Soviet science and culture, civil liberties, spoBsviet women, and the peaks and valleys in U.S.-
Soviet relations. Interestingly, these are the #g®that continue to dominate U.S. news coverage and
popular media depictions of the Russian Federation.

2 |ncluded in Turner’s list werBambo(1982),Invasion USA1952 and 1985Rked Dawn(1984),The
Hunt for Red Octobef1990), and the miniseridsnerika(1987).

224



government sourcés thus putting to political use for nationalist cis the fictional
narratives and visual imagery of film and teleusiGiven television’s
embeddedness in those nationalist projects, theattagical strategy of creating one
character to stand in for an entire country (thei&@dJnion), group (the KGB), or
socio-political system (communism) serves to reicéa historically constructed
international social order in which the gendered &tialized discourses of
colonialism are wielded explicitly to privilege sergroups of people while
denigrating the nation-state’s Othéts.

Although ostensibly a “post-cold war” text, NBC'& dramatic showl he
West Wing1999-2006) utilized this cold war-era dramatuagjgtrategy in its own
depiction of post-Soviet U.S.-Russian relationstighout the series. Like most
filmic and televisual narratives that incorporateernational politicsThe West Wing
(whose title refers to the administrative wing lo¢ WWhite House in Washington, DC,
where most of the series’ action takes place)foetes the dominant
conventional/realist perspectives of U.S. foreighqy in which nation-states are the
central actors, and conflict between them is cotuadized as inevitable. The series

also relies mightily on the right(eous)ness ofdemalized United States and its

13 See Dennis, et aBeyond the Cold WatJ.S. media’s support of U.S. government poliéseisardly
new, nor is the nationalist performativity of tharrative created by that support. According to fasti
literary scholar Virginia Carmichael, the infornmtipresented by government officials during
Department of Justice press conferences concetinénBosenberg case was taken and printed
unquestionably as “truth” by U.S. media outletsuténg in what she terms a “tyranny of meaning” in
which alternative narratives about the Rosenberge wot (and are not) possible. Virginia
CarmichaelFraming History: The Rosenberg Story and the Cold WWlinneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1993), 6.

14 Shohat and Starunthinking Eurocentrism
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fictional policymakers, all of whom are senior wesig staffers, thus “reflect[ing]
America’s best image of itselt”

Interestingly, though, whil&he West Wing undoubtedly nationalist at its
core, scholars contend that the show often exdiedsarrow parameters of
American political discourse. Patrick Finn, for exale, argues that “[p]art of the
show’s motive seems to involve an attempt to dedimew political mythology.”
Similarly, political scientist Samuel Chambers ai$ksmight not be “possible to
locate within the conception of political dialogpeesented byWest Wingcreator
and principle writer from 1999-2003 Aaron] Sorkigertain alternative vision of
democracy, a vision that exceeds the current sebpenerican politics.” Even
communication scholars Shawn and Trevor Parry-Gie®se work ofhe West
Wingfocuses on the construction and ideological mepafrthe U.S. presidency,
argue that despite the series’ overt reinforcernéan American nationalism that is
profoundly gendered, racialized, and militarislibe West Winfrequently
challenges these “existing conceptions of U.S omalism” and tends “to offer a
multi-faceted sense of U.S. national identit§.”

As an ardent fan dfhe West Wingince its premier in September 1999, |, like

these scholars, have been alternatively frustrateldexhilarated by the show’s

15 John E. O’Connor, and Peter C. Rollins, introduttio The West Wing: The American Presidency
as Television Drameed. Peter C. Rollins and John E. O’Connor (Sysac&yracuse University Press,
2003), 13.

18 patrick Finn, The West Wirlg Textual President: American Constitutional Sigband the New
Public Intellectual in the Age of Information,” thi 120; Samuel Chambers, “Dialogue, Deliberation,
and Discourse: The Far-Reaching PoliticTbé West Wingin ibid., 86; and Trevor Parry-Giles and
Shawn Parry-GilesThe Prime-Time Presidency: The West Wing and LaSoihalism(Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 2006), 14 and 16. &é&» Trevor Parry-Giles and Shawn Parry-Giles,
“The West Wirlg Prime-Time Presidentiality: Mimesis and Cathaisia Postmodern Romance,”
Quarterly Journal of Speed8, no. 2 (2002): 209-27.
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political indecision, particularly with regard tis ifictionalized depiction of U.S.-
Russian relations. Interestingly, the unique irgetion of the self-professed
progressive political ideologies of the show’s tireateam with contemporaneous
U.S. political culture simultaneously produced a&erarching meta-narrative
reminiscent of cold war-era rhetoric in which a feired Russia remains elusive,
enigmatic, and potentially threatening to U.S. avai security (thereby reifying
Russia as feminized Other to—and, therefore, threipte geopolitical antagonist
of—the United States), while individual episodesrsdo advocate specific changes
to “real-life” U.S. Russia policy that, if made, wld force a measure of self-
reflexivity in the formation and implementationtbit policy.

As a sociopolitical allegorylhe West Wintglls a particular story about
Russia within a specific socio-historical contemtlavith the histories and legacies of
the cold war still fresh in the minds of its U.Sidé&ence'’ But the valence of this
story necessarily shifted during the run of theeseto suit the changing needs of the
story the United States tells about itself betw&kra West Wirg U.S. premiere in
September 1999 and its final episode in May 200%t&8k in this chapter, then, is to
map the fictionalized depiction of U.S.-Russiamatieins onThe West Wingvhose
seven-year run was bifurcated by September 11,.2Z0@bugh a feminist discursive
analysis of several relevant episodes, | demoresthait before that date the popular

weekly drama offered a critical perspective onrtfaor post-Soviet political,

" Feminist theorists Bonnie Thornton Dill, Maxined@aZinn, and Sandra Patton refer to “the political
narratives embedded in public policy agendas” &ed popular culture media representations as
“sociopolitical allegories” that give political meimg to representation and argue that such cultural
products must be deconstructed in order to learin fedagogical/dramaturgical/performative
strategy(ies). Bonnie Thornton Dill, Maxine BacaZj and Sandra Patton, “Race, Family Values, and
Welfare Reform,” inA New Introduction to Poverty: The Role of Racey&o and Politicsed. Luis
Kushnick and James Jennings (New York: New Yorkvdrsity, 1999), 264.
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diplomatic, and military events and issues by suditying voice to alternative policy
directions and possibilities, even as it utilized gendered Russian imaginary so
prevalent in U.S. popular and political culturetBéter 9/11 and the advent of the
“war on terror,” storylines concerning Russia, athg gendered, were explicitly

linked with Islamic fundamentalism.

The West Wincand U.S. Political Culture

Created by self-proclaimed political leftist AarSorkin, who wrote or co-wrote most
of the episodes in the first four seasortse West Wingwvhich presents a
fictionalized depiction of the conduct of U.S. pials from inside the White House, a
dominant and high-profile site of U.S. domestic artdrnational policy-making,
utilizes dramatic plots that often reference, pgalaand/or were analogous to recent
“real-life” events and situations. The first twaasens, in particular, are rife with
storylines obviously inspired by consultant andrfer Clinton administration press
secretary Dee Dee Meyers’ contributions concerewents within the Clinton White
House—despite Sorkin’s continued insistence thatdes not model his characters
and scenarios from “real life” everitsSorkin is also considered a “master of
miracles out of chaos” for his ability to dramatmantemporary events with speed
and efficiency, often resulting ifhe West Wirig rapid response to geopolitical

developments?

18 For more on this, please see Parry-Giles and Rziteg, The Prime-Time Presidencgnd
O’Connor and Rollins, introduction fthe West Wing

19 John A. Levesque, “Aaron Sorkin is a Man of Manpnds,” Seattle Post-IntelligenceMarch 7,

2000, http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/tv/sork07/siamtessed March 28, 2005). For example, in the
third season opener, “Isaac and Ishmael,” whicohdaior the first time on October 3, 2001—just three
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At the height of its popularity, and especiallieafRepublican George W.
Bush became president in January 2001 West Wingerved as a semi-
contemporaneous alternative to the conservatistth®f politics, and Sorkin was
widely lauded as “the country’s loyal opposition’a president for whom 52 percent
of eligible U.S. voters did not vof8 A good part of the series’ unprecedented
popularity rested, then, upon the fortuitous cogeace of events and personalities
that resulted in what was widely considered a ctriginal crisis in U.S. presidential
politics. After winning the first of its four consetive Emmy Awards for Best Drama
in September 2000, the critically successful shegam to attract a wide popular
following. At the same time, its ensemble cast,dgdhe ardently anti-Bush
Hollywood movie star Martin Sheen as fictional Upgesident Josiah Bartlet, a
liberal New Hampshire Democrat with a Ph.D. in esroits, stumped for Democrat
presidential hopeful Al Gore during his highly centious and controversial election

campaign against Bush in the fall of 2G60.

weeks after September 11, 2001—west wing seniffestatrapped in a lock-down triggered by a
security breach, discuss the histories and consegsef terrorism with a group of high school
students.

2 Tad Friend,“West Wing Watch: Snookered by Budt& New YorkeMarch 3, 2002,
http://www.newyorker.com/printable/?talk/020304#&lkt frien (accessed March 17, 2005).

2L For more information on Sheen’s political actastand affiliations, see Finn, “The West Wing’s
Textual President”; and O’Connor and Rollins, idinotion toThe West Wing

According to journalist John Levesque, televisioitics polled by the trade publicati@iectronic
Mediain spring 2000 ranke@lhe West Win§jrst ahead of then-audience favoriteéhe Simpson&R,
andFriends But by fall 2000, the show had found its nichéwtelevision viewers and had reached
the Neilson Top 10. “Aaron Sorkin’s Smart Women Al Seem to Get DumbefSkattle Union
Record November 22, 2000, http://b4a.healthyinterestiests/000032.html (accessed March 17,
2005). Given the series’ narrative lean to thetjwali left, it is interesting to note that accorglito
Hollywood Reporterviewership ofThe West Wingvas, at least in its early years, evenly splitveein
Republicans and Democrats. This, Patrick Finn gcaigemeans that/est Wingriewers have in
common not their political ideologies and affilatis, but their socio-economic status: In the fall o
2000,The West Wingvas the number one most watched television prognamuseholds making
over $100,000 per year. Finn, “The West Wing's TiekPresident,” 118-119.
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Additionally, by the end of the 1990s, whEhe West Winwas being
developed for television, two issues converged.id. Popular and political culture
that made the series’ foreign policy focus on UR8ssian relations almost inevitable.
First, the cold war, “the dominant meta-issue ¢dnnational relations” for more than
forty years, was “rapidly fading into history, theagnitude of its impact on the lives
of hundreds of millions of people increasingly héoda new generation to
imagine.” Second, as | discussed in chapter 4, U.S. polikgnsaand pundits were
embroiled in a hotly-contested debate over whattweang in Russia, a country into
which the U.S. and its global partners had injetidtbns of dollars since 1991 in
the form of assistance packages designed to fdsteocratic institutions and a free-
market economy. On Capitol Hill, Democrats blameg&blicans, Republicans
blamed Democrats, and everyone blamed the Clirdamrastration, particularly
Vice President Al Gore, whose mid-decade bilateraétings with Russian Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin appeared to have antedrio very little in the face of
the August 1998 collapse of Russia’s economy,atginued sale of conventional
weaponry to Iran, and unremitting incursions byRussian military into Chechnya,
an Islamic republic approximately the size of Cartiveit on Russia’s southeast
border. Thus, given Sorkin’s concern for and aptlit incorporate intéVest Wing
episodes contemporary political events and issaleag with his access to
information provided by consultants Meyers, Peggphan (former senior advisor to
Ronald Reagan), and Marlin Fitzwater (press segrétadhe Reagan and George

H.W. Bush administrations), it comes as no surghsé¢ U.S.-Russian relations

22 Gregg,International Relations on Fil.
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constituted a significant portion of the series’rative, particularly in seasons two
and three, during whichihe West Wirig major foreign policy concerns paralleled the
historical shift from a concern for democracy-bunfgland economic transition in
Eastern Europe, which had dominated U.S. foreidieythroughout the late 1980s

and 1990s, to terrorism and Islamic fundamentaligftes 9/11.

Gendered Discursive Configurations

Despite its status as a “post-cold war” t&htte West Wing no way deviated in its
depiction of U.S.-Russian relations from the coll@ra narrative strategy that
assigned particular characters to stand in forerbuntries, groups, political
movements, or ideologies. A grand total of ten &asEuropean (i.e., former Soviet)
characters show up West Wingepisodes, all of whom function dramaturgically as
representatives of various Eastern European palligctions® Three are educated
and socially influential Belorussian men seeking dldvice of U.S. legal scholars in
drafting their county’s first post-Soviet constiart;?* one is a pro-capitalist
Ukrainian legislator who arrives intoxicated fos lpreviously-scheduled low-level
meeting at the White House and demands to speakiwatpresident. Arriving with
him is a Ukrainian woman, whom one of show’s protagts surmises is “either a

security attaché or a hookéer. The remaining five Eastern European characters are

#Given the oft-made discursive conflation in the Wes media of “Soviet” with “Russian” with
“Eastern European,” | have enlarged my analyticapg in this chapter from a particular focus on
Russia to a broader consideration of the portraf/&lastern European characters more generally.

24 “The Wake-Up Call,"The West WingdVD, directed by Laura Innes (February 9, 2008tt&nk,
CA: Warner Home Video, 2006).

% “The Lame Duck CongressThe West WingdVD, directed by Jeremy Kagen (November 8, 2000).
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Russian: First to appear is the Russian ambassadoz United States, played by
British actor Charlotte Cornwedf, followed by two men negotiating the details of an
upcoming U.S.-Russia summit on behalf of (fictigmewly-elected Russian
President Peter Chigorin (who, although a recurcimgracter, never appears
onscreen), and anti-Chigorin journalist Ludmillag€6’

As inextricably embedded in the televisual legaagthe cold war ashe
West Wingvas, the show was also certainly not immune tarttportance of gender
as a category of identity in contemporary U.S.urelt Despite its puzzling reputation
for its “depiction of strong women in powerful reléThe West Wingarticulates a
specific vision of [American] nationalism ordereg ¢pender roles and historically
rooted gender norm$®This was a common critique leveled against thesén
general and principle writer Sorkin specificalfand it is borne out in the gendered
narrativesThe West Wingses to tell its fictionalized story of U.S.-Russrelations.
Just as in Gerbner’s examination of cold war-enm@itime televisual texts, the ratio
of male to female Eastern European charactefaienWest Wings slightly more than
three to one: seven of the ten are men, and jtest fre women. Yet, it is the women,
rather than the men, who represent ideologies emapg that are, from the point of
view of the “real-life” United States governmeritetfictional Bartlet administration,
and U.S.-baseWest Wingriewers, essentially negative and in oppositiob 18.

foreign policy goals.

% Galileo.”
2" “Enemies Foreign and Domestidhe West WingdVD, directed by Alex Graves (May 1, 2002).
% parry-Giles and Parry-GileShe Prime-Time Presidencys.

2 See, for example, Levesque, “Aaron Sorkin’s Siiéomen Always Seem to Get Dumber.”
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In its frequent attention to U.S.-Russian relagidihe West Wingresented
fictionalized narratives often inspired by “redkli events and issues confronting the
two countries to both respond to and posit its tvaories about the direction of
Russia’s post-Soviet political evolution and thecass (or not) of U.S. policies in the
region. Consequently, just as U.S. legislators wereerned throughout the 1990s
with the possibility that latent but powerful congive forces in Russia and
throughout Eastern Europe could potentially toggaitical and economic reform
efforts thereThe West Wingpined that debate by manipulating U.S. cultuear$ of
and assumptions about femininity and masculinitgffer a brilliantly subtle
cautionary tale about U.S. Russia policy. “Will Rias” the tale asks, “finally become
a capitalist democracy that engages diplomatically economically with the global
West? Or will the reform processes of the 1990saltely be defeated by latent
conservatism?”

GivenThe West Wirig nationalist idealism, the latter is never really
possibility—at least not within the fictional unige of the Bartlet administration, but
cunning and argumentative female characters whesept feared retrograde
political perspectives are offered up in its fictized depiction of U.S.-Russian
relations as examples of the sorts of Russianswihitbm U.S. leaders would have to
contend should U.S.-led reform efforts in Easteunoge fail. These cantankerous
and blatantly anti-American female characters arisfpposition to their befuddled
male counterparts who, although overwhelmed bystliglen social and political
changes they have endured since 1989, are suppoftly.S. (and the Bartlet

administration’s) goals and objectives for Easteunope, including democratization,
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nuclear non-proliferation, and the development gkadoal free-market economy.
“Which would you rather have;The West Wingeems to be asking its audience
through its gendered assignation of particularitjgalto its Eastern European
characters, “a bewildered Russia in need of U.&lagice and support as it works
toward political and economic reform, or a Ruskat ts, like its antecedent the
Soviet Union, quarrelsome, antagonistic, and ddeitThe answer, of course, is
obvious: Confused white men working for change—e¥émey do not exactly
inspire confidence—are better than bad-temperetewimmen who, in their
duplicity and aggressiveness, represent and pupnactice the worst qualities (from

a U.S.-based perspective) of the Soviet system.

Vassily Konanov as Boris Yeltsin: “Our Kind of Cyaz

This foregone conclusion is apparent in an eartpisd-season episode featuring a
thinly-disguised fictionalized depiction of formRussian President Boris Yeltsin,
whose heavy drinking and resultant capriciousnesg the cause of much
consternation among U.S. President Bill Clintoriéffthroughout the 1990%.
Entitled “The Lame Duck Congress” for its centrattdis on President Bartlet’s
continuing disagreement with congressional RepahBaver ratification of the

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Tre#tihe episode aired for the first time on

% sStrobe TalbottThe Russia Hand: A Memoir of Presidential Diplom&sgw York: Random House,
2002).

31 The Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, whintskall nuclear explosions, was opened for
signature by the United Nations General Assemblgaptember 1996. Although the United States has
signed the treaty, as of May 2008 the U.S. Condradaot yet ratified it. The Russian Federatiosn ha
signed and ratified the treaty. UN rules requir€.Uatification of the treaty before the treaty take
affect. For more information, please see http://wetito.org.
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November 8, 2000—the day after election day inUhéed States—and was the first
of six West Wingepisodes to feature a plotline concerning Russiaos Eastern
Europe® Although | am well aware of the potential pitfailsat come with explicitly
assigning authorial intentionality, given writedator Sorkin’s and the cast’s (and,
consequently, the series’) ideological lean togbltical left, along with the “real-

life” U.S. political context within whiclThe West Wirng second season was readied
for and launched on primetime television in thé é&2000, one possible
interpretation of “The Lame Duck Congress” is aseasured response to the
critiques of Clinton’s Russia policy leveled by Goror George W. Bush of Texas
against Democratic nominee Vice President Al Gbreughout the notoriously
contentious 2000 presidential campaign. The episogiges that, although Eastern
European reformers are admittedly “crazy,” they“are kind of crazy”; therefore,

the United States should stay the course in EaBierope. This means not only the
maintenance of multi- and bilateral aid as outlimethe Freedom Support Act of
1992 and subsequent related legislation (whiclsdulised in detail in Chapter 3), but
also the continued support of political leaders wbmonstrate support for U.S. goals
and objectives—including, by November 2000, forfRessian President Boris

Yeltsin and his hand-picked successor, the thegreatiic Viadimir Putin.

U.S. ratification of the treaty was one of the topeign policy goals of the Clinton administratjon
but Republicans refused to move forward on it witdnges were made to the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty enabling the United Stateduild a national missile shield that would glar
against long-range attacks. Russia’s oppositianthS. missile shield made those changes unlikely.
Eric Schmitt, “Democrats Ready for Fight to Savetl®an Treaty,New York TimesAugust 30,

1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed Septerdp2007).

32|n order of original airdate, the six episodes &F@e Lame Duck Congress” (November 2000),
“Galileo” (November 2000), “Somebody’s Going to Engency, Somebody’s Going to Jail” (February
2001), “Enemies Foreign and Domestic” (May 200B)yitlence of Things Not Seen” (April 2003),
and “The Wake-Up Call” (February 2005).
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Sorkin’s skillful use of narrative in combinatienth the widespread media
coverage of particular “real-life” events enablddhé Lame Duck Congress” to
operate in November 2000 as a site of public peghagowhich the Clinton
administration’s attempts at political and econongiorm in Eastern Europe are
overtly validated. The episode’s secondary plotlitikzes Ukraine as a dennotative
stand-in for Russia, and the White House visintdxicated, irrational Ukrainian
parliamentarian Vassily Konanov is loosely based eltsin’s first visit to the United
States in 1989, just after he had won a seat i€tdmgress of People’s Deputies of
the U.S.S.R.. The official issue on that occasameported by George H.W. Bush
administration press secretary Marlin Fitzwater gwy 2000, was enjoying his
private sector career as a consultanTbha West Wingwas one of protocol: Should
U.S. President George H.W. Bush agree to meetYettsin, then a relatively low-
ranking and often vociferously oppositional memdiethe Soviet Union’s legislative
body, the White House would risk giving the impreasghat it was either retreating
from its official support of Soviet Premier Gorbaets reform policies or “trying to
provide a platform for dissent®

This is precisely the issue at stake in “The L&unek Congress,” and writer
Sorkin makes clear via several successive scemnysretghe episode that Konanov,
who has been invited to the White House to medt thié president’s advisors on the
Balkans, is, under no circumstances, to do anythirighat. In the episode’s first
scene, for example, White House Press SecretarfC&gdg makes this point crystal

clear to the press corps, and a bit later, afeedtily meeting of the senior staff in the

3 paulHendrickson, “Yeltsin’s Smashing Day; Boris’ BooBgar Hug for the CapitalistsThe
Washington PostSeptember 13, 1989, http://www.lexisnexis.corntéssed September 2, 2007).
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Oval Office, President Bartlet confirms with ChadfStaff Leo McGarry that
Konanov will not be taking any high-level meetingsponding in the affirmative,
Leo reminds the senior staff that “[i]f anybody paps to see Vassily Konanov in the
hallways, walk in the other direction.” The epissdearly moments thus set up very
clearly the fact that this as-yet-unseen Easterofgan politician, although welcome
at the White House, is not strategically impor@ambugh to the United States to merit
a meeting with even a member of the senior stf6favthom constitute the show’s
protagonists and are thus the characters with wast Wingaudiences most readily
identify.

A passing familiarity with Sorkin’s tendency towlahe comically ironic,
however, is enough for viewers to realize thatethact opposite of what is supposed
to happen is likely to occur. Konanov's imminent\al at the White House is
inauspiciously announced by Bartlet’s personal ,&ilearlie Young, who reports to
Deputy Chief of Staff Josh Lyman that, rather th#tending his meeting with the
president’s Balkan advisors as scheduled, Konamowt only “sitting in the car in
the driveway [and] refusing to get out unless he sj@eak to the president,” but he is
also reportedly drunk. Viewers also learn that agganying Konanov is a woman
whose identity is so ambiguous that she could theefa security attaché or a
hooker.” Within a matter of seconds, and in dingotation of Leo’s directive that the
senior staff “walk in the other direction,” Konanbecomes Josh’s problem, and the
stage is set in this humorous episode for the tabilty that the drunk and bellicose

Konanov, who spends his day at the White Housénggeilh a combination of Russian
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and very bad English at whomever is within earsidt,somehow get precisely what
he has asked for: A meeting with the president.

Just as his reputation for drunken irrationadity profligate behavior paves
the way for Konanov's arrival at the White HouséTihe Lame Duck Congress,”
Boris Yeltsin’s first visit to the United States18989 was “preceded by his reputation
as a hothead with a conspicuous bad habiv&ltsin’s manic schedule, rambling
loquacity, and all-night drinking earned him a teatspot in the “Style” section of
the Washington Postn which he was described as not only a “radegislator” and
“political maverick,” but also an “imbiber nonpat&?” This well-earned reputation
stuck with him throughout his post-Soviet politicalreer, and his prominent position
as Clinton’s chief partner in negotiating U.S.-Rasgelations throughout the 1990s
meant that his erratic behavior was often used.# pPopular and news media to
paint Russia—and Russian reformers—with a broadhsfu

Three issues in particular dominated news heasllwbeut Russia between
July 1999 and the premiere of “The Lame Duck Cosgjren November 2000. The
first, which | discussed briefly in chapter 4, itv@d a scandal in which high-ranking
Russian government officials were suspected ofdating billions of dollars in
International Monetary Fund loans through the Bahkew York. This revelation,
which implicated Yeltsin and several prominent tb&cked Russian politicians,

prompted a U.S. congressional investigation ineosiiccesses and failures of the

% Talbott, The Russia Han®1.
% Hendrickson, “Yeltsin’s Smashing Day.”
% For more on the relationship between Clinton aettsth and that relationship’s affect on U.S.-

Russian relations during the 1990s, see Talbbi, Russia Handand Goldgeier and McFawower
and Purpose
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Clinton administration’s Russia poli¢yHowever, although majority leader
Representative Dick Armey (R-Texas) called ClinsoRussia policy “the biggest
foreign policy failure since Vietnant®the anticipated campaign-season battle
between congressional Republicans and the ClintbiteAouse never materialized,
and U.S. Russia policy remained essentially intagith-assurances from Treasury
Secretary Lawrence H. Summers that specific safdguancluding audits of IMF
loans, would be implemented in the future to préveoney laundering’

The second issue dominating news headlines abhmsgi&was the generally
strained state of U.S.-Russian relations. Not erdg Russia still reeling from the
U.S.-led military intervention in Kosovo and, withthe material evidence of NATO
expansior’ but Russia’s unresolved military conflict with Gheya as well as its
unremitting consistency in refusing to agree to.4pi®posed amendments to the
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty were the sourmemuch consternation in

Washingtori* Clinton and Yeltsin reached a tenuous impasseeijing at the end of

37 Celestine Bohlen, “Secrecy by Kremlin Financiab@&zRaises EyebrowsNew York TimesJuly
30, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed &aper 2, 2007); “The Russian Money TraNléw
York TimesAugust 31, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (asmd September 2, 2007); and Eric
Schmitt and Raymond Bonner, “Hearings on Russianéydvioves are Likely to be PartisaiNew
York TimesSeptember 21, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.comtéssed September 2, 2007).

38 Eric Schmitt, “Treasury Chief Defends U.S. AidRassia, but Calls for Safeguardbsléw York
Times September 22, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.cortéssed September 2, 2007).

%9 Ibid.; Schmitt, “Democrats Ready for Fight to Sawest Ban Treaty”; and David E. Sanger, “Russia
Hotly Protests Audits Demanded by IMF for Loandgw York TimesSeptember 27, 1999,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed SeptembefQ7P

“9 John M. Broder, “Russian Premier Warns U.S. agdtote as PolicemanNew York TimesJuly

28, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed &aper 2, 2007) and James A. Baker, “Repairing
Relations with RussiaNew York Timeg-ebruary 5, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ @&zed
September 2, 2007). For information about why Ruspposed U.S. military intervention in Kosovo,
see Goldgeier and McFalpwer and Purposeand Talbott,The Russia Hand
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1999 over Clinton’s continued efforts to get Yeaitso first acknowledge and then
address the Russian military’s alleged human rigiaigtions in Chechnya. Having
at last heard enough of what he interpreted asaft&npts to meddle in the
sovereign affairs of Russia, Yeltsin is reportetidwe warned Clinton that Russia
remains a great power with “a full arsenal of nackveapons?? As a subsequent
New York Timesditorial put it,

President Boris Yeltsin of Russia is known for égasional bombast, some

of it playful, some angry, some merely erratic. Bien the man who

commands the largest nuclear stockpile in the wattides that arsenal after

he gives his vintage bear hug to President JianiZefChina, the scene is, at

best, unsettling®

The third major news issue was the ascendand¢etbdights of Russia’s
political establishment of former KGB officer Vladir Putin and, with it, the
frequency and seeming impulsiveness with whichs¥elappointed and then

disposed of prime ministefé The general tenor of this coverage focused on the

*L«Angry Yeltsin Reacts to Clinton CriticismNew York TimesDecember 10, 1999,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed SeptembefQ7P, Michael Wines, “Yeltsin Waves Saber at
West; His Premier Speaks SoftlyWew York TimeDecember 11, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/
(accessed September 2, 2007); Marc Lacey, “Cliktishes Putin Well and Brings Up Chechnya,”
New York TimedMarch 28, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (acEzs September 2, 2007); Jane
Perlez, “U.S., Welcoming Russian Approval of Nucléams Treaty, Says it Hopes for Further Cuts,”
New York TimesApril 15, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (acsed September 2, 2007); Patrick E.
Tyler, “Clinton and Putin Meet at Kremlin with Widsgenda,”"New York Timegslune 4, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed Septembef@7P and Marc Lacey, “Putin Bends Clinton’s
Ear Hoping to Halt Missile ShieldRew York Timesluly 22, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com/
(accessed September 2, 2007).

“2«Angry Yeltsin Reacts to Clinton Criticism.”

“3“Boris Yeltsin’s Outburst,New York TimeDecember 10, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/
(accessed September 2, 2007).

44 Celestine Bohlen, “Yeltsin Dismisses another PeeniGB Veteran is in,New York Times
August 10, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (aceesSeptember 2, 2007); Eric Schmitt, “Yeltsin
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normalcy of unpredictability when dealing with Y&it's Russia and reiterated a U.S.
State Department spokesperson’s assurances thaRUsSia policy, because it has
been focused not on personalities, but on Ruspa@itical and economic reform,
would be unaffected by the latest government shaki Moscow® This normalcy
of unpredictability, however, did not stop the samgorter from posing the question,
“Is Russian President Boris Yeltsin crazy?” Aftepkcitly referencing Yeltsin’s
recent “zombie-like public appearances [that] r@ioé fears about his state of mind,”
the article goes on to argue that, clinically spegkYeltsin is quite sane; however,
lurking behind this facade is a desire to maintaghhold on power for as long as he
possibly carf® Similarly, his surprise resignation (and concur@gspointment of
Putin as acting president) on December 31, 1999,dgacribed as “political theater,”
a “classic Yeltsin move—unpredictable but shrefd.”

Given Yeltsin’s prominence in negotiating U.S.-Bias relations throughout
the first post-Soviet decade, it is significanttttiee Russian president’s reputation in
the global West was forged predominantly througpresm of news clips” featuring

“embarrassing shots of him toppling over at offici@aremonies, frugging at a rock

Resigns: In Washington; Power Shift is Not Viewsdaar hreat to U.S. TiesNew York Times
January 1, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (acedsSeptember 2, 2007); and Alessandra
Stanley,“The World: Saying Goodbye; A Man Who Rad€ank Became the Man on Horseback,”
New York TimesJanuary 2, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (aseel September 2, 2007).

> Bohlen, “Yeltsin Dismisses another Premier.” Geligg and McFaul contend just the opposite, that
congenial U.S.-Russian relations during the 199@®weavily dependant upon personalities,
specifically those of Clinton and Yeltsin. Strobalfott also, although quite implicitly, makes aeas
for the reliance of U.S. Russia policy on the peatanvolvement of Clinton to temper Yeltsin's
penchant for theatrics. Additionally, Talbott pairid the successful working relationship betwee®. U.
Vice President Al Gore and Russian Prime Ministatdf Chernomyrdin during the Clinton-Yeltsin
years.

“6 Celestine Bohlen, “The World: A Russian Who's|9biaincing as Fast as He Cahléw York Times
August 15, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (accdsSeptember 2, 2007).

" Stanley, “The World: Saying Goodbye.”
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concert or recovering from heart surgery in a gorent dacha.” As the examples
provided above make clear, these and other simitalents were reported in U.S.
print media, where U.S. readers learned that “Rnsshave also seen [Yeltsin] act
out rituals that date back to the czars, shakisdihger at quaking local bureaucrats,
ordering them to raise wages that Moscow had ajreatiback.”® According to
news reports, it was not just when traveling abribadl Yeltsin’'s behavior and
decisions were erratic; he behaved irrationalllyahe in Russia, as well.
Consequently, it is hardly surprising that theravehing commonality
between the three dominant Russia-related issuesex by the news media between
July 1999 and November 2000 is a concern for Yfeigpenchant for capriciousness
that is both sardonic and sincere. While Yeltseristic behavior and heavy drinking
made for a good story and enabled an easy andtun&te discursive conflation of
Yeltsin, the Russian people’s international repnésteve, with actual Russians in
Russia, there was genuine concern in the mediaahg Washington insiders that
the Russian president’s eccentricities would becthese of some sort of worst case
diplomatic or military debacle involving Russia’sfty nuclear stockpile. With the
specter of the August 1998 collapse of Russia’si@aty lurking in the minds of U.S.
policymakers, these new issues, along with thdalsce in October 2000 that Russia
continued to sell conventional weaponry to Iraniolation of a 1995 deal between
Gore and Chernomyrdin, cohered as clear eviderateabcording to the most
informed pundits, Russia remained at the end ol 889s very much a threat to U.S.

national security—despite billions of dollars inSJbi- and multilateral aid. This

*® Ibid.
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assessment opened the door first for Republicaslégrs on Capitol Hill to question
Clinton’s Russia polic} and, later, provided Republican presidential n@main
George W. Bush solid ammunition during the contargi2000 U.S. presidential
election campaign with which to attack Gore, whase-decade work with
Chernomyrdin was a key part of that poliy.

It is possible, then, to read “The Lame Duck Cesgt asVest Wing
writer/creator Aaron Sorkin’s firm rejection of Regican-led critiques of Clinton’s
embattled Russia policy, particularly given thetgic incorporation into this
election-season episode’s plot of a “drop in” megthetween pro-Western Ukrainian
politician Vassily Konanov and U.S. President JoSartlet>® Konanov, as Yeltsin
did in 1989, does finally get his meeting with firesident. After shuffling Konanov
from office to office and still concerned aboutldimatic protocol, Deputy Chief of
Staff Josh Lyman appeals to his boss for help. tstdeding that all reformist
Konanov wants is to gain political capital withlretcontext of Ukrainian domestic

politics by being able to return home and say hieatnet with the U.S. president,

49 Schmitt, “Democrats Ready for Fight”; Schmitt, &Bsury Chief Defends US Aid to Russia”; and
Schmitt and Bonner, “Hearings on Russian Money Mdve

*R. W. Apple, Jr., “Bush Questions Aid to MoscowHalicy Talk,”New York TimesNovember 20,
1999, http://lwww.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed Septerdp2007); John M. Broder, “Bush Leads G.O.P.
Criticism of Gore over Russian Armd\lew York TimedOctober 14, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed March 17, 30B6b Davis, “Gore is Criticized for Russian
Arms Deal that Endorsed Sale of Submarine to Ireall Street JournalOctober 16, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed March 17, 2086d David E. Sanger, “The 2000 Campaign:
World Views, A Special Report; Rivals Differ on U.Bole in the World,” October 30, 2008ew

York Timeshttp://www.lexisnexis.com/ (accessed May 1, 2005)

*1 Unlike The West Wirlg fictional scenario, when Boris Yeltsin arrivedthe United States in 1989
for his “will-he-ever-sleep, take-America-by-stotaur,” he had not yet been invited to the White
House. When the invitation did finally come, it wWas a high-level meeting with National Security
Advisor Brent Scowcroft to which President GeorgévHBush would “drop by” for “no more than a
minute or two.” Afterwards, Press Secretary MaHitzwater reported that Bush ended up spending
about fifteen minutes speaking with Yeltsin. Henkson, “Yeltsin’'s Smashing Day.”
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Chief of Staff Leo McGarry instructs Josh to ordhate a “drop-in” in which
Konanov will meet with a low-level White House séafwhile President Bartlet, who
just happens to be walking by, will “drop in” aralk briefly to Konanov.

Although there is no formal record of what tramsgiin George H.W. Bush’s
“real-life” “drop in” meeting with Boris Yeltsin irl989, the fictionalized televisual
encounter o he West Wingetween a U.S. president and a pro-Western (ice. pr
democratic and pro-capitalist) Eastern Europeatitigiah offers one possible
scenario in which Konanov-as-Yeltsin asks, quilenbaand without theatrics, to
discuss commercial landing rights, the World Tr@aganization, and nuclear
compatibility, all of which signal his pro-Westergform agenda. That Konanov, who
spends his entire day at the White House shoutingelligibly at everyone sent to
placate him, saves his most rational moments fotld&aivesWest Wingriewers the
opportunity to consider the likely possibility thahat they have learned from the
news media over the course of the past decadeb@sveen 1989 and November
2000, when “The Lame Duck Congress” originally d)rabout Yeltsin’s drunken
irrationality, his garrulousness, and his frequaoiitical capriciousness may not, in
fact, be the whole story, that perhaps what onmplist termed Yeltsin’s “Mad
Czar” facade is a carefully crafted public perfonoa quite often intended to appease

his critics in Russia?

2 Bohlen, “The World: A Russian Who's Still Danciag Fast as He Can.” In his memdihe Russia
Hand Clinton’s chief Russia expert, Strobe Talbottisfration with Yeltsin’s public performance that
was so in contrast to his private persona is aufratjtopic, and, like several U.S.-based jourrglist

who reported on U.S.-Russian relations throughoeit1990s, Talbott concludes that Yeltsin's constant
political battles in Moscow forced him to walk arr@aw line between the concerns of (usually
conservative) Russian nationalists and his suppoittehe West.
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Precisely because it utilizes televisual technglimgpresent a fictionalized
depiction of what might have transpired betweenBarsd Yeltsin in 1989The West
Wingis able to offer its audience a chance to leaoutthe “real” Boris Yeltsin,
albeit through a double simulacra in which fictibMaltsin stand-in Vassily Konanov
is played by famous Russian actor Eugene (Yevdeazijrev>® There is widespread
agreement in “The Lame Duck Congress” that Konaadurazy,” and neither Chief
of Staff Leo McGarry nor President Bartlet disagregth that assessment. But Leo
does defend the Democratic Bartlet administrati@@stern European reform agenda
(which mirrors that of the Clinton administratioayguing that, although Konanov
(like Yeltsin) is undoubtedly certifiable, “he’s okind of crazy.” So, just as Clinton
stuck with reformist Yeltsin, Bartlet sticks witholkanov, because a “crazy” reformer
prone to drunken flamboyance is, from the perspedif U.S. policymakers,
significantly better than a communist/totalitardiatator.

This election-season episodeltfe West Winghe first of six in the series
that specifically address U.S. interests in Easkenope, offers the most explicit
endorsement by Sorkin of Clinton’s Russia policgupport of Democratic
presidential hopeful Al Gore, and of the refornaigenda of Yeltsin and his hand-
picked successor, Vladimir Putin. But it does sdlevieifying a conceptualization of
post-Soviet Eastern Europe and its white male neéos as fools in the

Shakespearean tradition who, through a combinati@unning and humor, “tickle,

>3 Renowned in the Russian Federation as the fitet &m play Stanley Kowalski in a Russian-
language production of American playwright Tennessélliams’ A Streetcar Named Desjr&evgeni
Lazarev has an extensive resume as both actoeantdr in Russia and, most recently, in the United
States, where, in addition to his work Bime West Winghe has been featured on primetime network
television inER, 24, andAlias. His many honors include the coveted title, Nadlofrtist of Russia.
“Yevgeni Lazarev,” http://www.imdb.com/name/ nm0Z38/ (accessed September 6, 2007).
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coax and cajole their supposed betters into tartspmething akin to it™* Sorkin

and co-writer Paul Redford recycle this dramatwalgstrategy in a third-season
episode entitled “Enemies Foreign and Domestic,itvloriginally aired on May 1,
2002, in which White House Deputy CommunicationseBtior Sam Seaborn is
charged with negotiating the logistics of an upaugri.S.-Russia summit with two
(white, male) officials from the Russian EmbassyMashington, DC. Although I will
return later to a more fulsome analysis of thisege, it is enough to know for the
moment that these two characters operate withiepieode’s narrative structure as
classic fools in the Shakespearean tradition: T¢macern for seemingly irrelevant
details (such as the presidents’ wardrobes ant i8efirst lady’s preference for
shrimp over herring), in combination with theirdtant inability to use or understand
colloquial English, operate concomitantly not oa/the primary source of humor in
this largely sombewest Wingnstallment, but also as the pivot on which the
episode’s narrative turns. In “The Lame Duck Cosgtend “Enemies Foreign and
Domestic,"The West Wingakes clear that the weighty responsibilitiesaitigal

and economic reform in Eastern Europe are in tinel$raf well-meaning, but largely
befuddled, elite white men, the result of whichniggihat Yeltsin's Russia, although
gendered masculine, is represented be West Wings a particular performance of
Eastern European masculinity that is pro-Westegs, jut potentially incompetent
and ineffectual—an understanding already ubiquitoud.S. popular and political

culture through media coverage of Yeltsin himself.

** Mark Edmundson, “Bookend: Playing the Fodgw York TimesApril 2, 2000,
http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9EBBDE143DF931A35757C0A9669C8B63&sec=
&spon=&pagewanted=all (accessed May 13, 2008),4ar.
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Cold War Hold-Outs

In keeping with and reflective of the contemporameoconcern among “real-life”
U.S. policymakers that powerful and increasinglpyar conservative forces within
Russia and throughout Eastern Europe could at leakdrmine, if not entirely derail,
reform projects in the region, the version of Rassnasculinity presented dime
West Wingalong with the fragile Eastern European reforocpss it both represents
and is responsible for, is continuously threatemgd/hat one character refers to as

55 most of whom never

the “cold war hold-outs, the ex-Soviets walkinguard,
actually appear as charactersTdre West WingBut through a televisual depiction of
just three of these anti-Western ideologues asi@lly intelligible female-bodied
characters whose physical appearance and overadat®r identify them demmes
fatalesin the classic Hollywood traditiol;he West Winwvarns its viewers that
protecting U.S. interests in Russia means contitli&d support for the reformers,
regardless of their unpredictability and includimgvly-elected Russian President
Vladimir Putin, whose pro-Western credentials wesgy much in question. The
representation of Eastern European womerhia West Wingsfemmes fatales
deviates little from what Glajar and Radulescu eadthave been the largely negative

representations of Eastern European women as ifajluslightly Oriental or exotic

temptresses with an edge of vampiristh.”

%5 “Enemies Foreign and Domestic.”

* Glajar and Radulescu, introductiontampirettes, Wretches and Amazdhs
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A familiar dramatic archetype “whose evil charaistics cause her to either
unconsciously bring destruction or consciously seslgeance,” theemme fatals
origins “are intimately related to the biblical Eaed the narrative of the Fall in the
book of Genesis.” Her “most striking characterisigcthat “she never really is what
she seems to b&™This destabilizing ambiguity operates as a fotinddrom which
(usually male) painters, playwrights, novelistinfnakers, and other creators of
popular culture have historically drawn their inggion for depicting the attendant
characteristics that have become variously synomgmath thefemme fatale
destructive curiosity, greed, temptation, sin, eamdpant sexuality. This archetype
functions dramaturgically as “an articulation ofife surrounding the loss of stability
and centrality of the self, the ‘I,” the ego.” Asesult, “she harbors a threat which is
not entirely legible, predictable, or manageablad sransforms “the threat of the
woman into a secret, something which must be agyely revealed, unmasked,
discovered.” It is this characteristic that makesfémme fataléfully compatible
with the epistemological drive of narrative, therheneutic structuration of the
classical text.> In other words, because of the disruption to skftity caused by
her inherent ambiguity and potential for erratiameability, thdemme fatalshares
the qualities of a literary or filmic narrative that the entity whose self-identity has
been disrupted is only able to reconstitute it bitigg to the end of the story, by

revealing the “truth” that lies beyond the surfacebiguity.

> Elizabeth K. MenonEvil by Design: The Creation and Marketing of thenfine Fatal¢Chicago:
University of lllinois Press, 2006), 4; and Mary BoaneFemmes Fatales: Feminism, Film Theory,
PsychoanalysigNew York: Routledge, 1991), 1.

8 Mary Ann DoanefFemmes Fataled-2.
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OnThe West Winghe ability of the show’s protagonists and, tlylothem,
its viewers, to get to the “truth” of U.S.-Russiatations is hindered by the puzzling
(and potentially duplicitous) ambiguity of threediern European woman characters
(one is Ukrainian, two are Russian) who, in th@irping degrees of bellicosity and
indignation as demonstrated via their interactiwith series protagonists, represent
the sorts of personalities with whom the United&tavould be forced to deal should
the men in charge of pro-Western political and ecoic reform efforts be ousted
from power. As | mentioned above, the first of gasnmes fatalesvhom one of the
senior staffers posits is either “a security atéacha hooker,” accompanies Ukrainian
legislator Vassily Konanov to the White House irh&lLame Duck Congress.”
Deputy Chief of Staff Josh Lyman makes this assesswf who and what this
woman is well befor&Vest Wingriewers have met her, and the discursive pairing o
these two seemingly incongruous professions cogijiarehis fictional colleagues and
the “real-life” viewing audience a gendered Russmaginary reliant upon cold war-
era assumptions about and Orientalist stereotyjpesmale KGB officers engaging in
sexpionages a means of accomplishing Soviet intelligenc@sgd Thus, before
meeting her, viewers already assume that this uaddfastern European woman
must be white, relatively young, probably beautianid dressed provocatively, the
result of which is that even if she does turn oubejusta security attaché, she
constitutes a titillating combination of exoticisand the potential for
(hetero)sexualized violence. When viewers do fingéit a glimpse of her, she fulfills

all their heteronormative fantasies—that is, ustié scorns Josh’s job title (i.e.,

%9 Sexpionageés the title of historian David Lewis’ 1976 book Soviet intelligence.
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DeputyChief of Staff) and rebukes him for using a “tomath which to address
Konanov, causing Josh to respond rather more imestaithan not, “Oh, how | miss
the cold war.”

What is most interesting about the operationabradf thefemme fatale
archetype in “The Lame Duck Congress,” thoughhad tvhile this woman’s “true”
identity is never explicitly revealed to eitherwiers or White House staffers (she is
never referred to by name and is listed in theagl@'s credits as “Russian Woman”),
Chief of Staff Leo McGarry reveals in a brief corsegion with the President’s
personal aide Charlie Young that he believes thatis most likely a security attaché,
which, of course, does not preclude the possittitiat she may also use sex as a tool

of her trade:

Charlie: The girl’s not bad looking.

Leo: Go to work.

Charlie: You think she knows how to kill me?
Leo: Yes.

Theability of this woman to kill Charlie reflects Soviet-e3aviet intelligence
technologies, but because Konanov is a post-Smfietmer, thepossibilitythat she
will do so is virtually non-existent—despite thetfghat her negative treatment of
Josh is just the tip of the iceberg in terms oftibstility and violence of which she is
capable if provoked. But Konanov remains in chahgeughout, thus making clear to
West Wingriewers the ability of post-Soviet Eastern Euraopezformers to quell the
potentially violent hostility of the more irratiolyaconservative tendencies of the
Soviet era, represented in this episode by the(betexualized female security

attaché.
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Another of the “cold war hold-outs” depicted ©he West Wingn November
29, 2000, just three weeks later, is the Russidmaasador to the United States, who
appears in another election-season episode ert@laideo” in which fictional U.S.
president Josiah Bartlet and Chief of Staff Leo Mo attempt to track down the
cause of a fire in a Russian oil refinery. Unlike innamed sex worker/security
attaché in “The Lame Duck Congress,” however, thesifan ambassador is the only
Eastern European character in “Galileo.” Wheredse"Tame Duck Congress” offers
a point-counterpoint morality tale in which the g@atial for conservative politics
accompanied by disruptive, (hetero)sexualized nic¢es contained as long as the
white, male, pro-Western reformers, as confuséti@smay be, remain in charge,
“Galileo” offers no such comfort to its viewers.ita depiction of the Russian
ambassador as (by U.S. cultural standards) a ctioneily beautiful, white,
heterosexual woman who is hostile and argumentatigepisode trafficks
problematically in a gendered imaginary that readee Russian Federation
ideologically “backward,” militarily ineffectual,red quite literally feminized via the
televisual portrayal of its ambassador by a fentaleied actor, Charlotte Cornwell.

Simultaneously, however, “Galileo” is also a petfexample of the constant
political tension manifest ohhe West Wingetween ardent American nationalism
and a critique of normative political culture amalipymaking inside the D.C.
Beltway. Although it does utilize tfemme fatal@rchetype to symbolize and warn
its U.S. viewers of the failures of select Russefiorm efforts, particularly in the
areas of nuclear non-proliferation and militarytmesturing, “Galileo” envisions a

new direction for U.S. Russia policy in the postgbperiod in which the United
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States admits its own complicity in the cold wad acknowledges the need to come
to terms with those mistakes in order to succelysiubrk with its former adversary
in the achievement of mutual geopolitical objeddive the twenty-first century.

With these two seemingly oppositional pedagogicajects at work within
one episode, | am intrigued by the discursive lin&sveen the fictional world created
in “Galileo” and the “real-life” politics of the ktorical moment in which the episode
first aired. | wonder what difference it makeshe tonceptualization of post-Soviet
Russia in U.S. popular and political culture tlwet;The West Winghe Russian
ambassador is a woman. What and how does suchesespation mean within the
context of U.S.-Russian relations, particularlyegivthat, in “real life,” a woman has
never served as Soviet/Russian ambassador to tkedUBtates, or vice versa? What
are the discourses in and around this episodendeassitated the part be written for a
woman? And how is that woman, whom viewers are @raged by the narrative to
accept unquestioningly as the Russian ambassdmorically situated withiThe
West Wints depiction of high-stakes international diplom®tween two former(?)
political and ideological adversaries?

Ubiquitous media coverage in the weeks immedigied¢geding the episode’s
November 29, 2000 premier of the controversial Pr8sidential election between
Gore and Bush notwithstanding, one likely readihtGalileo” is as a critique by
episode co-writers Kevin Falls and Aaron Sorkirthef U.S. response to the tragic
deaths of 118 Russian naval personnel on Satufdegyst 12, 2000, when the
Kursk, a five-year-old Russian nuclear submariaeksn the Barents Sea just north

of Murmansk. U.S. news coverage of the disasteaégree days later, when media
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outlets first learned of it through Russian soure@sl continued unabated until well
into October. Early coverage amounted to little enttvan daily progress reports, first
of delayed, then failed, Russian-led rescue missistormy Arctic waters, multiple
refusals, and then—finally, four days later—relut¢tacceptance by Moscow of
NATO offers of assistanc®.But once Western journalists were able to befiere
together the slivers of available information, mmfective coverage focused on the
Kursk as a powerful and effective metaphor. Whemeint into service in 1995,
Russia’s latest and greatest nuclear submarineagasrding to th&oston Globge
“proof, and a potent symbol, that Russia still Hasl military might to defend its
interests around the world.” But when it plummetiedhe bottom of the Barents Sea
on August 12, it became
[...] a symbol of something entirely different: of §&iia’s inability to keep its
nuclear Navy maintained and its crews trained,@&rttle dangers this implies
for the rest of the rusting fleet of ‘floating Chebyls’ that make up the bulk
of the country’s submarine foréé.
Thus, the Kursk, simply the most recent in a lorsgidny of Soviet and Russian naval
disasters, became a symbol of the weakened Rusdlitary-industrial complex as

well as the environmental and public health ristisqul by deteriorating and/or

60 Andrea Stone, “Subs in Peril in Russia’s Ragge#FIUSA TodayAugust 15, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed March 17, 2pD&hniel Williams, “Russian Sub Stranded on
Sea Bottom; Navy Chief Voices Little Hope for Mdrban 100 Aboard Nuclear-Powered Craft,”
Washington PostAugust 15, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (assgsMarch 17, 2005); Sabrina
Tavernise with Christopher Drew, “Sunken SubmaB8eads SOS as Russia Pushes Rescue Effort,”
New York TimesAugust 16, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (acssesMarch 17, 2005); and Patrick
E. Tyler, “Putin Meets with Grieving Families of 88 Crew, Promises Payments for Ten Years,”
New York TimesAugust 23, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (acsesMarch 17, 2005).

®1 David Filipov, “In This Navy, A Policy of NeglecAging Fleet Seen as Promising Disast&g5ton
Globg August 21, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (aseesMarch 17, 2005).
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mishandled Soviet-era nuclear weaponry. Accordingre interview with former
Soviet naval officer Aleksandr Nikitin, the “acciitgsketched] a pretty accurate
picture of the state of the nav§#’And San Francisco Timescience writer Carl T.
Hall warned that “a much wider-ranging disaster rhayunfolding with the slow
decay of the Soviet-era war machine.” Citing loaofs morale and a Russian military
budget crisis, he chronicles the myriad healthe@mdronmental problems that will
result should the radioactive materials from Soeigt subs and the “hundreds of
other old chunks of war apparatus that nobodylksntgnabout” leak into the ocean.
Hall's article calls attention to a potentially astrophic environmental and public
health hazard that, when the Kursk went down inus1@000, had been on the back
burner in various international policy arenas farethan a decad@.

Meanwhile, new Russian President Vladimir Putinpwlad been elected just six
months before in what he in his inaugural addressed Russia’s first legal and
peaceful transfer of powétwas being skewered in both Russian and English for

remaining on vacation in the Crimean resort towSoc¢h’i during the first days of

%2 Tevernise, “Sunken Submarine Sends SOS.” SeeChlgstopher Drew, “A Sad Record of
Submarine DisastersNew York TimesAugust 16, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (agsgsMarch
17, 2005); Andrew Kuchins, “Russia’s Insecurity Goex,” Washington PostAugust 21, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed March 17, 2086) Dave Montgomery, “Submarine Tragedy
Shows Diminished State of Russian Militarigbuston ChronicleAugust 31, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed March 17, 2005)

8 Carl T. Hall, “The Danger: Permanent Nuclear Nigate; Contamination Remains Soviets’ Deadly
Legacy,”San Francisco ChronicléAugust 18, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (aceesMarch 17,
2005); see also Margaret Coker, “Russian Navy'sapédot Just Threat to Readiness; Conditions Put
Other Countries, Citizens at Risktlanta Journal and Constitutigrugust 27, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed March 17, 2086) James Clay Moltz, “The Kursk Was in
Dangerous CompanyNew York TimesAugust 29, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (agsgsMarch
17, 2005).

8 “putin’s Inaugural AddressNew York TimesMay 8, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed
September 2, 2007).
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the crisis rather than making himself visible as lrader of a grieving natidiln a
rather surreal paradox U.S. media coverage of diheyg-on in the Arctic Circle
trumped even that of the Democratic National Cotivanwhich was held that year
in Los Angeles from August 14 through August 17céing to theNew York
Times by late afternoon on the third day of the Demticiidational Convention,
most of the major networks and all of the intemmetvs sites had drifted from the non-
events in Los Angeles to the drama unfolding inBlaeents Sea. Only ABC and the
cable news channels continued to cover the cormens their lead stofy.And
given the focus of the U.S. news media from Augusdt into the last weeks of
October on the Kursk tragedy as an all-too-reahgta of the tenuous grasp Russia
had on its own armed forces and nuclear arsenatls,dresidential candidates,
ironically, continued their dogged fixation on dastie issues in the last weeks of the
campaign, virtually ignoring anything related tolghl events or to the impact those
events would (or should) have on U.S. foreign polic

Not even the Kursk tragedy, with its weighty syrndra, could persuade
either candidate to break free of neo-realist agsioms about the U.S. “victory” in
the cold war. This triumphalist mindset was congpigsly manifest in both

candidates’ deft ability to talk superficially alidwow they would manage “nuclear

% Masha Gessen, “Comrade Putin, Taken at His Wote\ York TimesAugust 22, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed September @720The Kursk and the KremlinNew York
Times August 23, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (aseesMarch 17, 2005); and Patrick E. Tyler,
“Putin Proposes a System for International HelBulbmarine DisastersiNew York TimesSeptember
9, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed Mdrth2005).

% Rick Lyman, “The Democrats: On the Web — Politi8atfing; Low Drama Convention Stirs
Hunger for Punditry,New York TimesAugust 17, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (assgsMarch
17, 2005).

7 Sanger, “The 2000 Campaign: World Views, A SpeRiaport.”
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rivals” China and Russia, while touting the seertyimigcongruous virtues of
unilateral military intervention and internatiorc@operation as equally-valid ways of
spreading U.S.-style “democracy” and “freedothRemarkably, apocalyptic reports
of the environmental threat posed by the Kurskathér discarded and/or damaged
radioactive materials were not enough to rouse emsironmentalist Gore from his
post-Soviet stupor, and Bush'’s plan for U.S.-Russ#ations was recycled from the
Reagan-Bush, Sr. years, replete with graduatdsogetadministrations’ foreign
policy and national security teams, including Rdjmaln Vice-Presidential nominee,
Dick Cheney, and Soviet expert Condoleeza Riceethospect, the hope of John
Gray, a professor at the London School of Econontinzd “the loss of the Kursk
might stir some new thinking on western policy togvRussia” and force the United
States and its NATO allies to self-reflexively exaetheir own role in creating the
circumstances that have made post-Soviet Russiaitibavas too much to ask.
Where local/national politics failed to engage git@bal/transnational, though,
The West Wingicked up the slack. Already made aware of the wes& of Russia’s
economy’ its crumbling military-industrial complex, and tlreompetence of its
military personnel, initial reports in “Galileo” @ fire in a Russian oil refinery come
as no surprise td/est Wingviewers, nor does the eventual revelation, arrateloly
the fictional United States’ superior surveillaracel intelligence capabilities, that

Moscow has kept the truth of this incident fromrews own domestic media. So,

% For a fairly thorough analysis of each candidatersign policy approaches, see ibid.

% John Gray, “Comment & Analysis: Russia’s Fallfie Guardian (London)August 22, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed September @720

0«And It's Surely to Their Credit, The West WingDVD, directed by Christopher Misiano
(November 1, 2000; Burbank, CA: Warner Home Vidza04).
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armed with satellite photographs of a fire notmnod refinery, as the Russian media
originally reported and the Russian ambassadoirageg to claim, but in a
disintegrating nuclear missile silo, Leo summonstbeghe White House. The
structure of this short scene is fascinating in thia the ambassador rather than Leo
who initiates the (hetero)sexualized banter rightrf the start—and in complete
opposition to the professional, respectful demeavithr which Leo approaches hér.

Leo: (Walking into his office, smiling, right arm extestin preparation
for a handshake Madame Ambassador.

Nad’'ya: Leo.(Standing, she smiles as they shake hands. Clehey know
each other.)

Leo: Thank you for comingHe moves to the back of his desk and lays
down the file folders with which he entered thecefj

Nad'ya: You look handsome, Leo. /

Leo: (Not looking at her, shuffling through the pilestia desk in an
attempt to locate somethind@hank you. You look very nice
yourself. /(Cut to medium shot of Nad'ya.)

Nad’'ya: You get more handsome every ye&Cut to medium shot of Leo
behind his desk, mildly amused and most certaielyildered. /
Cut back to Nad'ya.And you're having your suits hand made
now. /

Leo: (Finally, she’s got his attention as, almost ink@iBef, he asks:)
Nad’ya, are you hitting on me? /

Nad'ya: (She answers with the skill and aplomb worthy cfe@soned
diplomat—which she isl)was sorry to hear about your divorce. /

" Taken from the official DVD recordings, all tramitions and stage directions are mine.
Interestingly, while “Galileo’s” ambassador was yided a surname, Kozlowski, in the episode’s
shooting script, onscreen she is only ever refeiwed the third person or by her first name. Tikis
significant in that conventional Russian sociahtieins necessitate the use of a patronymic, wirich,
its identification of the person'’s father, servesndicate respect in formal encounters. The pgtroo
of Grand Duchess Anastasia Romanova, for exangpNicholaevna because she is the daughter of
Nicholas. Nad'ya has no patronymic, which indicates script writers Falls and Sorkin were either
unaware of the importance of this integral componeiRussian names, and/or their intention was to
construct a dramaturgical scenario in which thesRusambassador is rhetorically demoted by the
familiarity with which President Bartlet and hisi€hof Staff address her. She is, by the way, thlg o
ambassador depicted dhe West Wingp be so informally addressed. Production inforamat
concerning “Galileo” can be found at http://www.weimgepguide.com/S2/Episodes/31_
GALILEO.html (accessed March 18, 2005).

In an attempt to translate into text that whichegop visually onscreen, a backslash (/) signaig a ¢
to a different frame or camera angle.
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Leo then puts an abrupt stop to the frivolity, stisig that they turn to the issue at
hand:

Leo: (Holding the blue file folder for which he was laa, he emerges
from behind his desk and walks toward her, statt matter-of-
fact certainty:)You have a fire in a missile silo. /

Nad'ya: (Responding with equal resolvét.)s an oil refinery. /

And they revert to the diplomatic version (alb&tibnalized) of the cold war-era
game of cat-and-mouse, which dominates the remaofdhis scené?

Leo: (Losing his patience and holding up the blue fillelér in his right
hand, Leo approaches Nad'yahese are keyhole satellite
photographs. (Cut to close-up of Nad'yaV/ould you point,
please, (Cut to close-up of Leotd the oil refinery in these
pictures? [(Cut back to Nad’ya.)

Nad'ya: I'm notin a position to comment on mattefsiational security. /
(Cut back to Leo, who tosses the folder on theeedtble.)

Leo: Okay. Can you please tell me how an oil refirexplosion would
affect national security?(Cut back to Nad'ya.)

Nad'ya: This is really a matter to be taken up vifitl foreign minister.

Leo: I’'m taking it up with the Russian Ambassadwothie United States.
/ (Cut to close-up of Leol} your country ready to deny that there
was an explosion at Siko Silo 14D? /

With no response from the ambassador, Leo finaltg pis cards on the table as the
camera slowly closes in on Nad'ya and then cutsparallel close-up of Leo:

Leo: We know how to deal with these kinds of emrearges. / We have
guys who train for it all the time. Ask us for help

End of scene.

"2 News coverage of the Kursk often referred to gfaime, frequently practiced in the Arctic Circle
between Soviet and American naval vessels duriagotd war, intended to test the enemy’s military
strategies and capabilities. According to U.S.liigeence sources, the Kursk was engaged in similar
activities when its hull exploded on August 12, @08ason Burke, lan Traynor and Amelia
Gentleman, “Focus: Russia’s Naval CatastropfdServer(London), August 20, 2000,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed March 17, 2005)
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The idea that national identity is often (and ppghaven primarily) defined in
relation to that which it (presumably) is not hdsrag intellectual genealogy,
although, as | discussed at length in chapterHglacs have just recently begun
considering this notion in terms of gender andtbeodimensions of difference. In
the above scene, Leo, bearing the unassuming giloof ¥he U.S. (while stern and,
arguably, a bit paternalistic, he is professiomal eespectful), is made vulnerable by
the unsolicited and obviously unexpected sexuaaades of a woman whose
features, although beautiful by U.S. cultural seedd, are strikingly similar to the
wicked queen Malificent in Walt Disney’s animateafureSleeping Beaut{1959).
This likeness is particularly intriguing given tfeminist scholarship on Disney that
points to the continued portrayal of its femaldawis as either grotesquely
overweight or, likeThe West Wirlg Nad'ya, tall, thin and angular, always possessed
of a potentially dangerous sexuality, and almostgb post-menopausal.

The destabilizing effect that Nad’ya’s arrival lasthe narrative is signaled
by the opening shot of this scene, which takeseplstore Leo arrives. The camera
frames the doorway to Leo’s office and slowly mowe® focus on a rather terse
encounter already in progress between Margaretslassistant, and the ambassador.
To fully understand how and why this scene makegmng, it is crucial to keep in
mind thatWest Wincqaudiences already know and like Margaret. Althoagh
supporting character, the easy relationship sh@ysnyith Leo is a frequent source of

humor, and audiences trust her because Leo trastdlargaret, standing, is in full

73 Jill Birnie Henke, Dianne Zimmerman Umble, and blad. Smith, “Construction of the Female
Self: Feminist Readings of the Disney Heroin&6men’s Studies in Communicatid®, no. 2 (1996):
229-41.
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view, while the ambassador is sitting, her bacthocamera. The viewer is able to
see only the back of her head and hear her brusgeeword responses to Margaret,
who wants simply to offer her refreshment or aasis¢ while she awaits Leo’s
imminent arrival. While this is going on, thougimdsthe camera continues to
approach from behind the ambassador’s right shoukted’ya holds up her left hand
and uses the digits of her right hand to examieentkatly trimmed fingernails on her
left. When considered in combination with what &oav the camera frame the
viewer’s witnessing of the ambassador’s disintereargaret’s kindness, this
feline-esque action signals the potential dangéhisfmysterious newcomer, made
unambiguous by the implicit connection in this sceetween the ambassador’s
sexualized Otherness and what the viewer alreadw&iis a radioactive fire burning
out of control in Russia’s Oblast’ region. It i®al that Nad'ya is attempting to use
her sexuality to delay as long as possible theitalele conversation for which she
knows she has been called to the office of the ®MHause Chief of Staffn The
West Wints masculinist, heterosexist world of geopolitisgd’ya will use any
strategy necessary to keep Leo off balance, thdestwng the United States and its
NATO allies vulnerable to whatever consequencesdo@sult from a failing Soviet-
era military infrastructure. In this scenario, tharwoman’s sexuality, characterized
by secrecy and duplicity and made explicitly eqlémato Russian national identity,
is a blatant threat to U.S. national security.

In retaliation, President Bartlet, wielding thd foatriarchal, heterosexualized
power of the United States and its military mightns the tide. The camera pans

from the left to focus on Leo and Nad’ya in the stidf a rather heated discussion.
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Nad'ya’s back is to the door, rendering her vulbéran that she is unable to see

anyone who may enter the room behind her. Dedpgeghe is in complete control

of the conversation:

Nad'ya:
Leo:
Nad'ya:
Leo:

Nad'ya:
Leo:
Nad'ya:

Leo:

Nad'’ya:

Leo:
Nad'ya:

Any inspection team willaveto include neutral representatives.
Who do you want?

The Finns. /

I'll take it to the State Department, but tlieynot gonna want to
accept limits on the inspection team. /

No one enters our country without appro¥Xal.

They’'ll agree to notification, but not apprava

And I'm going to insist on notificaticemd approval.’ In addition,
results from the inspection will remain in the coyra-/

Nad'ya!

Leo.” Soil samples,(Unbeknownst to her, Bartlet appears in the
doorway behind her right shouldecarbon residue, photographs
and photographic negatives'— /

Listen—(He notices Bartlet.)

All that must / remain under Russian conti®artlet slams the
door.)

They stand: Leo first,then Nad’ya, who is slightly rattled, although wgui

Bartlet:

Nad'ya:
Bartlet:

Leo:

adept at hiding it/)

Your paranoia was a lot sexier back when guys were
Communist, Nad'ya. /

Mr. Presiden{Wholly without conviction.How good to see you. /
From where do you get the nerve to try diatate terms on this?’
Are you insane?(Close-up on Nad'ya, Leo behind her(Cut
back to close-up of BartletYjour missile regiment is in a
horrifying state of disrepair. Your best-traineceogtors have left
or died. /(Close-up on Nad’ya, who swallows almost
imperceptibly.) The ones you've got aren’t paid very much—
when they’re paid at all.” They don’t have enoughrain with.’
Your ICBMs are well beyond their warrantee liféBartlet begins
moving toward her.)Not seven weeks ago,” you mistook a
Norwegian weather rocket for a submarine-launchederit

missile’ (He stops, standing face to face with héfdause the
cross-tack information never made it to the Rus€iBIC system.’

/ (Cut to close-up of Leol)eo, at the time the SS-19 exploded,’ / it
was being drained of its liquid hydrogen’ in areaipt by
deserting soldiers tdinterrupting himself, he turns to address
Leo.)— wait for it. /

Steal the warhead? /
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Bartlet:  Steal the warhead(Close-up on Nad’ya/)When were you gonna
tell us abouthat?’ Do you realize how dangerous that— /

Nad’'ya: Mr. President, you shouldn’t be concerndith whe welfare of the
Russian people. /

Bartlet:  Well, | am concerned with the welfare loé Russian people, but
that’s not what they pay me for.” / You guys fadleep at the
switch in Minsk, /(Cut to Leo.)and I've got a whole hemisphere
hiding under the bed.’ / How do you not tell usstls going on?’
How do you not ask us for help? /

Nad'ya: We’'ll not need help finding the leadergtod black market
network— /

Bartlet:  Yeah, thanks.” We're sending in NATO insfes. /

Nad’'ya: Leo and | were just discussing the terms.

Leo: The terms are / we're sending in NATO inspegtor he’s taking a
walk to the press room. /

Bartlet:  Get your foreign minister on the phongBéartlet walks to the
door.) | really don’t know from where you guys get theves /

Nad'ya: (She turns sharply to look at BartleEjom a long, hard winter.
Mr. President.

End of scene.

Viewers are implicitly drawn into the above corsadron as allies of Leo,
President Bartlet, and the United States by theeca subtle inclusion of the open
door behind Nad'ya at the beginning of the sceimés 16 the door through which
viewers first enter Leo’s office in this episodedahrough which they first encounter
a stranger whom they assume is the Russian amloassdubse arrival at the White
House has been much-anticipated throughout thedgpidn that opening shot, which
reveals Margaret’s rebuffed attempts to make thieaesador comfortable, the viewer
is positioned as an invisible eavesdropper asdheeca slowly—and cautiously—
approaches from behind the stranger’s right shouédeost as if stalking the as-yet-
unidentified woman sitting in the chair. But in theene described above, rather than
actuallybeingthat which is not seen, the camera flips the visisibjectivity,

allowing them to see (with their ally Leo) what Ngalcannot. By making so
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prominent the potential for someone to approackeembehind her, Nad’'ya’'s
position in the scene is weakened, because theraaanables viewers’ realization of
the potential for someone to sneak in behind herth@ghave already done.
Consequently, the arrival of President Bartlet tigfothat very door and
unbeknownst to Nad'ya as she argues with Leo isuaigirising. Nor is it surprising
that, wielding the masculinist and heterosexisttary might of the United States, he
is able to save the day and force a diplomaticluéisn to the issue by revealing to
Leo that, in addition to lying about the locatidrtlwe fire, the Russian government
also neglected to reveal that it was caused byithi@ing of liquid hydrogen from an
active nuclear warhead.

While Bartlet’'s obdurate tactics here are, argyaibt unusual in the
fictionalized universe of diplomatic and internai@ relations ol he West Wing
they take on a disturbing, (hetero)sexualized,tanehtening timbre considering the
highly gendered role each participant assumeserstene. Most obvious is the
specific dramaturgical function of each charactghw the episode’s narrative
structure. In offering U.S.-led NATO assistancgtell the radioactive blaze in the
missile silo, Leo epitomizes the benevolence ofulte. and its western allies, but
viewers know he is being deceived, even potentsgiyuced, by Russia, a titillating
and treacherougmme fatalevhose retrograde cold war-era duplicity and antégo
threatens the health and security of the entirbajloommunity. Nad’ya’s potent and
transgressive sexuality serves as a metaphorddatt that Russia, via the sinking of
the Kursk and “Galileo’s” fictional explosion ofrauclear warhead, is leaking

radioactive waste that cannot be contained. PrnesBiartlet, who intervenes in
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negotiations between Leo and Nad’'ya only afterdaeris the real cause of the fire,
signifies the stellar investigative and intelligereapabilities of the “real-life” United
States, which enable the episode’s protagonistsvaitid them,West Wingriewers, to
get to the “truth” of what is going on in Russiasgite the obstacles erected by the
wily Russian ambassador.

Additionally, Nad'ya is physically trapped betweeso and Bartlet, who is,
very literally, blocking all of her potential es@mputes. Thus, in “Galileo,” Russia is
physically caught between the proverbial rock amém place, and the Leo-Nad'ya-
Bartlet triangle explicitly signifies the principtdiemes that constituted U.S. news
media coverage of the Kursk tragedy earlier that:ye

1. The threat of nuclear proliferation, particuladetillegal traffic in nuclear
technology, and the potential consequences of @mviental
contamination as a result of Russia’s disinteggatiilitary-industrial
complex, including poorly trained and underpaidspenel, old
technology, and a lack of financial resources.

2. An attitude perceived as arrogance because Putknsto long to ask for
NATO assistancé’

3. The continued deception by the Russian governmemelb-meaning
Western officials as well as foreign and Russiadiméand, by extension,
innocent civilians in Russia and around the wond)ich signaled a return
to, or perhaps a continuance of, cold war-eradsctvhichThe West

Wings Chief of Staff terms in “Galileo” a “cold war meality.”

" See especially Thomas L. Friedman, “Foreign Affak Russian DinosaurRew York Times
September 5, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (asedSeptember 2, 2005).
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This last issue, the “real-life” unwillingnesstbke Russian government to tell
the truth about the Kursk, is what necessitatesnitiasion of aemme fatal@vithin
the narrative structure of “Galileo.” Nad'ya’s awis inThe West Wirg fictional
universe mirror exactly those of the Russian govemt in dealing with the “real-
life” sinking of the Kursk. Ostensibly unwilling tadmit to the incompetence of its
naval personnel and the poor condition of its suibmedleet, the Russian navy
initially reported and continued to posit durin@ tihvestigation of the Kursk
wreckage that the explosion that downed Russiaisesenuclear submarine was the
result of a collision with another vessel, possentyabandoned World War ll-era
underwater mine. But, just as in “Galileo,” U.Stelligence accounts differed from
the Russian assessment, and investigators ledraeddt only was the explosion
caused by the submarine’s own torpedoes, thuslsigreaproblem with either the
weaponry or the crew or both, but that the Kursly metually have been testing a
new type of torped& Similarly, in “Galileo,” the fire is initially reprted to be in an
oil refinery, and Nad'ya, the fictional Russian govment’s official representative,
insists that this is so—regardless of U.S. evideéadhe contrary. Additionally, she
neglects to mention to Leo the fact that the fieswaused by the draining of liquid
hydrogen in an attempt by deserting Russian saldesteal a nuclear warhead. This
information, which Nad'ya (as Russia) ostensiblgp®from Leo (as the United

States), reifies precisely whétest Wingriewers have learned about what one

'S patrick E. Tyler, “Russia Calls for Help from West Hope for Sub Survivors FadeNgw York
Times August 17, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (assesMarch 17, 2005); Patrick E. Tyler, with
Steven Lee Meyers, “Russian Admiral Acknowledgepl&sion Inside Sub,New York TimesAugust
19, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed Mdrth2005); Patrick E. Tyler, “Russians Blame
Cuts in Budget for Sub Fiascd{ew York TimesAugust 22, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com
(accessed March 17, 2005); and Patrick E. Tyleas&ans Point to a Collision in Sub Sinkinhléw
York TimesAugust 18, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (acsesMarch 17, 2005).
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character terms the “troubling state of the Rusgiditary.” Nad'ya’s obstinacy and
hostility toward Leo’s offers of assistance in dungj the fire mirror that of the
Russian government in the early days of the Kurss; when Russian president
Vladimir Putin repeatedly refused NATO offers o$igsance. The narrative structure
of “Galileo,” then, follows precisely that of the & news media’s coverage of the
Kursk tragedy, replete with duplicitous and inflebe (i.e., ex-Soviet) government
officials, all of whom are collapsed in “Galileaito onefemme fatalevhose
existence signals to viewers that the protagomigtde engaged during the episode
in a project of discovery that requires learning ttiuth” about what is going on in
Russia. Nad’ya thus becomes a dramaturgical negaésdicating that whais is not

in any way what it seems to be.

As | mentioned briefly above, though, “Galileo’eses to engage in two
simultaneous and apparently contradictory pedagbgiojects. The first is to warn
U.S. viewers of the potential dangers Russia caesirto pose to U.S. national
security as a result of its aging weaponry, unsttitnd underpaid personnel, and the
threat of nuclear proliferation via accidents (saslthe Kursk and Chernobyl) and/or
the intentional pilfering of nuclear technology dgserting soldiers. As | have
demonstrated, this lesson is proffered using ageadimaginary in which Russia is
afemme fatalen the classic Hollywood tradition. Thus, it woudé fairly easy to
make the case that “Galileo” is not only anti-Raadbut also profoundly Orientalist
and sexist in its assignation of qualities beloggma highly stylized and
heterosexualized feminine performance to the dgtokthe Russian Federation as it

is conceptualized in U.S. popular and politicakard.
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But despite writer/creator Aaron Sorkin’s penchantbeating the drum of
American nationalismlhe West Wings a text tends toward the center-left of the
U.S. political spectrum. Consequently, fictionaBUPresident Bartlet imagines a
very different transnational encounter between &nd Nad'ya, one in which she
would permit NATO cooperation with the Russian tatly:

In the Oval Office. Wide shot of the room as Bartieves toward the
front of his desk. Leo follows.

Bartlet:  Did they think we weren’t gonna see itpRe

Leo: (Resigned.)t's a cold war mentality.
Bartlet:  If they ask, we could help.
Leo: | wouldn’t wait for the phone to ring.

Bartlet:  Yeah. (Reverse angle as Bartlet turns to lean his rigtié s
against the front of the desk. The back of Lectskler and
head are in the right corner of the shotgah. Galileo Galilei.
He sat in a cathedral in Pisa.” He watched a langpended
from the ceiling as it oscillated back and forth(The
camera’s focus is Leo; Barlet’s right shouldernsthe left
corner of the shotle used his pulse to keep time and
discovered that the period of oscillation was irefegent’ of
the size of the arc.(Close-up of Bartlet.And a few years
later, he contradicted the theory that a heavidybfalls faster
than a lighter one.” Which took some guts back@@9when
you consider’ that the theory he was contradictiag
Aristotle’s./

By making Bartlet's benevolent desire to assistdrRudespite its “cold war
mentality” (of which Leo accuses only Russia whibesolving the U.S. of the same
haunting) discursively analogous with Galileo’sesgteenth-century revolutionary
astronomical theories, this episode problematia&igforces the notion that the
alleged end of the cold war has ushered in amendnich Russia and the United
States, along with their allies, can work togetiodouild a global democratic peace.

But it is no accident that it is Nad'ya-as-Russtzovabruptly forecloses the
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cooperation Bartlet envisions by conjuring the dngtof “a long, cold winter” left
unresolved?® Thus, their conversation ends where it shouldtijdiegin, with a
ghost.

“Galileo” was very much a part of the (admittetilgited) post-Kursk critique
of U.S./Western complicity in Russia’s economiclitaiy, and political morass at the
end of the 1990s, of which the Kursk and its 1 8wnen were the most recent
casualties. Although pundits generally agreed fhegsian leaders should certainly be
held accountable for the loss of the Kursk andnésv, they insisted that U.S. foreign
policy objectives throughout the 1990s, includingTD expansion into Eastern
Europe and the (at that time) on-going conversatidhe U.S. about creating a
national missile defense system in violation of 18&2 U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty, caused Russia’s increasing distofighe U.S. and its allies.
Consequently, with its national security at stdke,Russian Federation pumped
money it did not have into its military establishrhentil, according to two analysts
from the Brookings Institute, the United States fradre to fear from Russia’s
weakness than from its strengt.British political philosopher John Gray,

expanding his analysis beyond Russia’s military @o@homic woes to incorporate a

® Nad'ya’s retort about “a long, cold winter” cowddsily be interpreted as a general reference to the
cold war; however, it is possible that Nad'ya mégoae reminding Bartlet of the sacrifices made by
the Soviet Union on the Eastern Front during Waldr 11 (which is known in Russia as the Great
Patriotic or Great Fatherland War), particularlyidg the sieges of Leningrad and Stalingrad by the
German army during which more than one millionl@wis in Leningrad alone died of starvation,
stress, and/or exposure. Because the Soviet Unilda&ern allies delayed opening the Western front,
the lesson for the Soviet Union was that it couwdtlgount on anyone’s support or assistance. For
detailed information, see David M. GlanThe Battle for Leningrad, 1941-1944awrence:

University of Kansas Press, 2002); and John BaabdrAndrei Dzeniskevich, ed.ife and Deathin
Besieged_eningrad,1941-44(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).

" Clifford Gaddy and Michael O’Hanlon, “The Russi@nbmarine Disaster3an Diego Union-
Tribung August 27, 2000, http://www.lexisnexis.com (asmesMarch 17, 2005).
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concern for the country’s humanitarian and demdgragrises, called on Western
governments to self-reflexively accept partial mspbility for “Russia’s desperate
plight” and to rethink their approach toward Rugéi¢Galileo” may well have been
Sorkin’s contribution to this way of thinking abadutS. Russia policy.

Interestingly, Nad'ya is the diminutive form ofNezhda, a woman’s name
meaninghopein Russian. Given its ubiquity in English-languatygcourse about the
Soviet Union and Russia (made especially promibgrihe famous Nadezhdas,
Krupskaya and Mandelshtaf), it is possible that Sorkin’s use of it in “Galil” is
merely an accident. On the other hand, keepingimdnis political leanings to the
left and the episode’s advocacy of the potentiattlaboration between the U.S.
and Russia, it is feasible to think about the naitée fictional Russian ambassador
as Sorkin’s own one-word foreign policy directitemay also be feasible to
conceptualize this episode, the highly problematicnan-as-nation trope
notwithstanding, as a theoretical treatise on thjeatives of post-Soviet U.S. Russia
policy. Because it is Nad'ya who forecloses thesgmbty of further negotiation in
the face of what she interprets as the hubris oéAcan triumphalism, she is the
agent of change within the episode’s narrativecttine; it is she who shifts from
villain to potential hero by being the only onetloé Leo-Nad’'ya-Bartlet trio to get

past the empty rhetoric of cold war-era cat-and-$ealiplomacy—even as she never

8 Gray, “Comment & Analysis: Russia’s Fall.”

" Educational theorist Nadezhda Krupskaya was Leniife, and Soviet dissident Nadezhda
Mandelshtam, a gifted and successful writer indven right, is best remembered for her commitment
to preserving and publishing the works of her hash®sip Mandelshtam, which were banned in the
Soviet Union. For more information, see Robert H:Néal,Bride of the Revolution: Krupskaya and
Lenin (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1972idaNadezhda Mandelstaidppe against
Hope: A MemoiNew York: Atheneum, 1970).

269



once yields any ground by confirming the accuracy .&. intelligence data. Instead,
she tosses the unresolved problem of the “longl witer” back at President Bartlet,

which forces him and Leo to rethink how the Uniftdtes approaches Russia.

Peter Chigorin as Vladimir Putin: Bartlet's Last 8&eHope

Co-writers Paul Redford and Aaron Sorkin incorpesimilar plot twist into a third
season (and post-9/11) episode entitled “Enemiesigioand Domestic” in which
only the willingness and ability of recently-eledtRussian president Peter Chigorin
to creatively expand the parameters of U.S.-Rugs@ations manages to save a
planned U.S.-Russia summit endangered by the aotiboold war-era Russian
military and diplomatic leaders. Viewers first lrabout Chigorin in the episode’s
opening scene when one White House senior staffetras another’s claim that the
Russians have “finally elect[ed] a reformer” byoréing rather sarcastically, “twenty
years in the KGB and an election that would makehany Hall look like the
League of Women Voters?”

The obvious surface similarities between the lapgres of the fictional
Chigorin and the “real-life” Putin immediately enath\West Wingriewers to locate
this episode within the context of contemporanéoel-life” U.S. concerns about
Russia’s allegiances in the Bush administratioe\w fwar on terror.” Russia’s
geographical expanse and complicated culturaldg=ihave long been the cause of
great angst and uncertainty as Russian intellectrad world leaders alike have for
centuries debated whether Russia’s natural all@heeavith the global East or West,

and, in the wake of Putin’s unprecedented rhetbsigpport for the United States

270



after 9/11%° this debate became significantly more nuanced est&th fears about a
nationalist conservative backlash in Russia grev#. dews coverage of Russia’s
response to the events of September 11 cited Russanomic interests and the
challenge to political cohesion within the courdis/the main reasons that the United
States should remain wary of any sort of U.S.-Rarsalliance in the “war on terror.”
Most obviously, should Putin ally Russia’s fortundggh the United States- and
NATO, crucial Russian defense contracts as wallsdsng-term diplomatic
relationships with “axis of evil” members Iran, Noiorea, and Iratj would be in
serious jeopardy, thus signaling the magnitudeuwssi’s foreign policy decisions
after 9/11%% According to one journalist, the events of that tiffectively pushed

Mr. Putin into choosing between a Russia alliechwid one, and a Russia bound to
the West,” and it was widely believed among Wesgamdits at the time that he
chose the latter. But Putin’s alliance with the Wiegyeneral and the Bush
administration in particular won him few friendshetme in Russia, where he was not

only “perilously far ahead of public opinion in ldampaign to bind Russia to the

8 Suzanne Daley, “After the Attacks: The AlliancejsRia Condemns Attack on U.S. and Vows to
Aid NATO Nations,”"New York TimesSeptember 14, 2001, http://www.lexisnexis.contéased
September 2, 2005).

8L U.S. President George W. Bush's first use of énmt“axis of evil” to describe these three coustrie
occurred during his State of the Union addressiudry 2002. Despite its close diplomatic and
economic relationship with these three declarednse® of the United States, Russia’s response to
Bush'’s rhetoric was, according to oM@scow Timeseporter, “muted.” Robin Munro, “Russia All But
Mum on Bush’s ‘Axis of Evil,” Moscow TimesFebruary 1, 2002, http://www.lexisnexis.com
(accessed September 2, 2005).

8 Michael Wines, “After the Attacks: In Moscow; RisJ akes Stand against Terrorism, but the
Stance Wavers QuicklyNew York TimesSeptember 16, 2001, http://www.lexisnexis.contéased
September 2, 2005); Michael Wines, “A Nation Chadled: Moscow; To Free the Way for the U.S.,
or Not? Either Way, a Fateful Choice for Russigw York TimgsSeptember 21, 2001,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed September @5g&nd James Brooke, “North Korea’s Other
Axis: With Moscow,”New York TimesMarch 24, 2002, http://www.lexisnexis.com (acegss
September 2, 2005).
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Atlantic alliance of democracie§>but also out of step with the opinions of “the

84 \What was

military and political elites on whom his power fharest[ed].
interpreted by some in Russia as Putin’s post-8&fitulation to the United States on
NATO expansion, the presence of U.S. troops irfdhmer Soviet republics of
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, and the unilateral WwBhdrawal from the 1972 U.S.-
Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty roused the wé powerful political factions, and
Western pundits wondered if Putin, whose pro-Westeedentials had been very
much in doubt since Yeltsin catapulted him to poimdate 1999 would be able to
sustain the support he offered to the United States

When it aired on May 1, 2002, “Enemies Foreign Boothestic” joined this
cacophony. Asking, “Whose side is Russia—and Putealy on?,” the episode
complicated this question before answering it bydestrating the tug-of-war
between multiple political factions in post-Sovaissia, all of whom could
potentially be the “foreign enemies” of the epissdgle, rather than presenting that
country as a unified political entity. On the orant, the depiction of newly-elected

Russian President Chigorin’s surreptitious andrewiattempt to thwart his own

military’s ability to sustain its Soviet-era defensontracts with Iran suggestswitest

8 Michael Wines, “Treaty’s End Would Ruffle Russi@slitics,” New York TimesDecember 13,
2001, http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed Septerdaph2005).

8 Wines, “A Nation Challenged.”

8 Although virtually unknown when Yeltsin named hiating President at the end of 1999, Putin had
a largely negative image in the West “as a form@BKofficer who had brutalized Chechnya and
stifled Moscow’s independent news media.” PatricH #er, “The Morning After Dawns on
Moscow,” New York TimedDecember 16, 2001, http://www.lexisnexis.com éssed May 14, 2008).
See also Celestine Bohlen, “As Vote Nears, Rusdianging Toward Return of a Strong HanNgw
York TimesDecember 12, 1999, http://www.lexisnexis.com éssed September 2, 2007) and
William Safire, “Rhymes with RasputinRew York Timeslanuary 6, 2000,

http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed September @720
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Wingviewers that “real-life” Russian leaders, partaty Putin, should, as the United
States worked to build a global coalition to figie “war on terror,” be given the
benefit of the doubt. On the other hand, thougkneas this post-9/11 episode seems,
in the end, to efficiently dispense with the nottbat Russia remains a menace to
U.S. national security, its discursive equatiofRassia’s military, diplomatic, and
atomic energy officials, whose alliance with Ir@opardizes not only the pro-
Western reforms in Russia, but also U.S. hopea ffjobal democratic peace, with a
Russiarfemme fatalevarn U.S. viewers that there still exist in Rusgmlitics what
oneWest Wingharacter terms “cold war hold-outs, the ex-Sewiatning around”
who are well-positioned to undermine pro-Westerlitipal and economic reforms
and the politicians (such as the fictional Chigamd the “real-life” Putin) who may
support them. To underscore this latter point,Utfe.-Russian summit for which the
Bartlet administration is preparing throughout “Bnes Foreign and Domestic” is
nearly derailed by those “cold war hold-outs” whavé begun selling Russian
nuclear technology to Iran in fulfillment of Sowvieta defense contracts. It is only the
off-screen ingenuity of Chigorin, who manages towinnavigate “the old [Soviet]
diplomatic corps” to get a message through to Battiat he would like to add
nuclear non-proliferation to the summit agendat toavinces the U.S. president to
throw caution to the wind and keep his appointnvatit Chigorin in Helsinki.
Interestingly, the narrative structure of thisseglie’s opening scene provides
crucial clues for use in answering the questiorefddsy the episode about Russia’s
allegiances in the “war on terror.” Through thetedadiscussion of U.S. Russia

policy and the recent (fictional) Russian presiagdmlection, viewers are led to
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believe that “Enemies Foreign and Domestic” wiltds on preparations for Bartlet's
upcoming summit in Helsinki with Chigorin. But thgenversation is, quite literally,
interrupted by the actions of Islamic fundamentalis Saudi Arabia. According to a
news report out of Riyadh, the religious police dhnavevented several girls from
escaping the fire that enveloped their school bez#uey were not appropriately
dressed. This news sends Bartlet press secretdrgf2gg, whonwest Wing
viewers already know from previous episodes to bleaampion of Muslim womef?,
into a quiet rage and reorients the episode’s hagraway from the upcoming U.S.-
Russia summit and toward Islamic radicalism inNhddle East. Frequerwest Wing
viewers, though, are too savvy to be fooled by @ipigarent narrative shift from one
set of foreign policy concerns to another. It msly too easy. Aaron SorkinWest
Wingscripts are, generally speaking, celebrationoflexity and nuance, often
involving upwards of three or more simultaneouspfer episode. These multiple
plots often intersect in surprising ways, meanimag the introduction in the early
moments of any Sorkin-author®dest Wingepisode of one possible narrative that is
then interrupted by another signals the likely pgmbty that the two will be in some
way interconnected. In the case of “Enemies ForaighDomestic,” the structure of
the episode’s opening scene signals to viewers blyagpisode’s end, the new
Russian president will be linked somehow to U.$iceons about Islamic
fundamentalism.

Thus, through the convergence of several inteedlplots focusing

simultaneously on U.S. policies in Russia and thedi¢ East, it is “Enemies Foreign

8 See especially “The Women of QumarFfie West WingDVD, directed by Alex Graves (November
28, 2001; Burbank, CA: Warner Home Video, 2004).
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and Domestic” that most plainly markbe West Wirg post-9/11 dramaturgical
shift from a focus on the pros and cons of U.S.srRugolicy and the post-Soviet
political and economic transition throughout Eastéurope to an almost singular
concern for the growth of Islamic fundamentalismotigh a fictionalized depiction of
the “real-life” Bush administration’s “war on tert®®’ But while this episode does
signal a major shift in the Bartlet administratismoreign policy—a shift that
mirrored that of the “real-life” United States imetwake of the events of September
11, 2001—it also justifies continued U.S. suspiadfRussia by making conservative
political forces discursively equivalent to a Rassemme fataleRussian journalist
Ludmilla Koss.

Before she appears on-screen, viewers learn thsd,Kvho is the D.C.
correspondent for the Moscow-based Russian-languagysepapeNovaya Gazeta
has been banned from the upcoming U.S.-Russia supyn@higorin’s people

because, according to C.J., she “supported the gthe™®

Consequently, Koss has
requested White House press credentials to coeesummit, and C.J. asks
communications director Toby Ziegler to meet widr to facilitate her request. This
expository information about the as-yet-unseen Kekss on contemporaneous U.S.

media coverage of “real-life” Russian PresidenirPsicrackdown on Moscow’s

independent media and, consequently, his appargepdrd for democratic values,

87 In episodes at the end of season three and tlieriieg of season four, the “real-life” “war on
terror” takes the form of a military conflict beterethe United States and the fictional Middle Easte
country of Qumar.

8 published in Moscowylovaya Gazet# ) is a twice-weekly tabloid covering social
and political topics of interest to its roughly 5800 readers. It is owned in part by former Soviet
Premier Mikhail Gorbachev and is known for its biag critiques of Russian government policies. Its
official website is http://novayagazeta.ru/. Anidged English-language version can be found at
http://en.novayagazeta.ru/.
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particularly free speech and the freedom of exjwas®isgusted by what appears to
be Chigorin’s anti-democratic behavior, Toby agreesediately to meet with Koss,
adding indignantly, “It's time to teach these Suhlinking Tchiakovskys a thing or
two about free press American style: You don’t bayse who supported your
opponent. You make them wallow in their loserdontbyering your victory.”

Thus the stage is set for Toby’s meeting with Kassl with everything
viewers know about Chigorin so far—twenty yearthia KGB, a questionable
election process, penalizing reporters who disagittehim, and the selling of
nuclear technology to Iran—they are predisposdikéokoss, particularly given the
cultural capital and heroic reputation that “rafd“l Novaya Gazetaeporter Anna
Politkovskaya enjoyed in the United Stat&@But Koss’s meeting with Toby begins
to complicate these predispositions, and viewaslenmediately that Koss is
hardly the victimized journalist she had seemedw@e). was describing her plight.
Firstly, Koss is all business. Unlike the Russiartbassador’s sexualized repartee
with Leo in “Galileo,” Koss refuses to engage ity @ort of friendly banter with
Toby, despite his best efforts. She is also mitdignbative when he does not
immediately grant her request to cover the sumidgtwants to discuss it with the
U.S. State Department to ensure that credentiakmgn explicit opposition to
Chigorin’s wishes is “not a grotesquely insultitgng to do to a new president from

whom the United States is hoping for quite a &t asks sardonically, “Oh, so your

8 Known in the U.S. for her critical coverage of tbeechan conflict and her vociferous opposition to
Putin, Politkovskaya was assassinated in the elewdther Moscow apartment building in October
2006.
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first amendment only extends as far as is polite?hich Toby responds, “No. It
extends further than that, but it only protects us.

Koss’s undisguised hostility toward Toby workdamdem with the
expository information provided in this scene alldavaya Gazetéo further
dissuadaNest Wingriewers from making quick and potentially errongou
assumptions about Chigorin (or Putin). Viewersraarthis scene that, according to
Koss, of all the newspapers published daily in Ryssovaya Gazethas the highest
circulation. Toby then counters her with a touclsafcasm accompanied by a wry
smile: “It's hard to tell if that's because of youporting, your editorials, or the
naked women on page three.” This thinly-disguisendemnation oNovaya Gazeta
is later confirmed by a State Department represigatavho argues that allowing
Koss to cover the summit would be like “if [the Rigs] credentialed@ihe Inquirer”
The negative assessment of the publication setgsed@sully Koss’s reputation as a
journalist, so it comes as no surprise that, iraktismpts to learn why Chigorin has
banned her from the summit, Toby has acquired ataeticles that have enabled him
to come to the conclusion that she is, quite simglyad journalist who wants the
privileges of being a member of a free press witlamy of the responsibility:

Toby: By the way, | found out why Chigorin and psople have such a

problem with you.

Koss: It's because | don't flatter them.

Toby: No. It's because you stink.

Koss: | beg your pardon?

Toby: You can beg all you want, you’re not gonnaigd.ast month, you
alleged the Chigorin government bombed severaltiayesut buildings
based on an unattributed source. It was refuted ngver retracted it.

Koss: The government’s case was all over the teil@vi

Toby: Last week, you wrote a cover story about iBezg Chigorin’s mother-

in-law moving closer to the KremlifKoss rolls her eyes and stands,
readying to leave.You printed her home address, she had to relocate.
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Koss: Well, that's her decision.

Toby: You reported the failing grades of the De&eNnister’s twelve year-
old son. Does that even count as journali§itss stares at Toby,
refusing to respond)oes that do anything but bring ridicule on a
defenseless kid? We've got people like you herec&ite and on the
Internet. And there’s no one anywhere on the idgiold spectrum
who doesn'’t roll their eyes when their names aoksp out loud.
(Koss smiles disdainfully as Toby walks back taesk.)We've
always had free press here. We take it for grafBatihow can you...
(Long shot of Koss standing from behind Toby’strgjtoulder, his
right arm extended in the air as he crumples hiatput of her article
on the Defense Minister’s son.)treat it like this{He tosses the
crumpled article away in disgust. She watches nvgbout a word.)
You should give up your space and put another nakedan in there.
Anyway, here are your credentials.

Koss walks to the desk, clearly expecting him talithem to her;
instead, he shoves them toward her roughly andstamay. Forced to
pick them up herself from his desk, Koss does dgpeomptly exits
Toby’s office.
The most crucial information that viewers leammnfr Toby’s interaction with
Koss in this episode is that Chigorin’s dislikeanid actions toward her are not
arbitrary or necessarily related to any sort of-democratic tendencies on his part.
Consequently, it is Koss, the obstructionist anglidiiousfemme fatalewho holds
the key not only to the successful decipherme@ragorin’s true political and
ideological stripes, but also to the episode’sdaguestion about Russia’s allegiances
in the “war on terror.” Interestingly, Koss doed abany point reveal the specific
ideological or political differences between hefrsgld Chigorin that have caused her
to be so critical of him, and as Toby (and with hihe viewers) unravels the truth
behind Chigorin’s antipathy for Koss, this lack bews a glaringly present absence
that further suggests that, despite evidence tadahg&ary, Chigorin may not be the

anti-democratic cold war hold-out he initially sesrto be. Koss'’s dislike of him is

without foundation and her critical reporting mgreéngeance without cause.
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The combination in this Russiéemme fatal®f a dislike for the pro-Western
Chigorin and, according to Toby, a patent lackesfpect for free speech in particular
and democratic values in general means that shategedramaturgically in this
episode as the gendered televisual representdtibioge otherwise unseen “cold war
hold-outs, the ex-Soviets walking around” whose svafythinking, being, and doing
are not only anti-Western and anti-American, babaif another time. They espouse
what Leo in “Galileo” calls a “cold war mentalityBut, as is demonstrated quite
effectively by the barely-averted diplomatic disdietween Russia and the United
States in “Enemies Foreign and Domestic,” theserfezed “cold war hold-outs”
remain a potent threat not only to pro-Westernrrafefforts in Russia and those
leaders who support them (like Chigorin and thal4t#e” Putin), but also to U.S.
national security through the threat of nucleatifexation to declared U.S. enemies
in the Middle East.

As this episode reminds its viewers, the powea ke and independent
media is potentially enormous, which, in Russi&se; is both good and bad.
According to KossNovaya Gazetaas the highest circulation of all the daily
newspapers published in Russia. It is also, asesg¥earn, vociferously critical of
the Chigorin government, which by the end of “Enesrfroreign and Domestic,” is
the equivalent to being anti-Western and anti-Ag@eri The conservative and
oppositionaNovaya Gazetavhose representative in the U.S. is the tablmidrjalist
Koss, thus has the potential to exert enormougenfte over a wide range of issues
and to promote anti-Western ideas and agendasghooiti Russia. Consequently,

although this episode does conclude with Bartiet&dization that Chigorin has
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chosen to ally himself and his country with U.Senmests, its unnuanced depiction of
a Russiarilemme fatal@advocates caution with regard to a U.S.-Russilgéamak in

the “war on terror.” Clearly, the continued existerof these latent but powerful anti-
Western, cold war-era ideologues, symbolized bynhilld Koss, could potentially
stymie or topple Chigorin-as-Putin, one result dickh would be an Iranian nuclear

program.

Whose “Cold War Mentality?”

In this chapter, | have mapped the fictionalizegid#on of U.S.-Russian relations on
The West Wingnd demonstrated through a feminist discursivéyaiseof three
relevant episodes, “The Lame Duck Congress” (Nowar8b2000), “Galileo”
(November 29, 2000), and “Enemies Foreign and Daoigdlay 1, 2002), the ways
in which Orientalist assumptions about and feargenider as a category of identity
are offered up within the series’ narrative stroetto argue that white Eastern
European men working for pro-Western political @ednomic reform, although
confused and potentially vulnerable, are a befpéioo for protecting U.S. interests
than the powerful retrograde conservatism whoseeates are explicitly gendered
feminine via their collective embodiment in thesdefemme fatalarchetype. | have
also argued that through this dramaturgical stsatefyich was the result of the
unique intersection of the progressive politicaatbgies of the show’s creative team
with contemporaneous U.S. political culture during show’s seven-year run, the
series offered a meta-narrative reminiscent ottild war. In this meta-narrative, a

feminized Russia remains elusive, enigmatic, artdrgilly threatening to U.S.
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national interests through its diplomatic and ecomedies to U.S. enemies in the
Middle East. Simultaneously, select episodes seesmdtocate specific changes to
“real-life” U.S. Russia policy that, if made, woulakce a measure of self-reflexivity
in the formation and implementation of that policy.

What is most interesting about this dual pedagdgrission, however, is that
itis, in the end, th®ussiarcharacters, rather than the show’s American poutisgs,
whose actions and persuasive diplomatic strategfes an idealized alternative path
for U.S.-Russian relations. In “Galileo,” for exalmpit is the Russian ambassador
who, in the final showdown with Bartlet, lays bane cold war triumphalist
arrogance of the United States. Although she opgdiamaturgically as the
episode’dfemme fataleshe is the only one willing to cut through therass of cold
war-era U.S.-Soviet diplomacy to remind Bartlet tihe United States is partially to
blame for the history of distrust between their wenntries. Similarly, in “Enemies
Foreign and Domestic,” Russian President Chigaving does not ever appear on
screen, takes the risk of surreptitiously defyirggdwn military elites and diplomatic
corps not only by making the decision to add nuahea-proliferation to the summit
agenda, but also in getting his message throughntary Bartlet. | mentioned briefly
above that the two seemingly-befuddled Russian Esybafficials sent to negotiate
the logistics of the summit operate unexpectedihagivot on which this episode’s
narrative turns. It is through them that Chigorasges his message to Bartlet, who is
only convinced of its authenticity by Deputy Comnuations Director Sam Seaborn,
who recognizes it as having been written by theskuspresident rather than one of

his aides as a result of the use of colloquial Bhgkeplete with idioms. The
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral BeFitzwallace, flummoxed by
Chigorin’s unorthodoxy, exclaims only half-jokingl§¥ou’re telling me that foreign
policy of this magnitude is conducted through Sand I'm still alive?”

It is rather ironic that in the fictionalized defpon of post-Soviet U.S.-
Russian relations ofihe West Wingo much emphasis is placed on latent (and
feminized) conservative forces in Russia that tfereéo undermine pro-Western
reform efforts and, consequently, U.S. nationaliggg yet the existence of “cold
war hold-outs” among U.S. political, military, adglomatic elites is rarely
explicitly critiqued. Throughout “Enemies ForeigndaDomestic,” Deputy Chief of
Staff Josh Lyman posits a hunch (which eventuailigg out to be accurate) that,
given Russia’s inability to satisfactorily fulfills Soviet-era defense contracts with
Iran for conventional weaponry, perhaps Iran isgireg Russia’s Ministry for
Atomic Energy (MINATOM) to provide them with nucletechnologies. Although
Admiral Fitzwallace, Leo, and the president immégliareject this theory, Josh
remains unconvinced by their intransigence anddiresthe subject again in a
private conversation with Leo in which they aresoged to be coming up with a
plausible excuse that will gracefully excuse Baiftlem the upcoming U.S.-Russia
summit in Helsinki:

Josh: How can you guys, all of you, be so surendsMINATOM and the
other cold war hold-outs, the ex-Soviets walkinguead? There are
issues on the table: there’s NATO expansion, thep@a pipeline—

Leo: (Interrupting, his voice raisedYou don’t get to put a bomb in Iran!
There are no other issues on the table right nog/r&\gonna have to
fly over there and blow this thing up, and givenaivthey're
manufacturing there, | don’t know if that's possibWe were all so
smart: Russia’s hobbled, the next conflict's gobean the Middle

East. Turns out i in the Middle East. With the Russians.
Josh: You didn’t answer my question.
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Leo: What question?

Josh: Chigorin just took office four months agowHzan you be sure it's

not a rogue thing?

Leo: Idon’'t want aleak, Josh. Everyone’s procegdike we're going?

Josh: Yes. How can you be sure?

Leo: [can'.

This admission by the same character who, in “@afilaccused Russia’s political
leadership of harboring a “cold war mentality” ia dealings with the United States,
reveals that U.S. leaders are similarly encumbeBatihis refusal to suggest to the
president the possibility that Josh may be rigtidates that, unlike some of the
Russians depicted drhe West WindJ.S. leaders are not willing (or, perhaps, not
able) to alter their thinking.

Series writer/creator Aaron Sorkin, though, giBestlet and Leo another
chance to live up to the fictional Russians’ dip&dio challenge in a fourth season
episode entitled “Evidence of Things Not Se&hlfi this episode, which markédthe
West Wints final depiction of U.S.-Russian relations, Bertinust, without revealing
its mission, ask Chigorin’s permission for U.S.itaily personnel to enter
Kaliningrad to retrieve a downed U.S. spy plane s taking pictures of “illegal
nuclear transfers in the regioff:Working with a team of experts, Leo suggests to
Bartlet that he tell Chigorin that the plane wastplgraphing evidence of coastal

erosion in the Baltic Sea on behalf of Finland haligh skeptical (Bartlet asks Leo,

“This phone call that you're going to set up withi@orin? It's, like, for a White

9 «Evidence of Things Not SeeriThe West WingdDVD, directed by Christopher Misiano (April 23,
2003; Burbank, CA: Warner Home Video, 2005).

% Kaliningrad is a Russian exclave located on thii@&ea between NATO and European Union

members Poland and Lithuania. It is Russia’s orditiB Sea port that is ice-free all year, and issth
strategically important to Russia’s military andeomic survival.
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House bloopers reel or something?”), he authotizegall, during which Chigorin,
rather predictably, reacts to Bartlet’'s obfuscatioth justified hostility.

Frustrated with cold war-era tactics that cleédyen’t] working anymore,”
Bartlet finally comes clean, making the case togGhn that the illegal traffic in
nuclear weaponry and technologies is “as big alprolfor you as it is for us,” but
pointing out, too, that Russia’s continued unwdless or inability to put an end to it
has forced the U.S. into the position of havingtotect its own national interests.
Bartlet then puts a deal on the table: He offershi@re with Chigorin the intelligence
collected by the spy plane if Chigorin will perrthie U.S. to enter Kaliningrad and
get the plane. If not, Bartlet will order the plashetonated, and no one will see the
pictures. Arguing that the two leaders need ta teash other, Bartlet conjures the
cold war ghost he mistakenly ignored when dealiith Wihe Russian ambassador in
“Galileo” by reminding Chigorin that “[o]ur two caries have stopped the world
from annihilating itself for sixty years becausecohversations like this one.”

The shift in Barlet’s tactics from lying to truteHing in dealing with the
Russian president in this episode is admirable jtaevkntually pays off when
Chigorin agrees to the deal. But given contemparaséreal life” news coverage of
Russia’s staunch opposition to the Iraq war beiaged almost unilaterally by the
Bush administration and in direct opposition toesal/permanent members of the
UN Security Council, Russia among them (I dischss further in chapter 8), |
cannot help but wonder whether the stand-off betvRgssia and the United States
depicted in “Evidence of Things Not Seen,” partagiy its resolution in favor of the

U.S., is simply a fictional manifestation of whaasvat the time a growing chasm in
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U.S.-Russian relations. According to ddew York Timepurnalist, contrary to
statements from both countries that emphasizeddahg&nued partnership between
presidents Putin and Bush, “on most major stratsgiges resolved since Sept. 11,
2001, Russia has resisted, then grudgingly acceptedrican dictates that it has
been powerless to chang®.”

The West Wirig Nad’ya and Chigorin are Russian political eligso, to
varying degrees, advocate a new direction for Ri&sian relations, and Chigorin, in
“Enemies Foreign and Domestic,” even goes so féo asvertly undermine the
actions of his own military and diplomatic officsalio risk enacting the trust between
the two leaders that Bartlet does not get arouratitmcating until a year later in
“Evidence of Things Not Seen”—and then only wheokeal into a proverbial
diplomatic corner. Yet, despite the fact that iNed’ya and Chigorin who represent
the idealized cooperative future that Sorkin imagifor the U.S. and Russia, they
must still bow to U.S. dictates, Nad’'ya to NATO pestions and Chigorin to U.S.
intelligence gathering over Kaliningrad. Both ansoif taken in “real-life,” would
breach the territorial integrity of the Russian &dion, immediately gendering U.S.-
Russian relations as the unwilling violation oeaiinized Russia by a masculinist
United States. The fictionalized depiction of UR&issian relations ofihe West Wing
thus offers a confusing and often incongruous pegdiagl legacy that, in the end, not
only justifies continued U.S. suspicion of a fermed Russia, but also legitimates the
“cold war mentality” with which U.S. policymakensoth fictional and non-, continue

to formulate and enact U.S. Russia policy in thet{8oviet era.

92 Michael Wines, “Russia Sees a Chance to Get Scespdrt, New York TimesMarch 30, 2003,
http://www.lexisnexis.com (accessed May 14, 2008).
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CHAPTERY

The Cultural Politics of Cold War:
The International Spy Museum and the U.S. Sectitye

According to its public relations materials, Wamjton, DC’s International
Spy Museum, which opened to the public in July 262t ten months after the
September 11, 2001 attacks on the Pentagon aidhd Trade Center—houses
“the largest collection of international espionagtfacts ever placed on public
display.”? The museum’s permanent collection is divided five thematic exhibits
through which visitors move in sequence. The fliSthool for Spies,” orients
museum-goers to the world of international espienagexploring the reasons
individuals may choose such a career, how theyeameiited and trained, and the
tools and technologies by which they go about dtiagy jobs. Visitors then move
into the next exhibit, “The Secret History of Histd which chronicles the history of
global espionage up to the early twentieth centling third exhibit, “Spies Among
Us,” explores spycraft during World War Il with aclus on the efforts of celebrities
such as chef Julia Child, singer Josephine Bakef aator Marlene Dietrich. “War of

the Spies,” by far the largest of the five exhififscuses on the cold war, while “The

! Ethel Rosenberg to Roy Cohn in Tony Kushnérgiels in America: A Gay Fantasia on National
Themes, Part One: Millennium Approachdew York: Theatre Communications Group, 1993),.11

2 International Spy Museum, “Fact Sheet” (2002).
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21% Century,” which consists of a single film entiti€dound Truth addresses the
challenges current intelligence professionals fadbe wake of 9/11.

Wildly popular with tourists because of its famfhjendly atmosphere and
high-tech interactive multimedia exhibits that deabsitors to explore “the cratft,
practice, history and contemporary role of espiefdghe museum has become an
integral component of the District of Columbia Ralization Act. Passed by the U.S.
Congress in 1997, the Act’s intent is to facilitatenassive city-wide effort to grow
the DC business community, provide more jobs forrB€§idents, and create more
housing, retail, and entertainment options forigisrand locals aliké Additionally,
the museum’s geographical location at 800 F Sti¥t, just blocks from the White
House, down the street from FBI headquarters, atidnashort walking distance of
dozens of major national tourist sites, in conjiorctvith its extended emphasis on
what | will demonstrate is the right(eous)ness sunctess of U.S. intelligence efforts,
implicitly signals its affiliation with the osteridy unlimited and superior power of
the U.S. nation-state and its various security egipaes.

In this chapter, | conceptualize the Internatidsygy Museunas performance
in the sense described by performance studiesacRathard Schechner, who argues
that to interrogate a cultural tex$ performance “means to investigate what the

object does, how it interacts with other objectbeings.® Museum scholars agree

% International Spy Museum, “First Museum Dedicatethternational Espionage Opens in
Washington, DC, July 2002,” press release (2002).

* Although privately owned and operated, more thalf ¢f the museum’s start-up capital—$21.9
million, to be precise—came from the governmerthefDistrict of Columbia in the form of Tax
Increment Financing (TIF) and Enterprise Zones (BEah)ds, both of which are components of the DC
Revitalization Act.
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that regardless of the inevitable contestabilityhefir exhibits, “museums remain
powerful and subtle authors and authorities whostei@al accounts are not easily
dislodged.® As “critically important educational institutiofispuseums “possess a
power to shape collective values and social undedstgs” via “symbolic politics”
that “invoke ideals, recast realities and manuf&ctneanings.” Consequently,
museums operate as performative pedagogical sittara therefore inextricable
from the histories, legacies, and processes cbmaisms, colonialisms, and
globalization. But, as “spaces where cultures @videdge, education, entertainment
and national politics intersect,” museums are sligethe interpretation of their
visitors, who already possess varying degrees ofvledge about the exhibits before
they even step insideGiven their membership in a kaleidoscope of knogée
making media, “[mJuseum exhibitions are bolted tbge out of the rhetorical
fragments taken from more specific discourses aadtiges that have not always
been fabricated with objective detachment, pasgazeng, and dispassionate
consideration* Museums and their exhibits are thus performativibat they “help

to forge reality, and then they organize the calecrites of this unstable reality’s

5 SchechnerPerformance Studieg4.

® Sharon Macdonald, introduction Theorizing Museums: Representing Identity and Bitein a
Changing Worlded. Sharon Macdonald and Gordon Fyfe (Cambribfighe, Blackwell Publishers/The
Sociological Review, 1996), 4. For more on this wagonceptualizing and interrogating museums,
see Steven C. Dubibisplays of Power; Memory and Amnesia in the Anagrigluseun{New York:
New York University Press, 1999); and Martin Prost®useums and Globalization,” ifheorizing
Museums21-44.

" Timothy W. Luke Museum Politics: Power Plays at the ExhibitigMinneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2002), xiii-Xiv.

8 Magdalena Hillstrom, “Museums and Gendered Artitiohs of Modernity,” irGendered Practices:
Feminist Studies of Technology and Societly Boel Berner (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell
International, 1997), 77.

9 Luke, 219.
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reception that will write authoritative accountstioé past, present, and future in their
displays.” They “serve as ontologies, telling usanteality really is.*°

At the International Spy Museum, “reality” is fad through high tech
multimedia exhibits and special programming meargritertain visitors while
simultaneously teaching them the history of spycitiese concomitant goals, to
entertain and to educate, are constitutive of thbeeum’s mission. What, though, is
the “reality” being discursively created by the rus and its exhibits? And through
what means are the “facts” of that “reality” beic@nveyed to the museum’s visitors?
To answer these questions, | first provide someiathistorical and contextual
information necessary for making sense of the aétytiof nuclear proliferation and
the cold war to the museum’s story of internaticsgionage. | then delineate the
ways in which the International Spy Museum operatea performance of a
particular “reality” of its own construction, fodag on the specific textual, visual,
aural, and architectural methods by which it seeksccomplish its mission to
“educate the public about espionage in an engagegner and to provide a dynamic
context that fosters understanding of its importatd in, and impact on, current and
historic events* Because the International Spy Museum makes noahip
exhibits available to its visitors—a clever compoinef its performance ostensibly
meant to heighten for museum-goers the sense ofésg’ and the pleasure of
discovery—I have chosen to present relevant pastaimmy journey through the

museum in narrative form in an attempt to guidelees through those parts of the

10 pid., 219-220.

" International Spy Museum, http://www.spymuseunfatigut/faq.php, par. 3 (accessed April 10,
2008).
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museum that are most salient to my work in thigptéra | demonstrate that the
“reality” depicted in the museum'’s story of intetioaal espionage (1) presents as
fact the guilt of convicted Soviet spies Julius &tldel Rosenberg for passing the
“secret” of nuclear technology on to the U.S.S(R) positions the Soviet
Union/Russia as always already a feminized enentlyeojust and virtuous United
States based on the former’s apparently histopieadilection for irrational state-
sponsored violence and terror, and (3) assumeasnitigestioned legitimacy and
integrity of U.S. covert intelligence networks ogtemg in apparent self-defense
against those entities (most notably the Sovieblb@aind communists, but also
including non-state-based actors such as the Hasestiberation Organization and
Al'Queda) whom the U.S. claims threaten the natigeaurity of the U.S. and its
allies. In short, | am concerned in this chaptahwihatis being taughthow, andfor
what purposes(s) argue that at the International Spy Museum ctiid war,
constituted by the feminized duplicity of the Savimion (which, in turn, was
enabled by the traitorous activities of the Rosegde is used to legitimate and

justify the current “war on terror.”

A Cold War Museum

Indeed, the cold war and, more specifically, th8.Uvictory” over the Soviet Union
are at the center of the museum’s story of intésnat espionage. This is hardly
surprising given that, as | will discuss in greatetail later, the majority of the
museum’s decision-makers are current and former iot&ligence professionals

who were involved to varying degrees in cold war-espionage. An overwhelming
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majority of the espionage technologies and arsfacsplayed as part of the
museum’s permanent collection were developed dwnhutilized as part of the
cold war, and stories of cold war-era spycraft tituie the bulk of the museum’s

narrative.

Although we are told by a docent that the elev&dowhich we are waiting
will take us up to the start of the museum’s exhibin international espionage, my
experience has already started, for not four fdehe my head, hanging from a rope,
is a replica of the toppled statue of Stalin’stfsecurity chief, Feliks Dzerzhinsky,
which, until August 22, 1991, stood outside KGBdaearters in Moscow. The
accompanying placard reports Dzerzhinsky’s piormggeand violent efforts to purge
the Soviet Union of its internal dissenters. Andiagafter a short elevator ride up to
the start of the exhibits, | am confronted with @@, more contemporary warning
about the dangers of communism and the legaciteeafold war: a larger-than-life
black and white portrait of a North Korean soldguarding the border between
democratic South Korea and communist North KoreRaatmujon. We are then
ushered into a small, dimly lit movie theatre thaaits approximately forty or fifty
people. An orientation film ostensibly intendeddotextualize what we are about to
see in the museum describes the half-century-ld@gagical conflict between the
United States and the Soviet Union as “a new tyfpmoflict, fought not by soldiers,
but mostly by spies” and explicitly identifies ttedd war as “the intelligence
community’s finest hour.” My trek through the muselias yet to begin, and already

I've learned the lesson that, according to the inéional Spy Museum, communism,
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maintained by militarized, state-based terror, rénsaa salient threat, and that the

cold war was the catalyst for the development ot@mporary spycraft.

As is clear from these first moments inside thes@oun, its narrative succeeds
in marking identities, particularly highly politoed notions of “us” and “them,” for
its visitors, all of whom are rhetorically interfkd into an imagined community of
U.S.-based intelligence insiders. According tortheseum’s story of international
espionage, “us” is the United States and its NAT@s while “them” is any entity
that threatens the national security of the UnB&ates and its allies. Most frequently,
these security threats are explicitly identifietbtighout the museum’s exhibits,
programming, and public relations materials as3beiet Union and communists
(further proof of the museum’s focus on the cold)wMaut several non-state-based
actors that have emerged since the demise of thietSdnion in 1991, such as the
Palestinian Liberation Organization, the Irish Raman Army, and Al'Queda, are
identified, as well.

In a brochure advertising the museum’s collecabaspionage artifacts, for
example, the museum halils its reader (the prospentuseum-goer), promising that
visitors will “[s]ee the storm clouds gathering\@®rld War Il drew near and
clandestine German and Russian spy rings operafeunderour noses.*” The use
of the inclusive pronoun “our” makes clear that theseum’s success as a story of
international espionage relies heavily on visit@dlective belief, made possible by

canonical national/ist narratives that facilitatel @ncourage cultural amnesia as well

12 |nternational Spy Museum, informational brochiitajcs mine.
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as an intolerance for ambiguity and nuahthat the Federal Bureau of Intelligence
(FBI) and, by extension, the U.S. government anags the “good guys.” Not
surprisingly, this narrative ignores the fact thathe United States, some of the most
egregious violations of personal freedoms and thdrties have been committed by
the FBI against U.S. citizens affiliated to varialegjrees with the political leff.
Exhibits throughout the museum demonstrate the mayg in which the Soviet
Union’s Committee for State Securitgdmityet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnasti
KGB) sought classified information in and from tteited States (for example, the
Soviet Union’s failed attempt to incorporate mi@ogic surveillance devices into the
infrastructure of the new U.S. embassy in Moscovinguits construction in the
1980s), implicitly lauding the success of U.S. liigence for foiling their effort.
However, reciprocal espionage attempts by the @eimtelligence Agency (CIA) are
deemed just, while KGB counter-intelligence eff@ate negatively valanced

throughout the museum’s narrative.

13| uke argues that museums create worlds in whietattifacts on display are removed from their
contexts and, thus, placed seemingly outside psjiidding to the feeling of objectivity and
generalized truth. By removing items from theiriaband political context, museums make those
items devoid of historical specificity and, insteaiduate them in some generalized, mythic pastrtha
one still living remembers.

 The International Spy Museum did curate and hastezial, limited engagement exhibit in 2006
entitledThe Enemy WithilNow on tour throughout the United States, thisileik “reveals dramatic
episodes in American history, from 1776 to the enéswhen the U.S. was attacked at home” and
describes the ways in which how “the country actatid-sometimes over-reacted—resulted in the
evolution of U.S. counterintelligence and secunityasures.” International Spy Museum,
http://www.spymuseum.org/about/exhibits_enemy.ptaEtessed April 22, 2008). It addresses some
of the more questionable tactics the U.S. governmas used to quell internal dissent, including a
section on the FBI's Counter Intelligence Progr&@®(NTELPRO), which targeted organizations and
people suspected of being subversive, includindh&CP, Martin Luther King, Jr., the CPUSA, and
the entire New Left political movement. Formal COIBLPRO operations took place between 1956
and 1971. For more information, please refer tasbieBlackstockCOINTELPRO: The FBI's Secret
War on Political FreedonfAtlanta: Pathfinder Press, 1990); and Ward Chiirahd Jim Vander

Wall, ed.,The COINTELPRO Papers: Documents from the FBI'seSé&fars against Dissent in the
United StategBoston: South End Press, 2001).
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The museum’s marketing materials also reveal theymed U.S.-based
perspective of its prospective visitors by prongsihat they will “learn how the
biggest secret of the 2@entury—the atom bomb—was stolen by Soviet spiEisi&
statement remains contestable in its assumptidrsthentific technology can ever be
“secret,” or even proprietary, but also particigateand reifies the cold war-era
hypothesis that the Soviet Union could not posdilalye developed nuclear
technology on its own, thus pointing to the nedgssi hunting down the traitorous
spies operating “right under onoses” during World War Il. Such language also
assumes that visitors to this ostensibly “apolitiead “nonbiased” museum are not,
themselves, communists and/or former loyal Sovtetens who would consider the
attainment of the atomic bomb by their country dithhg—especially considering
the fact that when the Manhattan Project to devaloptomic weapon was begun in
the United States during World War 11, the U.S. goment invited its allies France
and Great Britain to join in the research whilelegding the U.S.S.R., which was, at
that time, also an ally of the United States.

Given the volume of cold war-era artifacts on thggsome of which | will
discuss specifically), and the rhetorical centyatit the cold war to its attempt to tell
the history of international espionage, the Inteéomal Spy Museum cannot help but
be a cold war museum. Unlike Washington, DC’s ottaronal museums, most of
which cannot be “extricated from the global wamnmsn two cultural systems during
the Cold War” because of their implicit missionglorify the universal value of the

arts and promote American artists, events andaattifas symbols of democragy,

15 Luke, Museum Politicsxxiv.
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the International Spy Museum is temporally remolrgadnore than a decade from the
period normally associated with the cold war (reughly 1945 through 1989/1991).
Although not explicitlyin the cold war (and, thus, seemingly outside thdlicby, the
museum is very much a histaofthe cold war—which, given the contestability of
the “cold war” as a cultural referent (which | diss in chapter 1), actually puts the
museum right bacha it. The International Spy Museum’s cold war stozftects the
political and ideological perspectives of the Uditetates rather than those of the
now-defunct Soviet Union. Consequently, the faat there is only one extant
participating nation-state—the United States—leftetl the story raises critical
guestions about how that story is told, under wiraumstances, to whom, how, and

for what purpose(s).

Atomic Secrets

In August 1945, the United States effectively enttedSecond World War in East
Asia by using two of its new atomic bombs to oléite the cities of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, Japalt.Four years later, on September 24, 1949\ York Times
published U.S. President Harry Truman’s announcénhan “within recent weeks an
atomic explosion occurred in the U.S.S.R.” In $tstement, issued to the print media
via White House advisor Charles G. Ross, Trumanneed the American public

that, due to the nature of scientific research,simgle nation could, in fact, have a

monopoly of atomic weapons.” According to Trumax &rs Secretary of State Dean

'8 These two incidents, one on August 6, 1945, theratn August 9, stand out as the only time atomic
weapons have been used in warfare. For more ondmigndecision to use the atomic bombs within
the context of negotiations with the Soviet Unisee LafeberAmerica, Russia, and the Cold WaB-

31.
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Acheson, who held a news conference at the Unitdtbhs General Assembly
following the public release of Truman'’s histortatement, there would be no
alterations to U.S. foreign policy as a resultho$ tevent. Acheson reassured the press
of the accuracy of Truman'’s earlier statement phaats had been made for what had
all along been the expectation of “the eventuakttgsment of this new force by
other nations.” For U.S. policymakers, then, thpaapnt acquisition and successful
use of nuclear technology by the Soviet Union watsumexpected and was therefore
met with apparent nonchalance. When confronted ligreage of reporters on his
way out of a Cabinet meeting, for example, SecyatdDefense Louis Johnson
calmly asked them not to “overplay it.” Similari@eneral Omar N. Bradley,
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, issued gest@nt urging the American people
to remain calm: “We have anticipated it for fouaygand it calls for no change in
our basic defense plan’

Despite the prevailing appearance of equanimityragypmlicymakers in the
wake of the revelation that the Soviet Union possddhe “secret” of nuclear
technologyNew York Timesolumnist Anne O’'Hare McCormick called 1949 the
“epochal post-war year® Echoing her colleagu&lew York Timegseporter William
L. Laurence, who claimed that the Soviet atomid@sipn marked “the end of the
first period of the atomic age and the beginnintghefsecond® McCormick mused

that the first phase, begun with the U.S. war-tat@mic attacks on Hiroshima and

' Anthony Leviero, “U.S. Reaction FirmNew York TimesSeptember 24, 1949.

'8 Anne O’Hare McCormick, “The Epochal Post-War Yeat949,"New York TimesSeptember 26,
1949.

¥ Wwilliam L. Laurence, “Soviet Achievement AheadRriedictions by 3 YearsKew York Times
September 24, 1949.
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Nagasaki, lasted only as long as the United Stdtese had the knowledge and
ability to use nuclear technology and was thus abfaevent the escalation of
violence. This period of U.S. atomic dominance glaattered in the wake of
Truman’s statement, which made clear the factttitet).S.S.R. remained a threat to
declared U.S. objectives for a lasting post-warcpéaAccording to McCormick, the
Soviet Union’s atomic explosion would require avaaation of the “temporary
sense of safety” that accompanied the widely-hstiaption “that [the United
States] would never use [its atomic bomb] to stasar and that nobody else would
dare to start a war without it.”

Within twenty-four hours of Truman’s statement, 8&viet Union responded,
acknowledging via a radio broadcast that Moscow idideed, have in its military
arsenal the ability to create and employ atomicpwea. The broadcast also
emphasized that this was hardly a revelation gtliah Soviet Minister of Foreign
Affairs V. M. Molotov had informed the United Statef this fact in November 1947.
According to Molotov, the so-called atomic “secrbfid been non-existent since at
least that time. As for the alleged “atomic expboSirecently monitored by U.S.
intelligence sources, Moscow’s official news agereported that “[tjhe Soviet
Union is working on many projects which requiregkscale blasting,” which “might

draw attention beyond the confines of the Sovigbblri?* At no point did the

2 This U.S. objective was explicitly iterated by Ason in his comments at the United Nations
following Truman’s announcement. According to Aahres‘The entire foreign policy of this
Government is directed toward the organization @medervation of peace. It is only through the
success of those efforts that we will avoid theéased hardships and perils of war.” “Acheson
Comment on Atom NewsRew York TimesSeptember 24, 1949.

ZL«goviet Union Has ‘Atomic Weapon,” Moscow Saystad).S. StatementRlew York Times
September 25, 1949.
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U.S.S.R. confirm that it had detonated a nuckesapon and Truman was careful in
his announcement to refer to the event ambiguashn “atomic explosion” without
specifically identifying its cause or method.

In a front-page article published alongside Trumatatement in thBlew
York Timesand journalist Anthony Leviero’s piece on officldlS. reaction to the
alleged Soviet atomic test, reporter William L. k@mce implicitly takes on both
Truman and Leviero over Truman'’s use of the tertorfac explosion.” In what is
largely a scientific article concerning the waysvhich nuclear explosions are
monitored, measured, and recorded, Laurence atgaes the United States had
gathered enough intelligence to determine the eéxe&t of an explosion at all, what
Truman ambiguously termed an “atomic explosion”lddwave been nothing but the
explosion of an atomibomh What is most intriguing about this article, thbugs
that its content is actually in disagreement wishhieadline. Entitled “Soviet
Achievement Ahead of Predictions by 3 Years,” Lageecontends in this piece that
rather than being ahead, the Soviet Union was lgfjuat getting caught up.
Scientists had predicted that the U.S.S.R. woutdattain nuclear capability until at
least 1952, but Laurence points out that such ptiedss were made based on the
erroneous assumption that Soviet scientists didegin working to develop the
technology untibafter the U.S. revealed the existence of its own atam@iapons at
the close of World War Il. Predictions and time$irad nuclear proliferation were
thus made without taking into consideration thelitkood that, like the United States,
the Soviet Union used the discovery of nucleaidisen 1934 as a catalyst for

creating atomic weapons. According to Laurencewtitild be more reasonable to
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assume that [the U.S.S.R.] had been working ansecrecy since January 1939 and
that it thus took them ten, rather than four yetarseach the stage of testing their first
atom bomb,” thus putting the Soviet Union four ydaghindthe United States in this
regard.

Two days after Truman’s statemeniNew York Timearticle entitled “Soviet
Atom Gains Laid to U.S. Laxity” reported on theats of Republican
Representative Harold H. Velde of lllinois and Dematic Senator Herbert R.
O’Connor of Maryland to restrict U.S. immigraticans to prevent the “infiltration”
of the United States by communist agents and symgaas. According to Velde and
O’Connor, the U.S. government had been carelegsnmitting known “subversive
activities” to go on unimpeded, including the can®d operation within the United
States of more than 150 American communists anteSagents “engaged in a
Russian attempt to obtain atomic secréts¥s signaled by this article, two
simultaneous conversations, one about the allegsdpitous attainment of nuclear
technology by the Soviet Union, the other concegnilegal immigration were
quickly conflated, and concerns about domestialtmation” and the stealing of U.S.
national security “secrets” by foreign and Americammunists led to questions
abouthowit was that the U.S.S.R. was able to develop astan atomic weapon a
full three years ahead of schedule. Little atteantias given to Molotov’s claim that
he had informed the United States of Soviet nuatapability in 1947, because
policymakers believed then, as they did in 1948t the Soviets had neither the

scientific expertise nor the industrial infrastuwe to develop, build, and test such a

22 ugoviet Gains Laid to U.S. LaxityNew York TimesSeptember 26, 1949.
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weapon. Thus, according to the narrative constduict¢he wake of the Soviet
Union’s 1949 “atomic explosion,” there could beyahe possibility: U.S.-based
communist spies working inside and/or closely afidd with the Manhattan Project
must have passed “secret” information to the Sdvigon?® The United States,
unwilling to acknowledge Soviet scientific expegtisnitiated a hunt for the guilty

parties, the most legendary of whom are Juliusgthdél Rosenberg.

The Rosenburgs as Discursive Phenomena

Given the notoriously anti-communist politics oétAmerican 1950s, it is perhaps no
coincidence that on June 19, 1953, almost threesyedore the heralded premier of
Twentieth Century Fox’s first feature-length filnergion ofAnastasiawhich |
discussed in chapter 5), U.S. Communist Party mesnhdius and Ethel Rosenberg,
having been convicted in federal court of conspitaccommit espionage, were
executed at New York’s Sing Sing federal prisondibegedly participating in a
successful plan to supply the Soviet Union with*gexret” of the atomic bomb. The
circumstances surrounding their arrest, indictmigia, and subsequent appeals were
convoluted, and the fact of their execution remgiolgtically charged. Since the
declassification in 1995 of crucial U.S. Nationakc8rity Agency (NSA) documents,
there has been a resurgent interest in closingdbk on the Rosenberg case once
and for all. Known collectively as “Venona,” thefdes of Soviet transmissions,

decrypted by U.S. government operatives in thel@#s, are considered by many

% The Manhattan Project was a joint effort by waetiailies Canada, Great Britain, and the United
States to develop a nuclear weapon. The U.S.S.R.atghe time, also an ally of the United States,
but was neither informed of nor invited to partati in the top secret endeavor.
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the final word in the Rosenberg case: they allegpdive that at least Julius and
maybe Ethel were indeed involved in direct espienagginst the United States on
behalf of the Soviet Union during World War*fiDespite what appears to be
resoundingly damning evidence, though (especiahgcerning Julius’s involvement),
Rosenberg supporters remain vigilant in pointingefmeated instances of judicial
misconduct before, during, and after the trial, gbgtical aspirations and affiliations
of the presiding judge and some members of theepta®n, the alleged inadequacies
and/or inexperience of the Rosenbergs’ attorney th@ cultural environment of
virulent anti-communism and anti-Semitism that teeptend dramatically affected
the outcome of the trial and all but guaranteetitthe Rosenbergs’ appeals would be
unsuccessfui?

In her discussion of the cultural milieu in whitte Rosenberg trial took
place, feminist literary scholar Virginia Carmiché&suses on the linkages and
conflations that bolstered conservative anti-comismarbetween 1950 (the year of
the Rosenbergs’ arrest) and 1953 (the year of éxaicution), particularly those
between communism, treason, and dissent. As a i@fshis conflation, anyone who
strayed from the conservative (Christian) agemuauding liberals; radicals; Jews;
immigrants; leftist artists and intellectuals; dabdor, civil, and women'’s rights
activists and organizations, became suspect anel @ffactively rendered

“‘communist” in U.S. popular and political culturghis led not only to ruined careers

24 Ronald Radosh and Joyce Miltdfhe Rosenberg Fi)@" ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1997); Nigel WestYenona: The Greatest Secret of the Cold \landon: Harper Collins Publishers,
1999); and Herbert Romerstein and Eric Breindilbk Venona Secrets: Exposing Soviet Espionage
and America’s Traitorg§Washington, DC: Regency Publishing, Inc., 2000).

% CarmichaelFraming History andHeir to an ExecutionDVD, directed by Ivy Meeropol (Burbank,
CA: HBO Home Video, 2004).
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and public ostracism, but also to the eventual asiph of the political left as a result
of internal disagreements and self-imposed cengnrBht regardless of the “truth”

of their guilt or innocence, the Rosenbergs weregwp in the summer of 1950 into
a discursive maelstrom in which every identity hyiet they could possibly have
defined themselves was in direct opposition toateepted norm of that historical
moment. Both Ethel and Julius were active membiktiseoCommunist Party in the
era of McCarthy, HUAC, and the Korean War, theelattf which framed their arrest,
trial, and executioR® They made their lives and raised their childreManhattan’s
Lower East Side, a well-known center of Jewishdifel culture in the United States.
They were working class during the (arguably rhetdy ascendance of middle-class
prosperity. They were the Jewish children of Russiamigrants living in a country
with an overwhelmingly white, Christian body pdiitat a time of increased paranoia
concerning the domestic “infiltration” of foreigreeand the concomitant conflation of
Jews with communist ideolog’/. The predominant national/ist narrative of post-war
America required significant adjustment to accomatedhe anathema that the
Rosenbergs represented. And Ethel Rosenberg, toye\of her femaleness in
combination with her alleged participation in thetwork of pro-Soviet atomic spies,
was a direct threat to the heteropatriarchal nafwsmerican capitalism in which
women are apolitical homemakers and caretakerhilofren while their husbands go

off to (white collar) jobs.

% Communist North Korea invaded democratic Southeléarn June 25, 1950; Julius and Ethel
Rosenberg were arrested in New York City that sumifige armistice was signed between North and
South Korea on July 27, 1953; the Rosenbergs wereuted on June 19 of that same year.

2" While both Julius’ parents were from Russia, Ethelother had emigrated from Austria. Her father,
though, was Russian.
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The tacit rules and regulations of domestic “comteent” affected not only
the media’s portrayal of Rosenberg and her puldisgna, but also the discursive
milieu from which emerged the prosecution’s rhet@amd, ultimately, the rationale
that allowed presiding Judge Irving Kaufman to sané her to death. As early as
August 12, 1950, for example, prosecuting attoMgles J. Lane linked
Rosenberg’s actions with contemporaneous militanflect, arguing, “if the crime
with which she is charged had not occurred perkagpgould not have the present
situation in Korea?® Returning less than a year later to that samedtiarhis
sentencing statement, Kaufman called the Roserlbengsie “worse than murder,”
asserting that their actions were the direct catdty “the Communist aggression in
Korea” as well the potential for “millions more” @izalties incurred there and
elsewhere as a result of their egregious breath®f national securit§?

Thinking through the use of Ethel Rosenberg tesrane fatalef the cold war
triumphalist mythscape requires an historicizedceptualization of American
national identity. Acceptable roles for women ie thnited States after World War |l
were very few and highly prescribed, and the h@@trearchal nuclear family was
vigorously deployed by policymakers and punditshasfirst line of defense against
treason and subversive activifiThe trouble with the Rosenbergs, though, was that

not only had they apparently functioned quite sasfidly as Soviet operativegthin

2 4p|ot to Have G.|. Give Bomb Data to Soviets IscLto His Sister Here,New York TimesAugust
12, 1950.

#«Judge Kaufman's Statement upon Sentencing themmsgs,” http://www.law.umkc.edu/
faculty/projects/ftrials/rosenb/ROS_SENT.HTM, paraccessed April 18, 2008).

%0 For more on the importance of the heteropatridnechelear family to American national identity in

the 1950s, see Stephanie Cooiitze Way We Never Were: American Families and thetalpa Trap
(New York: Basic Books, 1992).
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the very structure that was supposed to protechsigsuch activity, but it was Ethel
Rosenberg, the wife and homemaker, who was madwritally if not in practice,
responsible for it. According to tidew York Timeswhich printed its stories on the
Rosenberg case verbatim from FBI press reledsesjas she who “recruit[ed] her
brother, David Greenglass, 28, to obtain classifileat is, secret information
concerning the atomic bomb for the Soviet Unidh.”

This explicit attribution to Ethel Rosenberg oftsg in motion the events that
led to the Soviet Union’s nuclear capability was tinst of many. It found its way
into the prosecution’s rhetoric and, arguably, ith® minds of the jury, which was
not sequestered at any point during the trial &ngd had access to the print media’s
ubiquitous coverage. It also served as an imp@ilanation for other examples of
Rosenberg’s purportedly aberrant behavior. Accardinsubsequent news reports,
she had the audacity, when investigators appeateel @oor after her husband’s
arrest, to insist on her Constitutional right te sesearch warrant and call an attorney.
She was also consistently derided during the fioiaher “refusal to demonstrate
feeling, a refusal interpreted as a sign of arrocgadisdain, contempt, or absence of
remorse and increasingly read as evidence of iguéltcold and unnatural womart”
With regard to the fate of their young childrene sgore the brunt of the interpretive
coverage, which accused her of being an “unnatunalther who chose loyalty to her

political commitments over the responsibilitiesnadtherhood. The bottom line for

31 carmichaelFraming History 99.
32«p|ot to Have G.l. Give Bomb Data to Soviets Isd_to His Sister Here.”

3 CarmichaelFraming History 97-98.
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Judge Kaufman was that Rosenberg, a “mature wombnestthree years older
than her husband and almost seven years oldeh#drayounger brother,” failed in
her responsibility to dissuade them from theinatés. Instead, she “encouraged and
assisted the cause” and, as such, was “a full-égmrtner in this crime®

Within the narrow confines of what was considesedeptable behavior for
women in the decade or so following 1945, the miognthetoric identifying
Rosenberg as the communist ring-leader of a cesfiyonage operation was easy to
interpret: she manipulated her husband and brobheached national security,
refused to cooperate with those charged with ptiotgthe American body politic,
abandoned her sons, and not once demonstratechae ofiremorse for any of it.
The alleged crimes of Ethel Rosenberg requireghef both literally and figuratively,
be disappeared as punishment for not only violatwegaws of the United States, but
also the gendered norms of cold war-era domestitagument. In the twisted logic of
this particular narrative, Rosenberg is guiltysofnethingand whether that
something is conspiracy to commit espionage omlyetg the men in her life (and,

with them, the heteropatriarchal nuclear familyfaserica), she deserved to die.

The Rosenbergs at the International Spy Museum

The International Spy Museum explicitly marks Segter 23, 1949—that day on
which President Harry Truman announced the SovmbtJs first atomic
explosion—as the commencement of the cold war, @@site the continuing

controversy concerning the degree to which Julhtda Ethel Rosenberg were

3 «Judge Kaufman’s Statement,” par. 6.
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involved (or not) in enabling Soviet scientistg fRosenbergs are positioned in the
museum’s narrative as central figures in the eggemetwork that made the events
of that day possible. The Rosenbergs and the cafdave thus co-constitutive in the
museum’s narrative. According to the museum, weneti for the Rosenberg’s
actions, the cold war would not have existed, aatevit not for the cold war, neither

would the Rosenbergs as discursive phenomena.

| am first introduced to Julius and Ethel Rosermpieran exhibit entitled
“Atomic Spies.” To stand in this small, square rowrhose grey walls are a grid is
like standing on &tar Trekholodeck. Or maybe inside a Rubics Cube. Beginning
with a replica of a letter by Albert Einstein todfiklin Delano Roosevelt
requesting/warning the U.S. President that the ébhistates should research and
build an atomic weapon to pre-empt Nazi Germang,tbom uses the U.S.
government’s timeline of events as constructedhi®iRosenberg trial to visually
demonstrate the flow of information concerning‘ecret” of the atomic bomb from
communist agents in the United States to scientigtee Soviet Union. According to
the (white, male) voiceover that accompanies tiaétime mapping of the alleged
“spy network” on a wall of the exhibit, “Julius angithel Rosenberg, codenames
‘Liberal’ and ‘Ethel,’ provided Soviets with stolelefense and military documents.”

He was an “active spy,” she his “supportive wifé>

% Ironically, it was actually Ethel Rosenberg whoswaanipulated at the hands of the state. Materials
released by the Department of Justice in 1974 utideFreedom of Information Act reveal that
although the only evidence the prosecution coutdeyalinking her to the “spy ring” was the pre-tria
testimony of her sister-in-law, Ruth Greenglass,gbvernment charged her with conspiracy to
commit espionage and took her into custody in sengit to force a confession from her husband and
to prevent her from being able to testify on hikdd& For more information, see Carmichdaiaming
History, 103.
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Upon leaving “Atomic Spies,” | encounter an enormavall mural of
“nuclear weapons on parade in Moscow” and a placaedding:

NUCLEAR AGE BEGINS

In conventional wars, armies battle in plain stiethe Cold War, spies and

governments wrestled in the shadows. It was a yp&df conflict, fought not

by soldiers but mostly by spies.

World War 1l left the U.S.S.R. controlling East&uarope, dividing a

continent and, increasingly, the globe. Nationssehsides between two

superpowers, fueling in time undercover strugghed sparked regional flare-

ups...but without igniting World War lll.
Past the mural, at the end of a short, grey halligathe universal sign for a nuclear
fall-out shelter. Following the only path availalite me, | turn the corner and head
down the drab concrete stairs, ostensibly intoladat shelter. The walls of the
staircase are decorated by posters advertisingre¢\eS. cold war-era films, and a
(white, male) voice over in the guise of a conterapeous radio newscaster and
guoting from the text of the press release issyeithd White House on September 22,
1949, reports that Truman has announced that amat@xplosion has occurred in

the Soviet Union. Then, quoting from a 1953 statenssued by President Dwight D.

This lack of evidentiary support for Rosenbeiigi@lvement continued with the release of the
Venona documents in 1995. Unlike her husband, tathér, and her sister-in-law, Rosenberg was
never given a code name by Soviet agents workirtlgarunited States. In all the decoded Venona
materials, she is mentioned only once as “LIBERANife. Surname that of her husband, first name
ETHEL, 29 years old. Married five years. Finishedandary school. A FELLOWCOUNTRYMAN
[member of the Communist Party] since 1938. Sudfitly well developed politically. Knows about
her husband’s work and the role of METR and NILview of delicate health does not work. Is
characterized positively and as a devoted persdievf York 1657 to Moscow, November 27, 1944,”
NOVA Onling http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/venona/ inte_1944Lhiml#cable (accessed May 26,
2008).
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Eisenhower to explain why he refused the Rosenloéggsency in the hours before
their execution, the voiceover reports:
By immeasurably increasing the chances of atomig tha Rosenbergs may
have condemned to death tens of millions of innqoeople all over the
world. The execution of two humans is a grave madat even graver is the
thought of millions of dead whose deaths may becty attributable to what

these spies have done.

As visitors come to the bottom of this long, caterstaircase repeatedly
labeled with the infamously foreboding symbol fanwclear fall-out shelter, they file
through a short, dark hallway and out into a spicedly lit area cordoned off by
chain link fencing that form the transparent “wabi§ the area’s various exhibits.
Located immediately to the left is the InternatioBpy Museum’s
presentation of information concerning the politiad ideological tensions of the
1950s. The display, entitled “Red Scare” and desigo suggest a nuclear fall-out
shelter, features a black and white composite fitmch includes portions of Walt
Disney’s manifestly anti-communist testimony befbldAC, as well as various clips
of Senator Joseph McCarthy’s vigorous defenseatiempts to expose communists
and communist sympathizers in the United States.fililm is just over two minutes
long and automatically repeats itself as museunmsgeenture behind the guardrail of
a wheelchair ramp to view the artifacts on dispfaiwo glass cases built into the

“wall” of the simulated fall-out shelter and to tetne information provided on the
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accompanying placards. Together, these constiieteniseum’s take on the socio-
historical context in which the Rosenbergs’ triatla@xecution took place.

After the immediacy of the video, a familiar teclogy to which visitors are
instantly drawn, the display’s white lighting plags their propensity to read from
left to right, subtly focusing the brightest lighis the left-hand side of the exhibit
and thus urging them toward the largest glass aysghse. Prominently mounted
above this case, painted in black on what appedre tin aged, white shingle, is a
guotation attributed to former Soviet Premier Nakikhruschev explicitly
acknowledging the Rosenbergs’ “significant hel@atelerating the production of
our atomic bomb.” The glass case itself contaiptigas of pamphlets and public
relations materials intended during the Rosenbengsrceration between 1950 and
1953 to raise either awareness of their plight @nhoney for their costly and
lengthy appeals process. A significantly smallasgldisplay case, located down and
to the immediate right of the larger one, housespéica of the infamous Jell-O box
that Julius Rosenberg is said to have used asaldigking two of his operatives,
Harry Gold and David Greenglass, at the Los Alaatosic research facility in June
1945. The original, the museum reports, was usetidoprosecution during the trial
and is currently located with the Rosenberg tr@duiments in the U.S. National
Archives in Washington, DC. What the museum dogsmention, however, is that
its replica Jell-O box is actually a replica ofeplica: the “original,” assuming it ever
existed, has never been located, and prosecutdessMgne and Roy Cohn readily

admitted to the jury and Kaufman at the time ofttied that their Jell-O box was
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fabricated solely for demonstrative use in the toom3° Nor does the museum
mention that the quotation attributed to Khrusclwvyhich the museum relies (in
conjunction with its subsequent display concerrnimgtop-secret Venona program, to
which | will return shortly) as definitive proof ofie Rosenbergs’ guilt, is taken from
an edited, English-language edition of his publisireemoirs that was posthumously
transcribed from cassette tapes said to have breated by Khruschev, but not
verifiable by voice-print. Additionally, since th®osenbergs had already been
executed as traitors who had provided the “seaftfie atomic bomb to the Soviet
Union, it would not have been in the Soviet Unidpést interests for Khruschev to
have done anything but confirm the findings of Bi&d. Why, after all, would he
reveal the existence of undiscovered intelligerueratives? Using Khruschev’s
memoirs, then, for the final word on the Rosenlzage is most definitely
problematic’’

The conspicuous absence from this display of asgudsion of judicial and
prosecutorial misconduct during, as well as thepially illegal activities of the FBI
in making, the Rosenberg case forces a glaringjoatof the ideological
positionalities of the museum’s creators and denishakers. Although a wall
placard, entitled “Julius and Ethel Rosenberg: @l Innocent?” seems at first to
ask museum-goers to come to their own conclusibosatahe case, its question is
merely rhetorical, as the museum has already nteldedcision on behalf of its

visitors. Leaving no room for debate or conversattbe placard affirms that “[fl[rom

% Marjorie Garber, “Jell-O,” irBecret Agents: The Rosenberg Case, McCarthyisniFifties
Americag ed. Marjorie Garber and Rebecca L. Walkowitz291iNew York: Routledge, 1995).

37 CcarmichaelFraming History 223, footnote no. 2.
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1943 to 1946 Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, an idexblew York couple with two
young sons, were at the center of a spy netwoidirigandustrial, military, and
atomic secrets to the Soviets.”

Given the painstaking recuperative work of Rosegisepporters and other
progressive activists and intellectuals in the desasince the 1950s, it is surprising
that the International Spy Museum presents asgbats “reality” the unambiguous
guilt of the Rosenbergs, particularly given the mge perpetrated against leftists of
all ideological persuasions by, most notably, tBé &d the Department of Justice’s
COINTELPRO. The placard mentions that “[w]hen Jsilas caught and refused to
talk, the FBI arrested Ethel, too, in hopes of breakiaghusband.” But this (illegal
and ultimately unsuccessful) government-sanctiaftatt to leverage Rosenberg
against her husband in an attempt to secure hiegsion passes without comment in
the museum’s narrative, as does the FBI's lackvamfemtiary support linking her to
the crime of which she was accused. Although teplay does acknowledge the
“widespread sympathy and doubt” that accompanieRibsenbergs’ conviction and
execution, accompanied by a picture of a pro-Rosentally in France, the United
States and its institutions exist outside that doNb mention is made of the U.S.-
based activisms that occurred during and sinc&tsenberg case to draw attention
to the inadequacies of the trial and attempt toas# it within the context of
McCarthyism. This is particularly ironic given thie museum itself would not be
able to report the “facts” as it does were it ravtthe success of a 1970s lawsuit
brought against the federal government by the Rumgs’ sons under the Freedom

of Information Act, which released previously-cléissl trial materials revealing the
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FBI's questionable tactics in making the governrisecsise against the Rosenbergs.
According to the museum, the Rosenbergs “were faguity and sentenced to die in
the electric chair,” butvhoit was that found them guilty and sentenced the e
remains intentionally ambiguous in order to avaeigiicating the U.S. government.
The need for this ambiguity is further substaetilaéind legitimized via the
dramaturgicalinimportance to the museum’s narrative of anothergsthcontaining
the museum’s only acknowledgment of the persecsitsarfifered in the United States
by the political left in the era of McCarthy. Thaiseum concedes that while “[sJome
spies were uncovered in the process, [...] histosydtwn that most of the accused
were innocent, their lives and reputations destldyethe Communist witch-hunt.”
Not only is this placard positioned well below dggel in the display’s darkest area
and obscured by the shadow cast by the televisionvpich the short composite
film, “Red Scare,” runs continuously), but it isalthe last informational piece in an
unusually (for this museum) text-heavy display, abhitself comes more than half-
way through the museum—Ilong after visitors havesto attempting to read
everything. Located unobtrusively behind the guatdf a ramp that makes this
portion of the museum accessible to patrons in Whees, the display is also
difficult to get to. Given these potential obstachkrhich museum-goers could use as
an excuse to pass entirely by or gloss over thetaobve information presented in
the display, it is the anti-communist sentimentresped in the video by Walt Disney,
along with the prominence of the quotation from &thev’'s memoirs, that work
concomitantly to bolster museum-goers’ existingdfglin both the legitimacy of

anti-communism and the Rosenbergs’ guilt. AfteriaiDisney, the allegedly benign
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creator of family entertainment and amusement parsnks communism is “un-
American,” then it undoubtedly must be. And whaedbsit Nikita Khruschev, a
former leader of the Soviet Union, would know thith” about the Rosenbergs’
involvement in his country’s attainment of nucleachnology?

The placard’s written text calling McCarthyismwitth-hunt"—assuming
visitors read it—thus contradicts the predominagssage promulgated by the
display’s audio-visual materials, which, in theanclusive condemnation of the
Rosenbergs, operate in conjunction with the evidensupport provided by the
museum in the form of subsequent informational nelteconcerning the NSA'’s top-
secret Venona project. A series of placards repbed995 declassification of
hundreds of decrypted World War Two-era Sovietdmaissions to and about agents
(including one called “Liberal,” whom decoders hagentified as Julius Rosenberg)
operating within the territorial boundaries of teited States. It features FBI
Director J. Edgar Hoover’s contention that “Comnsamj in reality, is not a political
party, it is a way of life, an evil and malignanayvof life.” Hoover’s sentiment, like
the quotation attributed to Khruschev, is paintefllack ink on an aged, white
shingle and prominently displayed at the starbef¥enona exhibit, thus squelching
any potential for an oppositional, or even nuanageéypretation of the museum’s

story of Venona and its import to the Rosenberg.cas

3 Critical pedagogical theorist and communicatiostsogar Henry A. Giroux argues that the Disney
Corporation, rather than promoting childhood inmaeeand harmless utopian fantasy, has become a
momentous political and cultural force in shapingpaservative status quo that perpetuates racisim an
sexism, encourages social homogenization, and tinifdren into consumers for the capitalist
marketplace. See, for examplédie Mouse That Roared: Disney and the End of Inmme@g.anham,

MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2001 n&Mickey Mouse MonopolWwHS, directed by
Miguel Picker (Northampton, MA: Media Education Faolation, 2001).
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Another potential obstacle to museum-goers’ abibtbecome aware of
and/or process the almost-critique of McCarthyidfared by the small placard is
actually the sequence in which information conaggrihe Rosenberg case is
presented as part of the museum'’s story of intemnalt espionage. As described in
my touring narrative above, before visitors redwhsimulated nuclear fall-out shelter
in which the “Red Scare” display is located, they presented with two specific
references to the Rosenbergs’ central involvenretiie Soviet Union’s attainment of
nuclear technology. The first is the small greymoentitled “Atomic Spies,” which
describes the development of nuclear weaponrylandlteged means by which that
technology ended up in the hands of Soviet scisnfi$ e second occurs via a white,
male voiceover in the grey, concrete stairwell isgdiown to the simulated fall-out
shelter. With these two specific references toRbeenbergs immediately preceding
the “Red Scare” exhibit, museum-goers already kntat they did (from “Atomic
Spies”) and what happened to them (by listenintipéovoiceover in the stairwell),
which leaves visitors with no practical reason b ip the extra effort of navigating
behind the wheelchair ramp’s guardrail to readitfiemational placards. Add to this
the prominent anti-communist rhetoric in the extiitself, which is readily
discernible with a cursory glance while walking dothe ramp and ahead to the
Venona exhibit, and it becomes clear that the setpief information presented on
the Rosenbergs serves to confirm rather than ctgdlevhat visitors probably already
knew before coming to the museum: the Rosenbergs geelty, and communism is
bad. Thus, the museum’s take on the Rosenbergldas#s interpretation of the

cold war itself, is all about power—the power o tinternational Spy Museum, as a
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U.S.-based cultural text, to make meaning withenabld war triumphalist mythscape
as well as the power of the white men who spealiatralf of or (in the case of
Khruschev) in support of the U.S. state in the muose exhibits. From Hoover and
Disney to the white, male voiceover reporting Eis@mer’s reasons for denying the
Rosenbergs’ appeal for clemency, it is the instihg of the U.S. nation-state—its
media, its politicians, its decision-makers—that ased to prove the Rosenbergs’
guilt and, by association, the inherent malignasfcgommunism and the Soviet

Union.

The Origins of State-Based Terror

Although there is only one path through the Intéomal Spy Museum, exhibits and
displays are arranged so that visitors can pickcmdse to interact with those that
are most intriguing to them. There are, howevegdlareas of the museum through
which museum-goemsustpass in order to get to the remainder of the etehibach
of which features a concentrated narrative of @ifipehistorical moment of import to
the international history of espionage. One of ¢hes’/Atomic Spies” in which the
Rosenbergs are explicitly identified as part oeawork of communist agents.
Another is the concrete stairwell in which the Sbatomic explosion and the
Rosenbergs’ execution are annountethe first, though, through which museum-
goers are obligated to pass is an exhibit enttfRet Terror” that is designed to

replicate the office of feared Soviet intelligerafécer Feliks Dzerzhinsky, the

% The exception to this is those visitors who caroralo not use the stairs and, instead, opt for the
elevator.
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toppled statue of whom hangs ominously overheaduseum-goers are boarding the

elevator that takes them up to the start of thebish

At the end of a long, red hallway, prominentlybtes from about twenty-five
yards away, is a large, highly sexualized black aite portrait of one of history’s
most well-known (if least successful) spies, Magta Zelle, who, as exotic dancer
Mata Hari, spied for Germany during World War | amal 1917, was executed by
France for her efforts. Although Mata Hari's poritaeems, at first glance, to mark
the end of the corridor, upon reaching it, | imneddly discover that, although
hidden behind a scarlet velvet curtain, a doorwasgdised as an immense wooden
bookshelf, emblazoned with the words “Doorway tdi,Heas been left ajar,
revealing a secret room. | can hear men singin@nagsly in Russian. Displayed on
the bookshelf/door are Russian-language versiomoeéls by James Bond creator
lan Fleming, a book entitled studentova kommunisfiFor Communist Studentby
Uri German and a series of books collectively édizhizn zamechatelnii lud€irhe
Lives of Famous Peoplewith editions on Russian revolutionaries Vladitmgnin
and Sofia Perovskaya. The room behind the greatierodookshelf/door is square,
dark, and overwhelmingly red. A deep scarlet rugtgcts the very Russian
parquetted floor, dark shades are drawn over thedews, and a series of still black
and white images moves across them from left tud agcompanied by a medley of
Soviet-era choral music. The room is meant to beoffice of Soviet security chief
Feliks Dzerzhinsky. His portrait hangs on the wialthe left, next to those of Lenin

and Stalin. A quote attributed to Dzerzhinsky redd¢e stand for organized terror.”
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In front of me are his desk and his phone and h&rcAnd to my left is the secret
entrance to Moscow’s feared Butyrka Prison, to Wioviet citizens were sent,
never to be heard from again. Had they been exd@uf¢ere they sent to the gulag?
Some of the faces that comprise the scrolling image blacked out, evidence of
having been “disappeared” during the Stalinist pasj and the accompanying text
reports that “8 million Soviet citizens were arredtfor crimes against the state.

700,000 were executed.”

Although its moniker and artifacts refer specilig@o the Stalinist purges of
1937/38, when millions of Soviet citizens were ‘appeared” in an effort to remove
dissident members of the Communist Party, thisimgtdia exhibit purports to tell
the history of Russia’s “long tradition of secrelipe” that “defin[ed] the art of ruling
by fear.” A wall placard attributed to museum boarember and intelligence
historian H. Keith Melton (who is also on the faguf the Centre for
Counterintelligence and Security Studfsracks the alleged continuity in tactics
throughout Russian and Soviet history to suppiessacttivities of subversive groups:

Russia has a long tradition of secret police. TK&HRANA [sic] served the

Czar, keeping watch over subversive groups. WherBtlisheviks seized

power, they created the Cheka, the group resp@ibthe Red Terror. As

the Cheka grew and evolved, it was renamed the @fd,the OGPU. Stalin

0 International Spy Museum, “Advisory Board of Ditexs and Advisory Council,” press release (July
2002).

319



recognized it as the NKVDn 1954, it became the infamous KGB; then in

1992, after the fall of the Soviet Union, the F$B
By unequivocally linking the strategies and tacb€ssarist Russia with those of the
Russian Federation via those of the Soviet Unioa eixhibit points to an apparent
meta-historical predilection in that geographia&aaof the world for state-based
violence (regardless of its leaders or politicalistures) and names the October
Revolution that brought the Bolsheviks to powethesorigin of the use of “terror
and torture as political tools.” According to a iyglacard, “[tjhe Bolshevik
Revolution of 1917 reshaped world politics. It alsemsformed spying, initiating a
new era in which governments institutionalized espge to control their own
citizens.”

In thinking about how the museum constructs itsateve about the history of
international espionage, it is interesting to cdasihe ways in which “Atomic Spies”
and “Red Terror” are discursively symmetrical anetomymically interconnected
within that narrative. Each of these exhibits afi&srio elicit visitors’ intellectual and
emotional engagement with its particular story tigto an immersive experience in
the specific time, space and place of that storyhé case of “Red Terror,” museum-
goers find themselves in NKVD chief Feliks Dzerzaky's Moscow office during the
earliest days of the Stalinist purges and are elaged to imagine that they are
awaiting interrogation and probable imprisonmert/anexecution. In “Atomic
Spies,” museum-goers experience the Soviet Uninstsatomic explosion in 1949

through several interconnected stimuli, includingpeceover launch countdown that

“1talics mine.
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begins in English and ends in Russian, a film ofip burgeoning mushroom cloud,
lights that blink rapidly on and off, a roaring amtrack and a floor that shakes
violently, causing unsuspecting visitors to momaehtéose their balance. With the
exception of the concrete staircase that leads dowme simulated fall-out shelter,
no other portion of the museum relies so exclugieel these immersive theatrical
techniques. This makes both “Red Terror” and “Atoi@pies” spaces in which
museum-goers become involuntary performers onge steeated by the sights and
sounds of the exhibit.

Several strategies operate in tandem to condtrast exhibits as performance
spaces. First, each is housed in a square roomewdigsical openness is in stark
contrast to the dimly lit alcoves and angled wtikst define the museum’s other
exhibits, all of which (with the exception of “R&error” and “Atomic Spies”) are
intentionally designed to force museum-goers ta pge nooks and crannies and
search behind angled walls. The physical locatidhiavthose exhibits of placards
and artifacts, most of which are displayed at glnethat facilitates equal
accessibility to them by children as well as adutisces adults to look down and
children to look up, thus manipulating the bodiesmaseum-goers into an
involuntary physical performance throughout the ewns. To look down, adults must
collapse their shoulders and deliberately adjusst ttenter of gravity; to look up,
children must stand on their toes. Both age graupshus off balance, and neither is
able to get a clear view of the information presdntithout expending some
physical effort. This forced physical performano@@nces the pedagogical mission

of the museum by relaying its message concerniagldmgers and potential duplicity
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of espionage through the physical embodiment oeiperience. Variances in
lighting color and strength, along with an almdsaatic array of audio-visual stimuli,
reinforces a feeling of surveillance and secredwsT visitors’ perception of their
new-found ability to see clearly the informatioegented in both “Red Terror” and
“Atomic Spies” encourages them to fully engage wuiithse materials.

Secondly, the presentation of information in thisge exhibits is done
primarily through visual imagery and sound rathemt a preponderance of written
text. This strategy mirrors that of the museungeneral, but “Red Terror” and
“Atomic Spies” differ in their 360-degree arrangerhef those technologies; thus,
each room’s design as an open diorama whose wallsparsely populated with
pictures, artifacts, and text-based informatiodatards, in conjunction with the aural
and visual stimulation provided by each exhibigmotes a singular attention to the
exhibit's narrative as well as a performance erhatepart of that narrative.

Lastly, as | have mentioned, visitors are obligatepass through each exhibit
on their way to subsequent areas of the museunenGhese factors, the narrative
importance of “Red Terror” and “Atomic Spies” teetmuseum-as-text is manifest in
their structural prominence; they are the architedtvariant of literary theory’s
parallel structure and, as such, discursively pitenttee notion (with which most
adult viewers likely already come to the museurmj the Soviet Union’s (and, by
geographical and historical association, the Rudseeration’s) irrational
predilection for terrorizing its own people inhetlgrmeans that it cannot be trusted
to safely wield nuclear technology. In sequentralen, the story told in “Red Terror”

sets the dramaturgical stage for “Atomic Spies,fahtoperates in conjunction with
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“Red Scare” to explain the origins of the cold wRussia’s inherent and meta-
historical reliance on terror to control its owtizns became, with the Soviet
attainment of atomic weaponry, a direct threat 18.Uational security, thus offering

sound justification for the cold war.

(Hetero)Sexpionage

The museum’s use of the cold war to justify therwa terror” is heavily reliant

upon efficient operation of gendered discursivefigomations, which the museum
wields quite adeptly. But unlike many museums, Whiave been forced in the wake
of feminist critique to reorient their narrativesihclude the stories and experiences
of women, the International Spy Museum featuremthjaite prominently in a
number of exhibits. Not only are there two womertl@museum’s advisory
committees$? but the stories of female spies and the testinsooi@vomen CIA
operatives appear throughout the museum, wheth@otade further information
concerning a particular historical event or as etsdending their opinions
concerning the future of U.S.-based intelligencerapions in the wake of 9/11. Thus,
it is not the absence of women'’s voices and expeeeg that forces a feminist critique
of the museum; rather, it is the explicit conflatiof female sexuality with the threat

of enemy espionage and the dangers of state-basledae that operates in tandem

2 Retired Lieutenant General Claudia J. Kennedynea®nly the highest ranking woman in the U.S.
Army, but also “[t]he first and only woman to sem® Deputy Chief of Staff for [U.S. Army]
Intelligence.” As “former Chief of Disguise in tli&A’s Office of Technical Service,” Jonna Hiestand
Mendez's “twenty-seven year career included opemnatidisguise responsibilities in the most hostile
theaters of the Cold War, from Havana to MoscoBeging and ultimately into the Oval Office.”
International Spy Museum, “Advisory Board of Direrg and Advisory Council” (press release, July
2002). Mendez currently serves on the faculty ef@entre for Counterintelligence and Security
Studies. Center for Counterintelligence and Seg&@itdies, http://cicentre.com/intelligencespeakers
ISB_L-Z/SP_MENDEZ_Jonna.htm (accessed April 22,800
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with the museum’s covert use of heteronormativéonstof masculinity and
femininity to emasculate the Soviet Union (andghltension, the Russian
Federation) in order to bolster the museum’s hystdithe cold war and its
performative justification of the continuance ofctwvar-era strategies in U.S. foreign
policy after 9/11.

Feminist film critic Laura Mulvey has discusseé #8ystemic and normative
masculinist perspective, what she terms the “ma#eg through which audiences of
all genders have grown accustomed to viewing ri@ah$m narratives. She argues
that female characters (and the actors who pottray) traditionally fulfill an
“exhibitionist role” in which they are “simultanesly looked at and displayed®
they are included within the filmic narrative ordg erotic spectacle, serving both the
(male) characters within the on-screen univergdefilm as well as the film’s
spectators. Rarely does the visual presence of wdraeome necessary to the
progress of the filmic narrative, thus creatingr[active/passive heterosexual
division of labour” in which women exist to be Ieakat and men to drive the
narrative. According to Mulvey,

This is made possible through the processes sebiion by structuring the

film around a main controlling figure with whom tepectator can identify.

As the spectator identifies with the main male @gonist, he projects his look

onto that of his like, his screen surrogate, sottimpower of the male

3 Laura Mulvey, “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cimehexcerpted iThe Norton Anthology of
Theory and Criticismed. Vincent B. Leitch (New York: W.W. Norton & C®2001), 2186.
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protagonist as he controls events coincides wihatttive power of the erotic

look, both giving a satisfying sense of omnipotefice
| have already discussed at length the strategi@ghich the International Spy
Museum, in its marketing materials and exhibitgenpellates visitors into a
community of U.S.-based intelligence insiders whesemies are communists, the
U.S.S.R./Russia and any individuals or groupsttinmaaten the national security of
the United States and its allies. Whatever themmseand methods, U.S. and NATO
espionage victories over these enemies are tosgtecaanted and legitimate, while
defeats are used to justify increased spycrafth\Wiis chicken-and-egg logic,
visitors to the International Spy Museum are imgliasked to identify with the
museum’s (masculine) protagonist, the United Statied to share its desire to
eliminate its historical enemy, the Soviet Unioriet, like the female characters of
traditional filmic narrative, exists as a passibgect meant to serve as dramaturgical
proof of the hero’s virility.

For example, the introductory display to an extdénititled “The Secret
History of History,” which aims to demonstrate thistorical longevity of intelligence
work as a viable strategy of global politics, redgqmuseum-goers that espionage is
“the world’s second oldest profession,” thus malkamgexplicit connotative and
discursive link between prostitution and the segregcitement, and potential
duplicity of covert intelligence work. This link sceeds because it depends upon the
public perception of sex work in a specifically Ulsed context. Although selling

one’s own or purchasing another’s body for moneaifagal in the United States

“bid., 2187.
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(with the notable exception of the state of Nevadayl both actions are
conceptualized and discussed in largely negativedethere is, of course, no dearth
of known “red light districts” across the countmhis incongruous relationship
between law and practice results in a disconcegingic schizophrenia in that the
national body politic understands the logic behimelsimple formula presented by its
lawmakers: sex work is bad, therefore sex workegal. However, the illegality of
prostitution, in combination with its existence it a capitalist, heteropatriarchal,
and homophobic social structure, even while givead lip service as distasteful, is
also simultaneously sexually titillating because pinemise on which it rests
(prostitution is bad) is actually not accuratetfarse individual (usually male)
customers who choose to hire a (usually female)ss®mker. The International Spy
Museum expertly exploits this schizophrenia, tmsien between law, practice, and
male (hetero)sexual desire, to promote and teditdsy of international espionage.
This tension is unavoidably manifest in the mussuwstore, through which all
visitors must pass to exit the museum. Severadmdifft products, including mugs,
magnets, t-shirts, and postcards, feature a Wodd Méra propaganda poster
warning U.S. naval officers and enlisted men tonee of female spies” for fear that
women were “being employed by the enemy to secdoemation from Navy men,
on the theory that they [were] less liable to bgpgeted than male spies.” Also
available for purchase is a print of another WoKdr II-era propaganda poster that
warns male soldiers to “Keep mum [because] shesaaumb!” In this image, three
white, male military officers are in competitionttvieach other for the favors of one

white woman, whose bright red lipstick, opaquelfleslored gown, lavish jewelry,
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and defiant gaze at the (presumably male) viewetimoe, even more than fifty years
after the poster’s original publication, to workdanjunction with the (in)famously
beguiling and destructiiemmes fatalesf Hollywood’s “reel life” to signal the
woman'’s identity as a “real lifefemme fatal&®

On display in the museum is a KGB-issue 4.5 mrgletshot pistol disguised
as a tube of bright red lipstick. This weapon coofdcourse, be convincingly carried
and wielded only by female operatives, thus pogmtmthe use of what journalist
David Lewis calls “sexpionage” in his exposé onalieged institutionalized and
systemic exploitation of sexual acts by Sovietliijence® Interestingly, not only is
a replica of this artifact sold (presumably to féenasitors) in the museum store as a
pen disguised as a plastic tube of red lipstick,tbmas also featured prominently in
the museum’s marketing and public relations efforfgreparation for the museum’s
July 2002 opening. Included as the fifth of fiftéfefi color images in the museum’s
initial press preview of its collection, the gunnsroduced as “The Kiss of Death”
and described as “easily hidden in a purse,” tramlgring feminine the anonymous
KGB operative to whom the weapon was isstiédational Public Radio’s coverage
of the museum’s opening also featured “The KisBedith” in its abridged on-line

photo gallery of the museum’s collecti$hand museum creator Milton Maltz

> Luke points out that museum-goers already knomérelous amounts from other sources before
they even step inside an exhibit. Museums, he ardgpeovide relics and specimens from ‘real life’ t
affirm and anchor images and stories taken frorl fi&e’ during screen time with TV, movies, and
the worldwide Web.'Museum Politics219.

“ David Lewis,Sexpionage: The Exploitation of Sex by Sovietligézice(New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1976).

*" International Spy Museum, “Collections Imagesgs® release (July 2002).
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referred specifically to it in an interview condedtby NPR’s Tavis Smiley,
explaining that the pistol was “given to every féenidGB agent either to protect
herself or to commit an assassinatiéh.”

The lipstick gun’s location within the museum ralgthe reason it was relied
on so prominently in the museum’s initial publitateons efforts. Included as part of
the “School for Spies” exhibit, which aims to ilteste the technical aspects of
spycraft via artifacts and interactive demonstratjdhe lipstick pistol is prominently
displayed in a glass case directly across frone#gbit’s chief attraction, the James
Bond Austin Healey, thus providing a discursivé Ibetween the materiality of “real
life” Soviet intelligence tactics and the knowledgehe filmic “reel life” cold war-
era world of James Bond—particularly the “Bondgyirkseveral of whom were not
only classidemmes fataledbut Soviet spies as well—with which (at leastylad
visitors likely come to the museum. The museum’8 placard points out that the
lipstick pistol “delivered the ultimate ‘kiss of ah,” thus identifying female
sexuality as a potentially fatal tool of espionagel associating Russian/Soviet

women with the traits and characteristics of thélyWwaod femme fatale

On a repeat visit to the museum, as | turn awagnftbe portrait of Mata
Hari, | already know that behind the red curtainry left is the secret door to Feliks
Dzerzhinsky’s office and the exhibit entitled “Riegtror.” | can hear the Soviet

anthems being sung, luring me into the dark. | pee& see the blacked-out faces of

“8 Available at http://www.npr.org/programs/morniregifures/2002/jul/spy/; accessed April 22, 2008.

9 Milton Maltz, interview by Tavis SmileyThe Tavis Smiley Showational Public Radio, July 19,
2002, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.pstoPyld=1146943 (accessed April 22, 2008).
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the disappeared moving slowly across the drawn asnghades. But | ignore all that
and, instead, choose to wander to my right, intatv@ppears to be a ladies’

dressing room of the Victorian era.

Should visitors choose to explore this room torthkt, they learn about the
deeds and experiences of nineteenth-century woimias;snost of whom included in
this display spied for the Confederacy during th8.Wivil War and were thus
enemies of the United States. Mulvey points thggphiliac voyeurism of cinema,
which “arises from pleasure in using another peesoan object of sexual stimulation
through sight.*® In extrapolating her analysis for thinking abcu tnternational Spy
Museum, the fact that museum-goers learn abou¢ thesienspies (who were
enemies of the United States) while located in vidnatesumably their dressing
room, a private space into which visitors to th@mes in the nineteenth century
would most certainly not have been invited, is ewicke of the tacit permission given
by the museum to, in the language of espionagestpa their perimeter and learn
their secrets. Unlike filmic narratives, which, aytue of their sheer public-ness,
Mulvey acknowledges as seemingly “remote from theéeucover world of the

"5l the International

surreptitious observation of an unknowing and ulmglvictim,
Spy Museum exists solely to reveal this “undercaverld” for its visitors. This
objective is most explicitly introduced via whatutt arguably be considered a

metaphor for rape (i.e. visitors invade what iglitianally the private space of

0 Mulvey, “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema,82485.

1 \bid., 2184.
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women), thus pointing to the museum’s successfulipudation of gendered
discursive configurations to tell its story of imational espionage.

Moreover, coming immediately after the revealimgtgait of Mata Hari in the
hallway, this display continues the museum’s imptonversation, begun with the
“Kiss of Death” lipstick pistol and the linkage leten sex work and spycraft, of the
ways in which female spies used duplicitous sexyutdi deceive their (ostensibly
male) victims into sharing secrets and breachirigpnal security. This conversation
forms the foundation of what museum-goers know abwihistory of espionage up
to this point in the museum’s narrative and, ahispmoves crucial as they are
introduced for the first time in “Red Terror” toefSoviet Union as not only the
enemy of the United States, but also as the otigira state-based terror. Even while
reading placards, examining artifacts, and watckegshort informational film in the
Victorian dressing room, visitors are ablehtar “Red Terror” before they see it: the
sound of male voices singing what sounds like asbhationalistic and/or
militaristic anthem subtly permeates the museurmigeage of Civil War-era
woman-spies. This incongruous conflation of souwanut$ information, in combination
with the physical and psychological feeling thaé e moving deeper and deeper into
a space that has heretofore been not only entirdlgown, but also forbidden,
discursively connects “Red Terror” and the Soviatdd with the sexualized tactics
of woman-spies, from Mata Hari to the anonymousl‘tée” KGB agent whose
cover was breached and from whom the “Kiss of Dieatts undoubtedly

confiscated.
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The “real-life” failure of this female KGB agenperates as a subtle metaphor
in the museum’s story of cold war-era espionagefdikire, and, with it, the demise
of the Soviet Union, enables not only the very &xise of the International Spy
Museum, whose holdings are largely Soviet in origut also the geopolitical
ascendance of the United States as the world’s*sofeerpower.” According to its
own press materials, the museum owes its exisianaege part to the failures of
various intelligence operations, for these failurase facilitated knowledge of
certain tactics and technologies that were, by pama and under no circumstances,
intended for the eyes and ears of any group ottger that which used thethThe
United States, as the “winner” of the cold war,dhaet reveal its intelligence tactics
and is thus able to remain largely unnamed astecipant in the more unsavory and
morally questionably aspects of espionage requoedage cold war—not to mention
a global “war on terror.” But because the Sovietddrilost” the cold war, ceasing to
exist in the process, its intelligence techniquasately failed and were
subsequently discovered by historians and U.Slliggace operatives (the burial site
of the Romanovs is a case in point, as is thei¢ipgtistol and the strength of the
U.S.S.R.’s nuclear ballistic missile submarines$)isTloss” caused by the failure of
Soviet intelligence activities, in combination witihat country’s apparent irrationality
stemming from its allegedly historical predilectifom state-based terror, results in the
rhetorical emasculation of the historical Sovieidsnand its contemporary successor
state, the Russian Federation, within the coldtwamphalist narrative as presented

in the International Spy Museum. The majority ohists and artifacts on public

*2 International Spy Museum, “Souvenir Book” (Sprilegd, VA: Goetz Printing, Inc., 2002).
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display at the International Spy Museum, becausg déine Soviet in origin, provide
cumulative and conclusive evidence of the Unitextest alleged superiority over the
U.S.S.R., an abjection deployed rhetorically a$ pthe museum’s story of
international espionage only to reinforce what nonsejoers already know: the U.S.
won the cold war, thus exposing the weaknesseslyimigthe Soviet system—

including in its espionage techniques.

The Cold War as Cautionary Tale

| want to make clear that | am in no way a Sovplagist, nor is it my intention to
entirely discredit the information presented thrioowgt the museum concerning the
U.S.S.R.’s startlingly efficient use of state-baseience and the global threat of
nuclear annihilation imposed by the precariousti@ia between the United States
and the Soviet Union in the second half of the twetim century. Rather, my objective
in this chapter has been to interrogate not ordy‘thality” of the history of
espionage as it is discursively created by thematéonal Spy Museum and its
exhibits, but also the means by which the “facfsthat “reality” are being
promulgated within the context of its post-9/1ltdwical moment—especially when
taking into consideration the museum’s power afidemce as a site of public
pedagogy in the nation’s capitol city. An expligigducational institution whose
mission is to “educate the public about espionageniengaging manner and to
provide a dynamic context that fosters understandfrts important role in, and

impact on, current and historic eventsthe International Spy Museum prides itself
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on its commitment to “thapolitical presentation of the history of espionage in order
to provide visitors witmonbiasedaccurateinformation” about “an all-but-invisible
profession that has shaped history and continukaue a significant impact on world
events.? It seeks to fulfill this mission through permanant special exhibits in
conjunction with innovative programming that inobsdDC city tours highlighting
“some of the most notorious spy cases ever to drifothe nation’s capital>® annual
lecture series and workshops, a speaker series aadety of children’s events,
from themed birthday parties to scavenger huntsililimuseum’s choice of
language to describe itself relies heavily on tosipvist assumption that “accuracy”
can be achieved, that stories about the past ctwldwithout bias, and that it is
possible for the museum and its exhibits to exigside politics. The power of the
museum to tell its story within and from the pexdpe of cold war triumphalism
(and in a time, space, and place very much affdayettie events of September 11,
2001 and the subsequent “war on terror”) not oahpains unacknowledged, but is
explicitly denied.

For example, the museum’s explanation of its enggevia an explicit linkage
to the geopolitics of its post-9/11 moment is echimea July 2002 letter from George
W. Bush on the occasion of the museum’s grand ogeim this letter, displayed
prominently in the museum’s lobby, Bush congrargdahe museum'’s founder,

Malrite Company Chairman and former U.S. intelligemnalyst Milton Maltz, for

>3 International Spy Museum, http://www.spymuseumatigut/fag.php (accessed April 10, 2008),
par. 3.

** International Spy Museum, “First Museum Dedicatethternational Espionage Opens in
Washington, DC, July 2002,” italics mine.

% International Spy Museum, http://www.spymuseumspgcial/spycity_tour.php (accessed April 7,
2008), par. 1.
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his “tireless efforts to create the Nationsg] first public museum dedicated to
presenting the story of intelligence gathering tigtwout world history > The letter,
an official document issued by the White House madinted on a plaque paid for by
the Republican National Committee, also emphadilzsuseum’s significance for
its time, space, and place: Its “efforts in eduggall Americans on the important role
intelligence has played in shaping world eventsascording to Bush, “particularly
timely as we fight the war against terrorism.” BgpBcitly situating the museum’s
raison d’etrewithin contemporary geopolitics as constitutedhoy post-9/11 “war on
terror,” the prominent display of Bush’s lettertire museum’s lobby effectively
nullifies the museum’s own claim that it exists'‘agprivate and independent entity
with no links to any government agency, foreigmomestic.®’

Bush’s letter also works in conjunction with theseum’s symbolic and
geographical location at the center of an ambitimbsn revitalization and historic
preservation project in the District of Columbi&enn Quarter to lend credibility and
legitimacy to the museum’s narrative. Accordin@tBbC government press release
issued in anticipation of the museum’s July 2008rpg, the International Spy
Museum, which is located within walking distancedloé National Mall, just blocks

from the White House, and down the street from k&ldquarters (figure 6), “is

%% The Malrite Company, the successor to Malrite Camications Group, which owned television and
radio stations across the country, is currentlyrigists years of expertise to develop innovative
museum and education projects around the counthe’company is “breaking new ground in the
development of bold new concepts to enhance ad®atertainment districts starting with the
International Spy Museum which opened 19 July 2860&ashington, DC. The Malrite Company was
also the driving force behind the newly opened Kaiipiter Theatre in Jupiter, FL. The newest
Malrite project, The Maltz Museum of Jewish Her#ag now open in Cleveland, OH. International
Spy Museum, http://www.spymuseum.org/press/aboatideship.php (accessed April 22, 2008).

*" International Spy Museum, http://www.spymuseumatgut/faq.php (accessed April 7, 2008), par.
6.
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projected to boost local economic development tiinal60 new jobs, $2 million in
new annual tax revenue and increased tourism éretgion.®® Indeed, it has
succeeded exponentially, drawing more than 700yi¥jtors in its first year of

operation (July 2002-July 2003) and surpassing &agtiens concerning revenue

Figure 6: Locating the International Spy Museunig.

*8 Government of the District of Columbia, “Interratal Spy Museum First to Receive TIF from the
District,” press release (May 16, 2001).
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from the museum gift shop, private dining, and &lesvents?’ Calling its merger of
the public and private sectors a “new business irtbdeis thriving during a time
when tourism dollars are hard to come by,” the mnoss “positive influence on the
local tourism and business community has been rezed’ with several regional
and national awards citing the museum’s abilitgrtaw people to DC’s downtown
area, its leadership in the effort to revitalize EhStreet corridor and its commitment
to providing employment opportunities for DC resits®

The meticulous neighborhood revitalization effatshe museum’s
designers, who worked closely with the DC Histdtreservation Division, to
renovate while “carefully preserv[ing]” the archataral integrity of the five historic
buildings which house the museum’s exhibits andiadinative offices at 800 F
Street NW have also been lauded as superior exaropleban renewdf The
International Spy Museum, with its renovated buigli, permanent exhibits, up-scale
dining space, gift shop, café, and active calenflapecial events, is, quite literally,
transforming the neighborhood between the Natidfall and Washington, DC’s
Convention Center. And although the museum, wlsgtrivately owned and

operated by the Cleveland-based Malrite Companyelnes for a good chunk of its

9 What the museum does not take into account joréss materials is the fact that its record fiestry
of operation (July 2002 through July 2003) coindidéth the early months of the “war on terror,”
specifically U.S. military engagement in Afghanistand the attendant media coverage of the
successes and failures of intelligence gatherimgexlicting the events of September 11, 2001, and
locating AlI'Queda leader Osama bin Laden.

% International Spy Museum, “International Spy Muselixceeds First Year Expectations,” press
release (July 19, 2003).

®1 |ronically, one of these buildings, the WarderastBuilding, built in 1892 at 527"®treet, NW,

was the headquarters of the fourth district ofuh8. Communist Party from 1941 to 1948. According
to the International Spy Museum, “[t]he originaloddeading to these offices was carefully identifie
during construction, has been preserved and issphag” in the museum. International Spy Museum,
“Historic Building Backgrounder.”
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multi-million dollar annual operating budget on adsimon fees, food concessions,
and gift shop sales, “competes for visitors witlero¥00 museums in the greater DC
metropolitan area, most offering free admissitfit’is its “engaging interactive
exhibits, the rich atmosphere provided by statéhetart immersive environments
and the compelling personal stories of real spileat have made the International
Spy Museum “a must-see destination"—despite itk higmission fee®

The museum’s claim to be devoid of politics, tihvddcuses “on human
intelligence, not political ideology?* is particularly intriguing in light of the fact &l
the museum’s founding Board of Directors and Adrsseas comprised of career
intelligence officers and/or military personnelrfraghe United Kingdom, the former
Soviet Union, and the United Stafé$ay-to-day operations at the museum are
overseen by founding Executive Director Peter dné&st, a thirty-six-year veteran of
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) who servedhe Clandestine Service in
Eastern Europe during the 1970s and was latentbfigence organization’s chief
spokesperson. Other members of the founding Bddbdrectors and Advisors

included a former Director of Central Intelligené@miral Stansfield Turner (1977-

%2t is, for example, within easy walking distandete national Smithsonian museums, all of which
are federally funded and open to the public freehafrge.

% International Spy Museum, “International Spy Muselixceeds First Year Expectations,” press
release (July 19, 2003). As of May 2008, adulttersi (i.e., anyone between the ages of twelve and
sixty-four) can expect to pay $18 USD each for adion to the permanent exhibit. Participation in or
attendance at other programming, such as spediditss scavenger hunts, and the Spy City Tours,
requires additional fees. For further informatisee International Spy Museum,
http://lwww.spymuseum.org/plan/ticketing.php (acees8pril 7, 2008).

% International Spy Museum, http://www.spymuseumatgut/fag.php (accessed April 7, 2008), par.
5.

% Of the twelve Board members and five members @fAtivisory Council, just two are not from the

U.S.; historian Christopher Andrew is the sole Urépresentative, while former KGB chief of
counterintelligence, General Oleg Kalugin, is theesepresentative from the U.S.S.R./Russia.
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1981), a former Deputy Chief of Staff for U.S. Arrimgelligence, retired Lieutenant
General Claudia J. Kennedy, former FBI directo€olinterintelligence, Intelligence,
and Security Programs, and historian H. Keith Mglteho, like many of his
colleagues on the Board, is on the faculty of tkeat& for Counterintelligence and
Security Studies in Alexandria, VirginfdAnd, as | have mentioned, Maltz was,
himself, a U.S. naval intelligence analyst. Thdiaffons of the museum’s Board of
Directors and Advisors with the military and intgnce communities, along with the
prominent display of President Bush’s congratulatetter and in its lobby and its
centrality, both physical and symbolic, to DC’sitakization efforts, reveal a political
perspective (if not an ideology) heavily supportfanilitarism and securitization
situated within the museum’s complex historical neotof production and
operation—a moment defined by an ongoing war agdiesor” arguably being
fueled in large part by cold war triumphalism.

Had the United States not “won” the cold war pitdicymakers and pundits
would not, since 9/11, have been able to utilizewidespread belief in the
superiority of its political, economic, and miliyastructures, along with the
right(eous)ness of its heteropatriarchal capitaléshocracy and professed

commitment to human rights, to wage the “war orotgt which has been billed as

% According to its website, the U.S. military veterawned and operated Centre for
Counterintelligence and Security Studies in Alex@{CI| Centre) "provides dynamic, in-depth and
relevant education, training and products on caimitdligence, counterterrorism and security” for
corporations and other organizations interestégrotect[ing their] information, facilities and
personnel from foreign intelligence collectors,lgdbterrorists and competitor threats.” Courses are
taught by “seasoned veterans” who “were succegsthle counterintelligence, counterterrorism,
security and intelligence professions.” Core corapeies include: counterintelligence strategy and
tactics, tactical counterterrorism prevention sigés, economic espionage protection, international
travel safety, and security awareness. “About thE€é&htre,” Centre for Counterintelligence and
Security Studies, http://cicentre.com/About_Us.ltmcessed May 29, 2008), par. 1, 2 and 6.
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the U.S.-led liberation of oppressed peoples frelanhic fundamentalisms. But, since
it did “win” the cold war, the United States angl #ffiliated pedagogical institutions
(such as the International Spy Museum) are frggdmulgate narratives that present
as normative and inevitable the geopolitical resdiof the current historical moment
without regard for either the contestability of sleanarratives or the myriad ways in
which the geopolitical realities to which they nefieay well have been quite

different.

Additionally, by deploying a rhetoric of univergg) anonymity, and lack of
accountability in its press materials and exhiltlis,museum effectively writes the
United States out of the cold war—even while siam#ously positioning that
country as that conflict’s rightful victor and tB@viet Union as its antagonist. For
example, as part of the “School for Spies” aredactbrients museum visitors to the
tools, techniques, and technologies of espionagataractive console simulating a
submarine sonar station demonstrates the methodsio ballistic missile
submarines tracked each other during the cold A@rording to the cursory
historical information provided on the console’smguter screens, these nuclear
submarines were developed by unidentified natiatestin order to protect their
nuclear weapons from being destroyed in first-staktacks launched by their
adversaries, who also counted nuclear weaponsrasfgheir enormous military
arsenals. This narrative, displayed on the cons@e@nputer screens, is accompanied
by a visual depiction of these unspecified coustseparated by a vast ocean.
Although the visual depiction seems to go out ®fnay to avoid assigning particular

identities to these state-based entities that s@m@ncerned with protecting their
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atomic stockpiles, the amorphous shape on thén&efd (i.e., west) side of the
computer screen, meant to represent the landmas®eaif two great fictional
adversaries, is drawn in the general shape of thieetl States’ Atlantic coastline. The
other, separated from its enemy by a large ocsairawn as a solid mass lurking
ominously on the right-hand (i.e., east) side efshreen. Such a visual geographic
depiction of the strategic use of ballistic submesi throughout the cold war is
clearly reliant upon museum-goers’ familiarity wttte hemispheric orientation of a
Mercator world map, which hangs in hundreds of Hamals of classrooms across the
United States and around the world.

The exhibit's facade of anonymity is further compised by history. During
the 1950s, when ballistic submarines were firsiettgyed and utilized to defend
against potential first-strike military engagemewtsly the Soviet Union, the United
States, and U.S. ally the United Kingdom possessettar capabilitie&’ The story
told by this exhibit, therefore, can only be abih# half-century conflict between the
U.S. and the U.S.S.R., between NATO and the WaPRsat, which is confirmed by
an accompanying wall placard that comments expliappon the overwhelming
nuclear power afforded the Soviet Union by just ohis typhoon class submarines,
pointing out that such a submarine possessed $eéwvees more destruction power

than the “bomb dropped on Hiroshima.”

671970's Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty officiallgcognizes just five “nuclear weapons states,” the
United States (1945), Russia (formerly the Sovieiod, 1949), the United Kingdom (1952), France
(1960), and China (1964), each of which is a peenamember of the UN Security Council. For more
information, please refer to the Public BroadcasBervice’s interactive map of nuclear proliferatio
available at http://www.pbs.org/newshour/indepthvezage/military/proliferation/map_flash.html
(accessed April 8, 2008). See also “Global Nuc&ackpiles, 1945-2006Bulletin of Atomic
ScientistgJuly/August 2006), http://thebulletin.metapresmfmntent/c4120650912x74k7/

fulltext.pdf (accessed April 8, 2008).
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Interestingly, nowhere in this exhibit—or in thetieety of the museum’s
story of the history of international espionage tiedies so heavily on the “secret”
and use of nuclear technology—is there any memtfaxactlywho or whatwas
responsible for this last act. That an atomic bavab simply “dropped on
Hiroshima,” rather than havingeendropped by something or someone, is exemplary
of the passive language used throughout the musegircumnavigate not only the
complicity of the United States in the commencenagrt continuance of the cold
war, but also the striking similarities between taetics and technologies employed
by the U.S. and those used by the U.S.S.R., whielmuseum repeatedly points to as
examples of horrific human rights violations andsa®able global threats. Nowhere
in the museum is it mentioned, for example, thatlinited States remains the only
nation-state to have ever actually detonated amiatbomb as part of its war-time
military strategy, yet the destructive power of 8mviet Union’s nuclear ballistic
missile submarines—which were never used in warfasecandidly cited. While the
museum’s narrative explicitly names the Soviet Wras the perpetrator of various

crimes, it simultaneously renders the United Statpassive observer of the cold war.

At the end of my journey through the museumagi$im leaving the history
of cold war espionage behind me, | come face-te-f@ith a fierce, multi-headed
dragon backlit in bright white. A quotation attrited to former CIA Director James
Woolsey on the occasion of the Soviet Union’s dem&ns, “We have slain a large
dragon, but we now live in a jungle filled with evialdering variety of poisonous

snakes. And in many ways, the dragon was easlardp track of.” | proceed into a
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small screening room in which a short documentaryding shown that describes the
demands placed on the intelligence community Stk The film, made exclusively
for the International Spy Museum, reports thatititelligence demands of the
twenty-first century are different from those dgrihe cold war. Now spycraft must
concern itself not only with state-based threatg,diso those posed by ethnic
nationalisms, religious fundamentalisms, paramiiitgroups, and terrorists. A series
of still photographs accompanied by a white, maleaeover reminds viewers what
can happen when intelligence fails. These photdiwsagll taken in the aftermath of
incredible violence, are labeled “Tokyo,” “Beirut,"World Trade Center, 1993,”
“Oklahoma City,” “Kenya,” “Yemen,” “Madrid,” “Londo n,” and, lastly, “World
Trade Center, 2001.” According to the film, coldveaa intelligence technologies
that locate and count only heavy weapons and machifn.e., nuclear missiles,
tanks, and troop movements) are insufficient tacagonilar attacks in the future.
Consequently, the film argues, what is neededcigased intelligence and defense

spending in order to repel new kinds of enemies.

My task in this chapter has been to explore teality” created by the
International Spy Museum and its exhibits and termogate the methods by which
the “truth” of that “reality” is conveyed to museunsitors. Through an analysis that
conceptualizes the museum as performance by takingccount the rhetoric of its
promotional materials, the content, design, anditectural lay-out of its exhibits, as
well as its economic importance to and physicahiion in the District of Columbia,

| have demonstrated that the “reality” createdh®ymuseum depends on three
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interconnected narratives: (1) the role of Julind Bthel Rosenberg in enabling the
Soviet Union to develop nuclear technology and igoging the cold war, (2) the
U.S.S.R. and its successor state, Russia, as ablr@gsly feminized enemies of the
United States, and (3) the indisputable integrity 5. intelligence networks. The
museum’s geographical location, in conjunction wishemphasis on the successful
work of U.S. intelligence agencies, implicitly saja the museum’s affiliation with
the ostensibly unlimited and superior power ofth8. nation-state and its various
security apparatuses. This affiliation is bolstdogdPresident Bush'’s letter on display
in the museum’s lobby. Second, through the exptiaitflation of female
heterosexuality with the dangers of state-basel@éme and the threat of
Soviet/Russian espionage, the cold war is deplageal discursive construct used to
justify the “war on terror.” Lastly, the looselyr@mological story of international
espionage told by the museum’s permanent exhibatsgiexplicitly on contemporary
geopolitics, particularly the so-called “war onrtet” thereby taking full advantage of
the museum’s post-9/11 salience by exploiting tiraedy of museum-goers to
advocate for their continued support, both rhetdrand financial, of contemporary
intelligence efforts as an integral part of U.Siavaal security. For example, the
museum’s unsophisticated narrative of the Rosenbasgumed guilt offers an
implicit post-9/11 moral lesson. The extraordinang unprecedented breach of
national security for which they were allegedlyp@ssible is held up as an example
of what happens when the territorial borders ofilinged States are indiscriminately
flung open, when ideas are allowed to flow freelg &subversive” groups are

permitted to enter/operate. Thus, the strategiesibgh the United States
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“contained” the U.S.S.R. and its attempted ideaalgand intelligence “infiltration”
of the United States during the period commonlywkmas the “cold war” can now
be legitimately deployed in the contemporary “warterror” by the U.S. security
establishment against any and all “dissentersjuding Islamic fundamentalists and
illegal immigrants. The International Spy Museuneigtes effectively as a site of
national(ist) remembrance that constructs a hdngiory of one nation-state (the
United States) in the wake of its “victory” over(@)ther (the Soviet Union).

My concern with the museum, then, is not thataspnts one
(overwhelmingly negative) story about the Sovietdgn(and the Russian
Federation), but that it does not explicitly ackihedge, first, that its story is not the
only story and, second, that it lacks self-reflexivifjnat the museum’s history of cold
war espionage does not include an architecturahanghtive discursive equivalent to
“Red Terror” pointing to the wrongs perpetratedthg U.S. against its own citizens
in the name of “national security” reveals the nums&s confinement to realist
definitions of “terror” and “security” as well akéd triumphalist biases of its creators
and decision-makers. As a result, this museum, wisisimultaneouslin andof the
cold war, has put itself in position to identifyr fone million visitors each year not
only the legacyl/ies of that conflict, but also tmtemporary political realities of
another. Thus historically and politically locatéide museum explicitly and

circuitously calls on the cold war to justify arejltimate the “war on terror.”
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CHAPTERS8

Conclusion: Casualties of Cold War

Throughout this dissertation | have explored tagative and visual
depictions of Russia and Russians in several Amenpopular and political culture
texts in an attempt to expose the gendered, raedland heteronormative discursive
configurations that constitute the framework of meg within which the United
States conducted its relations with the Russiamiadidn in the decade between the
demise of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the U.S hedsion of Iraq in 2003. | have
made clear the myriad ways in which gendered Ranssiaginaries were explicitly
deployed as part of the American triumphalist mgépe to bolster support for,
justify, and legitimate U.S. geopolitical unilatesan.

This is not to say, however, that the Russian Fedid® remains blameless. It
has been extraordinarily difficult to attempt a feist analysis of U.S.-Russian
relations between 1991 and 2003 which explicitorporates a critique of American
nationalism’s triumphalist mythscape without appegato let Russia entirely off the

hook for what happened there after the demiseeSthviet Union. | am well aware

! The West Wirlg Chief of Staff Leo McGarry to Deputy Chief ofé$tJosh Lyman in “Enemies
Foreign and Domestic.”
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that the disastrous implementation of U.S. poliaiethe region was, in many ways,
facilitated by Russian politicians and policymalkeRut, as historian and Russia
expert Stephen Cohen has argued steadily ovetirse of the last decade and a
half, the mistakes, assumptions, and triumphalisigance of the United States since
1991 must be reckoned with and accounted for ittl® wishes to avoid what he
terms a “new American cold war” with the recenttyl®ldened Russian Federation.

My work here has been an effort to contributehtt €ndeavor by focusing on
the ideologicatauseof U.S. Russia policy rather than the mates@sequencesf
its implementation. | have attempted to demonstiate the Russian Federation’s
recycling in the early 1990s of gendered tropemftbe Russian Empire’s Silver Age
became heavily influential in American conceptuaiians of post-Soviet Russia, thus
offering a partial answer to the question | posehapter 1. “What,” | ask, “might be
the consequences when the gendered signifier ofdtien travels across borders and
is deployed in an entirely different geographicailtural, and/or historical context
from that out of which it emerged?”

The answer is in the “casualties of cold war” toieh | refer in this

dissertation’s title. Put simply, these are thegthle and intangible damages inflicted

2 See, for example, Lilia Shevtsovéeltsin’s Russia: Myths and Real{t¢ashington, DC: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 1999); MichaeF&ul,Russia’s Unfinished Revolution: Political
Change from Gorbachev to Pufjlthaca: Cornell University Press, 2001); Renf@édgrke and Boris
Kagarlitsky, Russia under Yeltsin and Pufioondon: Pluto Press, 200Z3pldgeier and McFaul,
Power and PurposéPadma Desal;onversations on Russia: Reform from Yeltsin tanRllbndon:
Oxford University Press, 2006); Herbert J. EllisBoris Yeltsin and Russia’s Democratic
Transformation(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2007 kitia ShevtsovaRussia: Lost in
Transition: The Yeltsin and Putin Legac{®gashington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for Internatlon
Peace, 2007).

3 Stephen F. Cohen, “The New American Cold Wahe Nation July 10, 2006, 10-17. Cohen’s

disapproval of U.S. Russia policy is hardly a sgarer are his prescriptions for change. See, for
example hig-ailed Crusade
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during and as a result of the decades-long cordtiomt between the United States
and the Soviet Union. The notion of “tangible daesgefers, first and most
obviously, to the loss of life in cold war-era clictt such as Korea, Viet Nam, and
Afghanistan as both the Soviet Union and the Untades attempted to incorporate
peripheral nation-states into their respective sghef influence by backing,
respectively, anti-capitalist or anti-communistinegs. According to Ellen Schrecker,
these actions served to “[bolster] otherwise weakrapressive regimes, while
encouraging the militarization that seriously defed those nations’ societies” and
continue, even almost twenty years after the atlesgedd of the cold war, to have clear
geopolitical repercussiorfsA second “tangible damage” inflicted by the coldrw
remains “the national security state that prodwanediwas produced by the
militarization of American foreign policy.” This deto the extraordinary growth in the
unilateral powers of the U.S. president, while
[...] the American people came to be seen as anabdtathe conduct of the
Cold War. Uninformed and unaware of the dangerdiméed States
supposedly faced, they had to be induced to accpiiesvhatever measures
the nation’s leaders believed were necessary tegroational security.
The militarization of national security thus enab&lack of accountability on the
part of the U.S. government; it need not justi§ydattions to anyone, and, just as after

the events of September 11, 2001 and during theesgorary “war on terror,”

* Schrecker, introduction 6old War Triumphalism21.

® Ibid., 19.
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violations of human rights and civil liberties aogoanied the concealment of
government ineptitud®.

A third “tangible damage” is the increased trafficRussian women and girls
for work in the global sex industry—including tcetUnited States. The discursive
traffic in gendered Russian imaginaries in the cmaf U.S.-Russian relations,
particularly those that depict post-Soviet Russia &elpless, feminized victim, help
to sustain the material traffic in women from Radsir work in the U.S. sex industry.
As | demonstrate in chapter 3, the assumptionsiwiétped to shape the Freedom
Support Act were simultaneously dependent upomditien of a weakened,
feminized Russia in urgent need of assistanceparttie continuation of a cold war-
era conceptualization of the Russian FederatiatupBcitous, irrational, and
maleficent. The neocolonial metaphors and analagges throughout the
congressional hearings to formulate a post-Sovist Bussia policy reveal an
explicit imperialist hubris rooted in racializederglered discursive configurations
reminiscent of the colonial strategies of past eagpiAdditionally, the
implementation throughout the early 1990s of thevimions of the Freedom Support
Act contributed mightily to the material impovensknt of an overwhelming number
of Russians, the large majority of them women. Sofrteese women were then
integrated, whether forcibly or otherwise, into tiebal sex industry and made their
way to the United States, usually as part of Russiganized criminal networks that
continue to operate with very little restraint fraS. law enforcement in the New

York-New Jersey metropolitan area, the Washingb@, metropolitan area, and

% bid., 19-20.
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Florida tourist hubs such as Orlando, Miami, and_Buderdal€.The United States
is thus both materially and discursively complinithe continuing traffic in Russian
women for work in the U.S. sex industry.

Because my work here has been focused onahsesof U.S. Russia policy
rather than their consequences, | have been mesested in thentangible damages
inflicted by the cold war, particularly what Schkec refers to as “the polarizing habit

"8 and Cohen terms “resurgent cold war orthodoxieékat have rendered

of mind
impossible U.S. foreign policy epistemologies theast outside a concern for
militarized national security. But in identifyingnfortunate but significant legacy of
the cold war, both Schrecker and Cohen ignoreffieets of gendered, racialized,
heteronormative discourse on U.S. foreign poliay, avith it, the invisibility of a
violent, militarized masculinity determined to pgot and defend a vulnerable nation.
Since the demise of the Soviet Union and, morentcehe events of September 11,
2001, Americans have been reminded of the UnitateStalleged exceptionalism,
an idea whose maintenance requires, paradoxidaltithe vigilant protection of a
nation always already susceptible to internal atidreal threats (including, for
instance, from communists, feminists, illegal imraigts, homosexuals, and
“terrorists”) as well asa commitment to expansionism, which has histdgidag¢en

accomplished through military occupation and ecoicayiobalization. And the

discursive configurations used to construct anchtaai these two facets of American

" Hughes, “Trafficking for Sexual Exploitation.”
8 Schrecker, introduction 6old War Triumphalism21.

° Cohen, “The New American Cold War,” 15.
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nationalism have relied heavily on the genderedlaliaed language of colonial
(masculinized) conquest justified by perceived (fered) threats. There is, as
Naomi Klein illustrates through her investigatiditioe implementation of U.S.-led
economic “reform” efforts in Russia during the 1998n obvious and disturbing
discursive link between the American pastoral riss@a of Annette Kolodny’s
analyses of gendered American nationalism (whigisduss at length in chapter 2)
and the expansionist policies of neoliberalism,ahthas become the standard-bearer
of global economic “development” programs over¢barse of the last three
decades. Calling Russia’s “transition” from comnsmito capitalism “one of the
greatest crimes committed against a democracy stenmchistory,” Klein explicitly
likens the neoliberal economic policies implemerttezte to colonialism. She argues
that in place of the land, the state became “antaldrontier” in which “corporate
conquistadors,” operating in the legal and politicad created by the hurried and
intentional dismantling of communism, gobbled ugtestassets seemingly overnight,
resulting in enormous wealth for a precious few—kidog key U.S. government
contractors—and a startling increase in povergglal consumption, HIV/AIDS,
violent crime, and suicide for the many. Accordiadlein, “Russia’s ‘economic
reforms’ can claim credit for the impoverishmen#@fmillion people in only eight
years”*°

As Klein rightly points out, though, the “extreraets of terror” committed by
U.S.-based economic consultants and Western fiabinstitutions as part of

Russia’s economic “reform” could only succeed dréhwere legitimate reasons for

19Klein, Shock Doctring220, 242, and 238 (italics in original).
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them to continué’ The co-constitutive elements of American naticsral{paranoia
and expansionism, which were quite obviously maniées legislators debated the
Freedom Support Act) require the identificatiorferhinized and/or emasculated
“enemies” that will first threaten the nation ahen become the focus of U.S. actions
that are billed as defensive, rather than offensbee despite the fact that Russian
military and economic structures were nearing totdlapse in the early 1990s,
Russia was depicted in American popular and palitalture as a vengeful nation
bent upon reclaiming its superpower stdfuas | demonstrate in chapters 3 and 4, a
perceived need to protect itself against this pakthreat legitimized the United
States’ desire to be involved in the early stadggmst-Soviet Russian nation-
building. And, later, in the mid- to late-nineties reports spread about the apparent
failures of U.S. Russia policy, Russia was condahineU.S. media and political
pundits as a country whose “transition” to capstatiemocracy was being held
hostage by corrupt “communist hardliners” with at&t mentality.** Both these
rhetorical strategies, when combined, justifiegisigithe course mapped out early on
by neoliberal economic theorists, enabled increastetnpts by Russian leaders,
particularly Boris Yeltsin’s hand-picked succesgormer KGB officer Vladimir

Putin, to circumnavigate democratic processes agkang down on political dissent
that threatened to undermine economic “reform.”sehgtrategies also overtly

manipulated U.S. cold war-era paranoia about S@xpansionism and the

" Ibid., 240.
12| jeven,America Right or Wrongl58.

13 Klein, Shock Doctrine225-226.
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infiltration of communism to fuel an American cutiliimaginary of Russia as—
still—an always already feminized and/or emascdla&@emy against which the
militarized, masculine United States must contitauprotect itself.

And it is no wonder: Cohen'’s frank assessment.&. [dolicy toward Russia
in the first post-Soviet decade is that it was puoidly hypocritical. While U.S.
leaders Clinton and Bush posed for photographs théhr Russian counterparts
Yeltsin and Putin, proclaiming a strategic U.S.-8agartnership, they
simultaneously exploited post-Soviet Russia’s weakes by encircling that country
with U.S. and/or NATO military installations, blat#y intervening in Russia’s
domestic affairs, and continuing “familiar cold wadouble standards condemning
Moscow for doing what Washington does—such as sgeddlies and military bases
in former Soviet republics, using its assets (nd gas in Russia’s case) as aid to
friendly governments and regulating foreign morreits political life.”>* As |
discussed briefly in chapter 5, these anti-Ruslsi&h policies fostered distrust in
Russia and clearly demonstrate, first, that, tiseme“chill” in U.S.-Russian relations
is not, despite the rhetoric of U.S. pundits, ehithe fault of former Russian
President (and current Prime Minister) VladimiriRuand, second, that in
Washington at least, the cold war is far from o@wohen asserts that “Putin’s
Kremlin,” while getting an oft- (but not always) skrved bad wrap from U.S.
politicians and American media outlets, has “[redttargely to a decade of broken

U.S. promises and Yeltsin's boozy compliance” wit!$. policies"

14 Cohen, “The New American Cold War,” 10.

5 bid., 13-14.
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Russia’s Geopolitical Resurgence

Through a reading of Russian press coverage ofi®sisesponse to NATO
expansion in the 1990s, political scientist K.Merkie demonstrates the ways in
which Russia’s relationship with the West, partlyl with the United States, during
the first post-Soviet decade is best categorizesd“dachiavella strategy,” a “gender
game” reliant upon the discursive deployment ofdgerhierarchies in relations
between nation-staté$While the (masculine) approach prescribed by Nizco
Machiavelli inThe Princerequires, if not both fear and love, then at |éeat, as well
as the power to “[manipulate] images and [cons}nougblic realities,” its feminine
counterpart depends on “an alternative strategylhich weak actors “best’ the
enemy” by transforming it into an “unwitting allyAccording to Fierke,

[...] besting places the Prince in a position whasedgtions must be

consistent with his image of goodness and justicesk exposing the

ruthlessness underlying his strategy to the fghtliof day, thereby dissolving

the appearance. In the process, new spaces atedcfeaa more equal

dialogue between the strong and the wedk.”

This, Fierke contends, is how Russia conductefditsgn policy with the
West during the latter part of the 1990s. She iflestthree stages in post-Soviet
Russia’s redefinition of its relationship with tidéest. Between 1991 and 1993, an

economically, politically, and militarily weakené&tlssia lacked its own voice and

16 K.M. Fierke, “Besting the West: Russia’s Machidaetrategy, International Feminist Journal of
Politics 1, no. 3 (1999): 403-34.

bid., 411.
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was “servile to and dependent on the West.” In 1804bsia “became ‘tough,’
overcompensating for hesif] weakness,” which resulted in “increased isolation
But in the last half of the 1990s, Russia impleradnts Machiavella strategy. The
country “began to reassert an identity that assugnedtness, that stood firm while
weak,” and that enabled it “to act rather than r@aan attempt to change the game
so that herdic] own interests would be taken into account agdhesbackground of
NATO’s expansion eastward®For example, by publicly offering join NATO
rather than opposing its expansion, Russia foreedUtS. into “a position of having
to respond in kind or risk being exposed as the&tigecreating a new division of
Europe.” As Fierke points out, “[flor NATO to preakead, oblivious to Russian
concerns, would present NATO as an expansionarepowthe traditional sense,
rather than as a peaceful and restrained anchsiability.”*° Having stopped
“reacting to the moves of the dominant player glits feminized role within the
heteronormative geopolitical framework of neoreali®Russia won a victory by
changing the rules of the gender game: it “madauttibinkable [i.e., Russia joining
NATO] not only thinkable but possible” and transfad feminized weakness into a
performance of feminized strength.

Although a signatory of the Partnership for Pe&uessia, of course, is not, as

of June 2008, a member of NATO, nor is it likelyomin the foreseeable futie.

' Ibid., 414.
Y Ibid., 422.
2 pid., 414.
2 Launched in 1994, the Partnership for Peace ia Bprogram aimed at creating and sustaining

trust between NATO and non-member nation-statemsititfrout Europe and the former Soviet Union.
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Although Putin was among the first to speak wittsBand offer his condolences and
support after 9/11, and although Russia has betsuach supporter of the
subsequent U.S.-led “war on terror” in the forntaifcial Middle East intelligence

(the result of its long engagement with the reg@m) access to former Soviet air
bases in Central Asia, U.S.-Russian relations ttisred exponentially since the
Bush administration unilaterally withdrew in 2002rh the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty, claimed the borrowed CahtAsian bases as its own,
incorporated several former Soviet and Soviet-grilced states into NAT&,and
continued its indictment of Russia’s domestic am@ifyn conduct® But Russia’s
success at the turn of the century in forcing théed States to take notice of Russian
opposition to a variety of U.S. foreign policy ge#id the foundation for its explicit
and vocal opposition to a U.S.-led military invasaf Irag in 2003, an opposition

that marked an explicit shift in the Russian gergiane: forced during the 1990s as a
result of its economic, political, and military weeess to enact a Machiavella
strategy, Russia was by 2003, in a position tdraot a position of geopolitical
strength and, arguably, in response to its treatnib@th material and discursive, by

the U.S. since 1991.

For more information, see “The Partnership for Rgadorth Atlantic Treaty Organization,
http://www.nato.int/issues/pfp/ (accessed May ZK)8).

2 |n 2004, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Ratia, Slovakia, and Slovenia became members of
NATO. These accessions, along with the 1999 inaagm of Poland, have brought the eastern
boundary of NATO quite literally to the western ter of Russia.

% Cohen, “The New American Cold War,” 16. For exaep).S. Vice President Dick Cheney’s harsh
criticism of Russia’s human rights record at a 2606ference of Baltic states held in Vilnius,
Lithuania to champion the advancement of demociratlye region irked Soviet President Mikhalil
Gorbachev, who warned that Cheney’s speech “la&ksal provocation and interference in Russia’s
internal affairs,” and the Russian media proclaintetistart of “a new cold war.” Vladimir
Isachenkov, “Russian Media Warn of New Cold W#&ssociated Pres@\pril 5, 2006. The text of
Cheney'’s profoundly anti-Russian speech is availabhttp://www.whitehouse.gov/news/
releases/2006/05/20060504-1.html (accessed Ma(@R).
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The “truth” of U.S. “victory” and Soviet “defeath the cold war has become
So pervasive in the American national(ist) nareativat prominent cold warriors from
both U.S. political parties (including residentsn@n and Bush and their Secretaries
of State, Madeleine Albright and Condoleeza Ri@)ehbeen spectacularly ignorant
of the Russian Federation’s economic and geopalitesurgence that has made it “a
critical linchpin of the 2% century.®* Not only is Russia in possession of an
enormous stockpile of nuclear, chemical, and bicklgveapons of mass
destruction—as well as the materials and techreixpértise to develop more—it is,
geographically-speaking, the largest country othe&iome to more than 140 million
people, including twenty to twenty-five million Miims. It shares a 2,600-mile
border with China, and nearly a quarter of the derpeople, many of whom belong
to conflicting ethnic and religious groups, live iborders. Russia’s economy,
which, as | discuss in chapters 3 and 5, collapsidely in 1998, has grown about 7
percent a year since 2002, and the country hasgiaad$200 billion foreign debt. It
continues to exert its resurgent economic and amliinfluence throughout the NIS,
Europe, Southeast Asia, and the Middle East—o#tied (inderstandably) in explicit
opposition to U.S. objectives in those same regidns, most importantly for my
purposes, Russia is the world’s second-largestymerdof oil after Saudi Arabia,
which, in combination with its long-standing econormand diplomatic relationships
with Islamic countries throughout Central Asia dhel Middle East, positions it at the

vortex of contemporary U.S.-Middle East politfcs.

% Richard Stengal, “Choosing Order before Freeddrimie 170, no. 27 (2007), 44.
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After 2008: Competing Masculinities

The significance of Russia to U.S. success (ouf@jlin the Middle East was made
most visible in March 2003, when, following repatftat Iraq was in violation of a
1991 United Nations resolution banning its produtiénd use of weapons of mass
destruction, a coalition of primarily U.S. and Ufidrces invaded that country against
the express wishes of several UN Security Couneihimers—including the Russian
Federation, which, as a permanent member, retagnpdwer to unilaterally veto any
and all resolutions. Russia, along with Germany farashce, made abundantly clear in
the weeks leading up to the U.S.-led invasionlijection to the use of military force
in Irag?® and Russia’s insistent and vocal disapproval nilagiecountry the focus of
a geopolitical diplomatic meltdown and forced theitdd States to conduct a
potentially illegal war without the support of tlernational community’

Since then—and since 9/11 more broadly as a regBltish’s insistence
throughout the fall of 2001 that the U.S. be ablereate a national missile defense
system in violation of the ABM Treaty—U.S.-Russiamations have been

superficially civil, often conducted through infoaii'manly” activities such as

% For more information, on Russia’s geopoliticalrsiigance, see ibid., as well as Cohen, “The New
American Cold War.”

% |n the clearest expression of their disapproval &. plans for military action in Iraq, the foraig
ministers of Germany, France, and Russia issuethtgtatement from Paris on March 5, 2003 stating
that, like the United States, their “common objeetiemains the full and effective disarmament of
Irag.” However, they argued that this objectivelddae achieved by the continuation of weapons
inspections. They called for the increased coopmeraif Iraqgi authorities in the inspections process
and encouraged the establishment of specific timaslfor completing both the inspections as well as
Iragi disarmament. “Words of Refusal: Three Nati®ay No,”"New York Timedvarch 6, 2003.

" Russia, France, and Germany vetoed the U.S.-pedpwar resolution. Consequently, the U.S.-led

coalition may well have violated international lay invading Irag without the approval of the UN
security council.
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clearing brush on Bush’s Texas ranch or salt wiegbing at the Bush family resort in
Maine?® These informal summits between Presidents BustPatid provided the
American press with fantastic opportunities to sbase in print and in pictures the
American president’s (and, consequently, the Un8edes’) virule, rugged
masculinity. In his coverage of the November 200&BPutin summit in Crawford,
Texas, for example, journalist David B. Sanger mageint of contrasting Bush’s
mesquite barbecuing and “Reagan-like” brush clganith Putin’s “business casual”
attire and woeful lack of cowboy boots that, ontéuech, “is the surest giveaway [...]
of a cityslicker.?® Bush’s superior masculinity is implicitly operatialized in this
narrative as not only in opposition to, but alsg@&mdered hierarchical relationship
with, Putin’s urban (and urbane) effeteness. LileeDiesel advertisement with which
| began this dissertation, this narrative drawdieitly on the mythical American
cowboy, the solitary, independent Marlboro Man agged in the popular American
mythos with notions of “Manifest Destiny” and nieehth-century westward
expansion—an imperialist endeavor that, as An&ttedny demonstrates, was rife
with violently heteronormative rhetoric depictingastuline heroes demonstrating
their mastery over “virgin” land.

The depiction of rugged American masculinity venit the body of the U.S.
president shifted slightly in May 2003 when, jusieks after the U.S.-led invasion of
Iraq, Bush landed on the deck of the U.S. airaraftier Abraham Lincoln in full

flight regalia (figure 7) to deliver a speech peogling a victorious end to combat

% Bush hosted Putin in Texas in November 2001, arliily 2007, Putin and Bush met at Bush’s
parents’ home in Kennebunkport, Maine.

2 Sanger, “Out at the Ranch, Guests from Russlay York TimesNovember 15, 2001.
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operations in Irag. Not to be outdone in the gem@ene, Putin posed for his own set
of photographs during his August 2007 fishing vexcato southern Siberia (figure 8).
Upon their public release, the pictures becameaiayst for a “squall of gossip and
speculation” among Russians and in the internaticoramunity about what, if any,
political message Putin was trying to send, to whana why?*°

While these respective images of American and iRnssational identity are,
of course, meant for a constituency of their dormesidiences, they are also

powerful technologies in the conduct of contempptduS.-Russian relations,

Figure 7: Bush as fighter pilot Figure 8: Putimagged outdoorsman

39 Michael Eckel, “Media Going Gaga over Vacation 8haf Putin,”Seattle TimesAugust 23, 2007.
Pundits had long speculated that Putin, limitedHgyRussian constitution to two terms in office,
would try somehow to circumnavigate that proviséod make another bid for the presidency during
the 2008 election cycle. He did not, although théwat hand-picked his successor, Dmitri Medvedev,
who took office in May 2008.
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particularly within the context of Russia’s recgebpolitical resurgence that has
enabled it to flip the gender game again and rdjogrranks of powerful (masculine)
nation-states. These presidential images of comgpatiasculinities are visual
manifestations of the gendered, racialized, andrbebrmative discursive foreign
policy tactics of both countries in the wake of thar on terror” and the diplomatic
crisis that pitted Russia against the United States the invasion of Iraqg. As a
signifier of American national identity, the icorpbotograph of Bush on the aircraft
carrier declaring victory in Iraq in 2003, muchdikhat of Ronald Reagan taken atop
his white steed in 1980, is the dream of everytigali operative in its use of the
constitutive elements of heteropatriarchal Amerinationalism to depict the (white,
male) U.S. Commander-in-Chief and representativehief as a strong patriarch
ready to lead his country. But what is strikinglfferent here from not only the
Diesel ad and the picture of Reagan, but also f@staf Bush, himself, clearing brush
bedecked in jeans and a white cowboy hat (figures3he explicit militarization of
the U.S. president and, with him, the Americanaratl(ist) narrative in the wake of
9/11.

In contrast, the image of rugged outdoorsman Riravs explicitly on the
American Marlboro Man mythos promulgated in U.Sgidential iconography/,
although the prominent display on Putin’s bare théa Russian Orthodox cross

makes obvious the translation of this image fouad®an cultural context that has

31 Indeed, one news article actually labels Putitb&8a’s Marlboro Man.” “Siberia’s Marlboro Man:
Bare-Chested Putin Answers Call of the Wil8giegel OnlineAugust 14, 2007,
http://www.spiegel.de/international/ zeitgeist/Q.85499835,00.html (accessed May 21, 2008).
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Figure 9: Bush as rancher

come to rely heavily on the (very conservative) $aus Orthodox Church for the
formation of a post-Soviet Russian national idgntut given the downward
trajectory of Bush’s popularity among American veteand the steady decrease in
American support for the U.S. occupation of IratceiBush declared victory on the
U.S.S. Lincoln in May 2003, it may well be the c#isat “[h]anging out eating
hamburgers at a family barbecue in Kennebunkpot meaall very well for lily-

livered presidents, but world leaders who are mezh prefer to go fishing in
Siberia.® After all, it is Putin, not Bush, who was namEtemagazine's 2007
Person of the Year, and it is he, as Prime Ministhio remains at the top echelons of
Russian government and world politics. At the mothBontin—and Russia—are

winning the gender game that is U.S.-Russian ozlati

% bid.
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Appendix |

Timeline of Important Dates in U.S.-Russian Relatic1905-2003

hd

=

pter

DATE EVENT

1905 Russo-Japanese War; Russia is soundly defeated

1905 February: First Russian Revolution forces Taholas Il to create a parliamentary
system.

1913 Romanov tercentenary.

1914 Start of the Great War (World War 1).

1917 February: Second Russian Revolution bringsndtw monarchy and installs a liberal
democratic government under the leadership of Aldga Kerensky.

1917 Third Russian Revolution, also known as theker Revolution or the Bolshevik
Revolution, brings the Bolshevik Party to power enthe leadership of V. I. Lenin.

1918 March: Lenin signs the Treaty of Brest-Litovsirrendering to Germany and withdrawin|
Russia from the war.

July: Nicholas 11, his wife, and five children asemmarily executed by Bolshevik soldier
in Ekaterinberg, Russia.

1918-1921 Russian Civil War between the Red and&Vimies; monarchists, liberal democrats, a
an international coalition of anti-communist for¢esluding the United States) make an
unsuccessful attempt to oust the Bolsheviks fromegro

1922 Union of Soviet Socialist Republics created.

1923 Death of Lenin; ascension of Stalin to CommsiuRarty leadership.

1930 U.S. officially recognizes the U.S.S.R.

1937-1938 Height of the purges in the U.S.S.R.

1938-1945 The Great Patriotic War (World War 11)SUB.R. is a wartime ally of France, Great
Britain, and the U.S. against Nazi Germany andAtkie Powers.

1945 U.S. reveals its nuclear prowess when it gsgts new atomic bombs to quell the
Japanese, forcing them to surrender and, consdguending the war in the Pacific.

1949 U.S.S.R. successfully conducts its first atoaxiplosion.

1950-1953 Korean War; also the arrest, trial, aratetion of Julius and Ethel Rosenberg.

1953 Death of Stalin.

1956 Khruschev's “secret speech” denouncing Stalin.

November: Hungarian revolution.

1980s Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev initiateganaeforms of the Soviet system,
colloquially termedoerestroika(restructuring) andlasnostopenness).

1989 November: Fall of Berlin Wall.

1990 October: Reunification of Germany.

1991 August: Under the leadership of its presidBotjs Yeltsin, Russia declares independeng
from the Soviet Union.

December: Dissolution of U.S.S.R.

1992 October: U.S. President Bush signs the Free®lguport Act authorizing U.S. aid to the
Newly Independent States (N.1.S.) of the formeri€o\nion.

Early 1990s Several corpses are found in a makeghife near Ekaterinburg, Russia; DNA tests late
reveal that they are, indeed, the remains of thed&wvs.

1998 July: The remains of the Romanovs are intérr&t. Petersburg’s Cathedral of Saints P¢
and Paul.

August: Russia’s economy collapses.

1999 December: Yeltsin appoints former KGB headdiftar Putin as Acting President of
Russia.

2000 March: Putin is elected President.

2001 September: Al'Queda terrorists destroy tarielew York City and Washington, DC,
igniting a U.S.-led global “war on terror”.

2003 March: Despite the express opposition of Russd several other member of the UN

Security Council, a U.S.-led coalition invades lraq
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App

endix Il

Hearings Comprising the Partial Legislative History
of U.S. Public Law 102-511, the Freedom Support@992

DATE

HEARING TITLE

COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

June 6, 1991

The Soviet Crisis and the U
Interest: Future of the Sovie
Military

5 Senate Subcommittee o

I European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

nExplored the relationship
between the Soviet military
and the Soviet economy as
well as the military’s role in
shifting political situation.

June 19, 1991

The Soviet Crisis and the U
Interest: Future of the Sovie|
Economy

5 Senate Subcommittee o

t European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

n Legislators tried ascertain
the best way(s) by which
the U.S. may be able to
assist the U.S.S.R. transitig
to a market economy.

September 24,
September 26,
and October 30,
1991

Consolidating Free-Market
Democracy in the Former
Soviet Union

Senate Subcommittee o
European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

nBegan the assistance deba
regarding whether to
provide assistance and, if
so, what types and how.
Legislators were concerned
with what a new U.S.S.R.
would/ should look like, and
how best to get there.

te

January 21, 1992

United States Policy toward
the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS)

House Subcommittee or]
Europe and the Middle
East, Committee on
Foreign Affairs

An assessment of U.S.
policy in the days after the
demise of the Soviet Union
Legislators wanted to know
what, if anything, should be
done that the U.S. was not
already doing.

February 25, 1992

State Department Resource
Needs for US Representatig
in the CIS

House Subcommittee of]

nEurope and the Middle
East and Subcommittee
on International
Operations, Committee
on Foreign Affairs

Congress wanted to know i
the George H.W. Bush plarn
to open embassies in all th
former Soviet republics
without additional funds
was feasible.

February 26, 1992

Developments in Europe;
and Consideration of H.
Con. Res. 156, Concerning
the Emancipation of the
Baha'i Community of Iran

House Subcommittee of]
Europe and the Middle
East, Committee on
Foreign Affairs

Testimony by State Dept.
official regarding the status
of aid to former Soviet
Union.

March 18, 1992

Democracy Building in the
Former Soviet Union

House Subcommittee on
International Operations
Committee on Foreign
Affairs

Explored the activities and
organizations that were
involved in democracy-
building throughout the
former Soviet Union.
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March 19, 1992

US Assistance to the New
Independent States:
Recommendation from US
Non-Profit Organizations

Senate Subcommittee on
European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

A continuation of the on-
going conversation in
Congress about how the U
might best help the
transition to free-market
democracies in NIS, this
time with advice from
select representatives froni
US-based non-profit
organizations.

April 1, 1992

United States Assistance to
the Commonwealth of
Independent States

House Subcommittee on
Europe and the Middle
East, Committee on
Foreign Affairs

Focused on economic
reform questions facing
Russia and key issues
facing the US, especially
the status of economic
reforms, the status of
Russia’s negotiations with
the IMF, Russia’s
assistance needs, the IMF
assistance program, and
recommendations for US
policy and assistance.

April 8, 1992

Environmental and Energy
Challenges in Eastern
Europe and the Former
Soviet Union

Senate Subcommittee on
European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

Hearing was convened to
hear testimony concerning
the potential threat posed {
US national and global
environmental security by
aging nuclear reactors
operating in the former
Soviet Union.

(]

April 9, 1992

US Assistance to the New
Independent States:
Recommendations from US
Business and Agriculture

Senate Subcommittee on
European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

As a continuation of the
conversation about the
possible forms of US aid ta
the NIS, this hearing
explored how the US migh
assist the NIS while also
positively impacting US
businesses and US worker

April 9, 1992

Developments in Europe

House Subcommittee on
Europe and the Middle
East, Committee on
Foreign Affairs

Hearing held to learn abou
general developments in
Europe from a State
Department representative
but the committee was
particularly interested in
the political and economic
situation in the former
Soviet Union as well as the
status of proposed and
enacted US assistance
programs.

2

t
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April 9, 1992 Legislation Authorizing Senate Committee on Concerned with US role i
Assistance to the Former Foreign Relations the continuing transition
Soviet Union, S. 2532 of the NIS into capitalist
democracies.
May 5, 1992 Protecting Minority Rights | Senate Subcommittee on | Explored the role the
in the New Independent European Affairs, United States might play
States and Eastern Europe:| Committee on Foreign in responding to reports o
The Role of the United StatesRelations human rights abuses
throughout Russia and thg
NIS, particularly anti-
Semitism.
May 6, 1992 The Role of Children’s Senate Subcommittee on | Within the context of the
Educational Television in the European Affairs, areas in which the United
Transformation of the Committee on Foreign States is best suited to
Former Soviet Union Relations offer assistance and
expertise, this hearing
advocated the
implementation of
children’s educational
television throughout the
former Soviet Union.
May 14, 1992 US Assistance to the New | Senate Subcommittee on | Anticipating a political

Independent States

European Affairs,
Committee on Foreign
Relations

battle in Congress over
what had by that time
become the Freedom
Support Act, this hearing
gave Bush administration
officials and supporters
the opportunity to tell
Congress about the
provisions of the propose
legislation.
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Appendix Il

Congressional Hearings Concerning
U.S.-Russian Relations before August 1998

DATE HEARING TITLE COMMITTEE SUMMARY
February 8, 1994 | Impact of IMF/World Senate Committee | Hearing convened to ascertain
Bank Policies Toward on Banking, what is happening with the Russian

Russia and the Russian
Economy

Housing, and Urbar
Affairs

economy. What do Russians neef
to do to ensure successful
economic reform?

June 13, 1996

Effectiveness of US
Assistance Programs in
Russia, Ukraine, Armenia
and the Other Newly
Independent States

House Committee
on International
Relations

Question in this hearing is, “Are
programs in Russia being
implemented effectively?”
Witnesses are from various US
government agencies involved in
reform efforts. The concern is that
US aid is not doing any good, ang
Congress wants to know if the US
should change its methods.

March 11, 1997

US Assistance to the
Newly Independent States
of the Former Soviet
Union

House Committee
on International
Relations

Hearing held within context of
Clinton’s request to increase aid to
the NIS; Congress would rather
decrease it, so Clinton

administration witnesses defend
the request, called the “Partnership
for Freedom” initiative.

March 12, 1997

US Relations with Russia
and the Newly
Independent States

House Committee
on International
Relations

James Collins, Ambassador-at-
Large for the NIS, has been aske
to tell the committee about the
state of US-Russian relations,
especially regarding NATO
expansion and Russia’s sale of
weapons to and possible nuclear
cooperation with Iran. There is
also a concern for capital flight
from Russia and corruption within
the Russian government. There is
also a discussion of the current
Russian political situation: a high
number of communists in the
Duma and a general increase in
conservative nationalism.

|5

March 26, 1998

Review of US Assistance
Programs to Russia,
Ukraine and the New
Independent States

House Committee
on International
Relations

Clinton administration invited to
address the concern among
committee members about the
ongoing sale of Russian weapong
technology to Iran, China, and
Cuba. Legislators also ask about
the seeming lack of stability in
Russian political leadership as we
as the lack of cooperation from
Russie on US policies.
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July 16, 1998

The United States and
Russia: Assessing the
Relationship

House Committee
on International
Relations

Held to review political and
economic developments in and U
policy toward Russia. Critiques of]
Russian foreign policy from a US
perspective, particularly Russian
arms sales to various countries al
policies toward several former
Soviet republics.

nd
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Appendix IV

Congressional Hearings Concerning
U.S.-Russian Relations after August 1998

DATE

HEARING TITLE

COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

September 17,
1998

The United States and
Russia, Part II: Russia

in Crisis

House Committee
on International
Relations

Legislators want to know

whether (1) Russia has been
lying to the US with regard to
aid disbursement and progre
toward reforms and (2) the
Clinton administration has
been ignoring signals that

reform efforts are not working.

Continuing concern that
Russia is selling weapons
technology to Iran.

bS

January 15, 1999

Whither Human Rights

in Russia?

Commission on
Security and
Cooperation in
Europe

Human rights here are a
concern, especially reports of
the torture and beating of
soldiers, anti-Semitism, lack
of religious freedom, and civil
liberties violations,
particularly freedom of the
press.

June 9, 1999

Assisting Russia: Wha

Have We Achieved
after Seven Years?

House Committee
on International
Relations

Russia received $6 billion in
direct US assistance since
1993 and close to $20 billion
in IMF loans, most of which
cannot be accounted for or
paid back, so the committee
wants to know where it all
went. Gender concerns are
mentioned here for the first
time in any congressional
hearings about Russia by US
administration/government
officials: According to the
witness, US AID is developin
new strategies and “integratir]
gender concerns” (11).
Belligerence abounds at this
hearing as everyone tries to
figure out who to blame for
the problems in Russia.

June 10, 1999

Russian Economic
Turmoil

House Committee
on Banking and
Financial Services

Purpose: To examine the
status of the Russian econon
and US policy toward
economic reform in that
country. It is widely

y

acknowledged that Russia is
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crisis and that IMF structural
adjustment programs failed.

Legislators want to create an
environment in Russia that

fosters foreign investment, but

they remains concerned abol
anti-Americanism, lack of
accountability for American
tax-payer monies, corruption,
crime, and inflation. One
witness mentions Russia’s
health crisis, environmental
problems, and declining
educational system.

—

June 28, 1999

The Sex Trade:
Trafficking of Women
and Children in
Europe and the United
States

Commission on
Security and
Cooperation in
Europe

A few members of Congress
have recently learned that se
trafficking occurs and are ber
on stopping it. This hearing
brings together expert anti-
trafficking witnesses to report
to the committee what they
know about the situation.

—

August 4, 1999 | H.R. 1356, The House Provides some background on
Freedom from Sexual | Subcommittee on | sex trafficking.
Trafficking Act of 1999| International
Operations and
Human Rights,
Committee on
International
Relations
September 14, | Trafficking in Women | House Part of attempts by select
1999 and Children in the Subcommittee on | members of the House of
International Sex International Representatives to get the U$
Trade Operations and to pass a comprehensive antj-
Human Rights, sex trafficking law that
Committee on punishers traffickers rather
International than the “victims” and
Relations provides protection for the
latter.
September 23, Corruption in Russia | Senate Committee| Purpose: To examine
1999 and Recent US Policy | on Foreign allegations of corruption in
Relations Russia and to see whether the
Clinton administration was
aware of and/or contributed to
the problem. Chairperson
Joseph Biden (D-Delaware)
stresses that they are not there

to debate about whether the
US should be engaged in
Russia; that is a done deal.
Concern is expressed
regarding the Russian mafia:
Senator John Kerry (D-
Massachusetts) asks about
corruption and transnational
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crime, but does not mention
sex trafficking; nor does
Senator Paul Wellstone (D-
Minnesota). Biden points out
that the very people on this
committee who are now
critiquing US Russia policy
(especially shock therapy) arg
the ones who advocated it in
the first place.

September 30,
1999

Corruption in Russia
and Future US Policy

Senate Committee
on Foreign
Relations

Purpose: To examine
corruption in Russia and
figure out where to go from
here. One witness lays out
specific provisions for US
Russia policy going forward,
while another encourages the
US to refocus its assistance
programs toward establishing
the rule of law. Another, an
expert on organized crime,
discusses prostitution,
gambling, and drugs as part ¢
these networks’ activities. He
specifically mentions
trafficking of women and
children as happening in the
US to underscore the
transnational nature of the
problem. According to the
withesses, it has not been US
money that has been wasted
but IMF loans.

=4

October 6, 1999

US Policy Toward
Russia, Part I:

Warnings and Dissent

House Committee
on International
Relations

This hearing exploring charge
of corruption and
mismanagement of aid monig
in Russia continues theme of
Senate hearing in which the
Clinton administration is bein
blamed. The situation in
Russia is grim, and corruption
is rampant; perhaps Russian
President Boris Yeltsin is not
the reformer he claimed to be
One witness argues, “We
shouldn't restrict out policy
connectivity to Russia to a fe
cozy relationships among
people who speak English an
IMF-ise” (14).

N

o

October 7, 1999

US Policy Toward
Russia, Part II:
Corruption in the

House Committee
on International
Relations

How widespread is the
corruption in Russia? Does it

extend to Yeltsin, himself,
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Russian Government

given the links between his
family and a Swiss company
Are US-based investors,
advisors, and pundits
benefiting from the continued
capital flight of IMF monies
from Russia?

October 19, 1999

US Policy Toward
Russia, Part Ill:
Administration Views

House Committee
on International
Relations

Clinton administration official
Strobe Talbott is invited to
address US Russia policy
within the context of
Congress’s reexamination of
that policy in order that he
may defend the Clinton
administration’s lack of
action. According to Talbott,
Secretary of State Madeline
Albright divides US Russia
policy into two categories,
arms control and support for
internal transformation, but
Congress is currently
unwilling to authorize more
funds for these objectives.

There is also concern among
legislators about transnational
networks of Islamic
fundamentalists supporting
Chechnya, especially countries
from “the Arabian peninsula
to South Asia” (12). Talbott
suggests that Russia needs tp
see its problem in the
Caucases as a global threat
and work together as part of
an international community.

Concern that the transfer of
technology and weapons to
Iran is happening with the
knowledge and maybe even
the encouragement of the
government.

February 22,
2000 and April 4,
2000

International
Trafficking in Women
and Children

Senate
Subcommittee on
Near Eastern and

First hearing on trafficking in
the Senate; convened to learp
more about the transnational

South Asian traffic of women and children
Affairs, Committee | for all sorts of forced labor,
on Foreign particularly sex work.
Relations
March 7, 2002 Monitoring and Senate Committee| Hearing convened to examing
Combating Trafficking | on Foreign how well the TVPA is
in Persons: How Are | Relations working and if any changes

We Doing?

should be made.
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