
hanks to many of you for your messages of concern
following September 11. I am pleased to report that
we lost no one from the Council staff. I very much

hope that none of you lost people close to you, though I
know all have suffered in this time.

D u ring the days since the tragedies, we at the Council
have been horrified,stricken by grief and worried about the
future.We have also struggled in innumerable small ways to
t ry to make constru c t ive re s p o n s e s . Our program assistants
organized food deliveries to rescue workers.Our administra-
tive staff worked with authorities on new security arrange-
ments. Many of us gave blood, money or physical labor. All
of us struggled with what to say, with when and how to
resume a normal schedule of work and with maintaining
communication with our colleagues around the world.

Some Council staff members we re stranded in va ri o u s
places far from what is now called "Ground Zero." Seteney
Shami was in the Caucasus; B everlee Bruce was en ro u t e
back from Europe and was dive rted to Newfoundland for
several days.Their experiences were reminders of how this
was a global event. As it happened, on the morning of the
11th I was having breakfast with my parents in Battery Park

City, just across from the World Trade Center. We watched
the horrible events unfold from a few hundred yards away
with an unobstructed view of disaster. Though this was a
ve ry local experience—choking on smoke and ash, s e e i n g
familiar streets transformed—it was also one that reve a l e d
something shared more widely.When an evacuation enabled
my parents and me to leave the are a , we saw streams of
refugees walking away—in re m a r k a bly orderly fa s h i o n .
M a ny wo re business suits, though cove red with ash, bu t
however well-dressed they participated in a human experi-
ence of flight that has marked most of the modern world too
often but from which America had been largely exempt.

A sense of global context did nothing to ease our grief
over those who died or our sadness for those who experi-
enced losses closer than our ow n . And it heightened our
anxiety about what would come next, and retaliations and
counter-retaliations and simply peace and the fate of human-
i t y. As you might expect, Council staff experienced these
differently. Like those who died at the World Trade Center,
we come from many countries and different parts of the
world. We have different ideas about what makes sense and
about how to respond when nothing seems to make sense.
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Immigration and Immigration Research in the United States
By Nancy Foner, Rubén G. Rumbaut and Steven J. Gold

our decades into a new era of mass immigration, it
has become commonplace to observe that the
United States is undergoing its most pro f o u n d

demographic transformation in a century. Much less evident
is the extent to which the social scientific study of immigra-
tion is itself being transformed in the process.

Surely, the sheer magnitude of the phenomenon of immi-
gration, whether measured in terms of its size, composition,
or spatial concentration, is impressive. The immigrant stock
population of the United States in 1997 numbered 55 mil-
lion people—27 million immigrants and 28 million US-
born children of immigrants. That figure was already one-
fifth of the total national population,and growing. The 2000
census reported a foreign-born population of more than 30
million people. If today’s immigrant stock were to form a
country, it would rank in the top 10 percent in the world in
the size of its population—about twice the size of Canada
and roughly the size of the United Kingdom,France or Italy

(see Rumbaut 1998).
This newest immigration is not only, by definition, o f

recent vintage, but it is also overwhelmingly non-European
in national ori gi n . Of the 27 million foreign born in the
United States in 1997, fully 60 percent had arrived since
1980, and an overwhelming 90 percent since 1960. Of those
post-1960 immigrants, the majority (52 percent) have come
from Latin America and the Caribbean, with Mexico alone
accounting for 28 percent of the total. Another 29 percent
h ave come from Asia and the Middle East. The Filipinos,
Chinese, and Indochinese alone account for 15 percent of
the total,or as much as all those born in Europe and Canada
combined.

Unlike the last great wave of European immigration at the
turn of the 20th century, which was halted by the passage of
restrictive legislation in the 1920s and by the back-to-back
global cataclysms of the Great Depression and World War II,
the current flows show no signs of abating. No draconian
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l e gislation that would drastically limit
immigration is in sight.Moreover, inas-
much as immigration is a netwo r k -
d riven phenomenon and the United
States remains the premier destination
for a world on the move, the likelihood
is that United States—bound immigra-
tion will continue for many ye a rs to
come.

The rapid growth of this emergi n g
population has led to a bu r g e o n i n g
re s e a rch literature and an intensified
public debate about the new immigra-
tion and its manifold impacts on
A m e rican society. V i rtually unnoticed
by comparison has been the impact on
A m e rican social science as it tries to

grasp and grapple with the complexity
of the subject.

Studying Immigration

Rubén G. Rumbaut argues
(Rumbaut 2000) that the field will be
a d vanced by making immigr a t i o n
research the object of systematic scruti-
ny and by analyzing it from the vantage
of the sociology of know l e d g e.
Studying immigration in the United
States has been, in essence, a century-
long affa i r, b e ginning in the firs t
decades of the 20th century, d u ring a
time of heavy European immigr a t i o n
in which nativist and racialist contro-
ve rsies we re prevalent among com-
m e n t a t o rs on "the immigration pro b-
lem." In this early period, the emphasis
was on the causes of immigration and
on the full spectrum of the conse-
quences of incorporating a mass migra-
tion of diverse strangers.The middle of
the century saw a four-decades-long
hiatus in mass immigr a t i o n , d u ri n g
which the focus of immigration studies
shifted to the processes of assimilation
of a second and third generation and,
after World War II,increasingly to issues
of race and ethnic relations.

A third generation of scholarship can
be said to span the newest era of mass
immigration: paralleling the growth of
i m m i gration itself, this new era of
re s e a rch started out tentatively in the
1 9 7 0 s , expanded in the 1980s and
exploded in the 1990s into the growth
i n d u s t ry it has become today. B e c a u s e
the study of immigration is socially and
historically grounded, it is not surpris-
ing that today, as in earlier periods, the
direction and emphasis of research are
partly a reaction to, and have developed
in conve rsation with, the dominant
issues of the day. Thus,for example, the
p re s s u res of hegemonic A m e ri c a n i z -
ation at home and (for a time) isola-
tionism abroad that stamped the early
decades of the 20th century contrast
s h a rply with the era of hegemonic
Americanization abroad and a domestic
context of civil rights and ethnic reaf-
f i rmation in which today ’s re s e a rc h e rs
came of age intellectually.

U n l i ke the nascent scholarship on
i m m i gration at the turn of the past
century, the present era has seen many
immigrants themselves become leading
scholars of immigration in certain dis-
ciplines,and the children and especially
gr a n d c h i l d ren of immigrants are
p rominent immigration scholars in
o t h e rs . Rumbaut re p o rts (Rumbaut
2000) some revealing empirical find-
ings from the first National Survey of
I m m i gration Scholars (NASIS), w h i c h
provide valuable clues about their social
o ri gins and re s e a rch ori e n t a t i o n s . T h e
s u rvey is based on a large sample of
s c h o l a rs , at va rious stages in their
careers,who are immigration specialists
in a wide variety of disciplines, princi-
pally sociolog y, h i s t o ry, a n t h ro p o l og y,
political science and economics. T h e
sample also includes substantial nu m-
b e rs of other immigration re s e a rc h e rs
whose doctoral training was in psy-
chology, education,public health,urban
p l a n n i n g , p u blic policy, a rea studies,
ethnic studies, re l i gious studies, l a n-
guages, literature and other disciplines.
In effect, the NASIS study paints a
c o m p a r a t ive cro s s - d i s c i p l i n a ry port r a i t
of those scholars who are most respon-
s i ble for producing our scholarly
knowledge base. It analyzes the extent
to which that knowledge is pro d u c e d
by ethnic insiders or outsiders,and—by
examining changes by gender, genera-
tion, ethnicity and research focus over
time—the extent of the transformation
of the field in the present era.

Each of the social science disciplines,
of cours e, has distinct methods,
e m p h a s e s , and orientations that influ-
ence the interp re t a t i o n , a n a l y s i s , a n d
conduct of immigration re s e a rc h .
S o c i o l ogists studying immigr a t i o n
maintain a continuing interest in assim-
ilation, residential segregation, occupa-
tional specialization, m a r gi n a l i t y, a n d
ethnic and racial re l a t i o n s .
A n t h ro p o l ogi s t s , d r awing on their
research in cultures outside the United
States, have emphasized migrants’ links
with their home societies. Political sci-
entists have been concerned with
explaining immigration policy, t h e
political incorporation of migrants,citi-
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zenship and the meaning of the nation-state; and historians,
looking back to A m e ri c a ’s past, h ave explored assimilation
p ro c e s s e s , the transplantation of immigrant cultures to
A m e rica and, i n c re a s i n g l y, the role of race in new c o m e rs ’
a d a p t a t i o n . W h e reas once immigration history focused
almost exclusively on the study of European immigrants, a
growing number of historians are now studying Latin
American and Asian immigrants.

There are differences, too, in the degree to which immi-
gration to the United States is central to the concerns of the
va rious social science disciplines. I m m i gr a t i o n , as Mary
Wa t e rs (Wa t e rs 2000) observe s , is at the ve ry core of
American sociology—a legacy from the days of the Chicago
School of sociolo-
g y, with its studies
of early-20th-cen-
t u ry immigr a n t s
and their effects on
A m e rican cities. I t
is not surp ri s i n g
that immigr a t i o n
has been a major
topic in A m e ri c a n
h i s t o ry for many
years, given its crit-
ical role in the
making of the
United States. It is
n o t ewo rt hy, h ow-
eve r, that the firs t
paper by a leading
h i s t o rian to pro-
pose a re s e a rc h
agenda for estab-
lishing "the signifi-
cance of immigr a-
tion in A m e ri c a n
history," written by Arthur Schlesinger Sr., was published in
1921 in the American Journal of Sociology, the official organ of
the Chicago School of sociology (Schlesinger 1921).
I m m i gration actually became a field of specialization in
American history in the period from 1926 to 1940, accord-
ing to Philip Gleason’s (1998) account; the field, in his
words, "erupted" in the late 1960s to such an extent that by
the 1970s, 1,813 doctoral dissertations in history focused on
i m m i gration or ethnicity. In anthro p o l og y, i m m i gration to
the United States is only beginning to develop as a legiti-
mate topic of study, now that, as Nancy Foner (Foner 2000)
notes, the people studied on their home turf end up living
next door. In political science, according to Aristide Zolberg
(Zolberg 2000), immigration has, until recently, evoked little
or no interest.

There is also variation in the degree to which scholars in
the different disciplines are self-consciously reflecting on the
role that their fields can, and will, play in understanding and

studying the recent immigr a t i o n . W h e reas sociologi s t s
accept, as a matter of course, that immigration will be a cen-
tral topic—indeed, as Wa t e rs notes, sometimes they eve n
wonder why other disciplines are stepping on sociologi c a l
turf—many anthropologists are concerned with carving out
a distinctive anthropological approach to the new immigra-
tion now that a growing number are turning their attention
to populations in the United States. In history, several con-
t ri bu t o rs to a recent forum on immigration history, p u b-
lished in the Journal of American Ethnic History, speak of a field
in crisis, torn between historians who have analyzed 19th-
and early-20th-century European immigration and those
studying immigration from A s i a , Latin A m e ri c a , and the

C a ribbean in the
past and pre s e n t ,
and also betwe e n
h i s t o rians who
define themselves as
i m m i gration histo-
rians and others
who count them-
s e l ves as ethnic
studies scholars (see
G j e rde 1999a;
Sánchez 1999).

Although immi-
gration re s e a rc h e rs
are, inevitably, influ-
enced by their par-
ticular disciplines,
they are increasing-
ly crossing discipli-
n a ry boundari e s
and drawingon the-
o retical insights—
and empiri c a l
d a t a — f rom fields

other than their own as they tackle particular problems,from
the causes of international migration to what happens to the
children of immigrants in the schools and the economy. At
the same time, an interdisciplinary field of immigration stud-
ies is very much in the making. Sociological approaches to
assimilation, for example, including the more nuanced con-
cept of segmented assimilation, a re influencing scholars
studying immigrant incorporation, whatever their discipline.
The same can be said of work on ethnic entrepreneurship;
researchers in a variety of disciplines who study immigrant
businesses cite and use models elaborated by sociologists to
understand why particular groups go into business and why
some are more successful than others . Tr a n s n a t i o n a l i s m , a
concept first elaborated by anthro p o l ogists to unders t a n d
how—and why—present-day immigrants maintain ties with
their homelands,has been taken up by sociologists,historians
and political scientists and is being examined and furt h e r
d eveloped from their own disciplinary pers p e c t ive s .



Historical studies of "whiteness" that bring out the contin-
gent nature of race and analyze the "whitening" pro c e s s
among earlier European immigrants are helping to shape
work on race and ethnicity among today ’s new c o m e rs .
F i n a l l y, re s e a rc h e rs exploring immigration policy and the
role of the state are gaining insights from the emerging polit-
ical science literature on immigration, membership and citi-
zenship. Indeed,a recent call for the historiography of immi-
gration law draws heavily on work by legal scholars and
political scientists (Lee 1999).

The mix of disciplines in immigration studies, as Mary
Wa t e rs (Wa t e rs 2000) notes, is cre a t ive and empowe ri n g ,
leading scholars to ask new questions and see old problems
in new ways and to go beyond what are sometimes the lim-
ited concerns of their own fields. The anthro p o l ogi s t ’s
emphasis on sending commu n i t i e s , the histori a n ’s on the
contingencies of historical development and the political sci-
entist’s on the way states shape the choices available to indi-
viduals are all, she says, correctives to the sometimes narrow
focus of sociological thinking on
i m m i gr a t i o n . In history, to give
another example, George Sánchez
has recently written that the
f u t u re of immigration history
depends on the field’s ability to
i n c o rporate insights on race,
nation and culture that have pri-
marily developed outside its own
d i s c i p l i n a ry boundaries (Sánchez
1 9 9 9 , 6 8 ) . I f, as A l e j a n d ro Po rt e s
n o t e s , t h e o retical advances ari s e
out of the ability to reconstitute a
p e rceptual field and to identify
connections not previously seen, then the interd i s c i p l i n a ry
thrust of so much immigration research may be particularly
productive as it brings new perspectives to bear on familiar
i s s u e s , i n c o rporates insights from different fields, and pro-
motes the kind of "distance from reality" that Portes argues is
important "in order to identify patterns lost at close range"
(1997, 802, 803).

At the same time, efforts to create and sustain an interdis-
c i p l i n a ry field of immigration studies raise some difficult
questions and issues.On an intellectual level,there is the risk
that scholars trained to study present-day immigration from
a mu l t i d i s c i p l i n a ry pers p e c t ive will lose the benefits that
come from being steeped in the traditions and founding
works of a particular discipline.This is something that wor-
ries some historians of immigration.The turn among recent
graduate students to theory developed outside of history has
led to concerns,among some historians, that classic works in
immigration history are being neglected to the detriment of
the field (Gjerde 1999b).There are also the hard realities of
the hierarchy of disciplines and career concerns. As Waters
(Waters 2000) points out, some methods and disciplines are
p rivileged over others ; and managing a career in a disci-

p l i n e — p u blishing and getting tenu re, most import a n t l y —
when a scholar’s work strays outside of disciplinary bound-
aries is a professional challenge in its own right.

Waters also alerts us to the importance of creating more
linkages between immigration and the study of race, a theme
that Sánchez has addressed as we l l . M o re ove r, as Sánchez
reminds us, i m m i gration studies, past and pre s e n t , need to
consider the full range of groups arriving in every period.
Just as historians need to remember that Asian and Latin
A m e rican and Caribbean migration was occurring in the
late 19th and early 20th centuri e s , s o, t o o, social scientists
studying the present need to concern themselves with
European immigration to the United States in the late 20th
and early 21st centuries.

F i n a l l y, the establishment of new academic fields and
departments—ethnic studies, women’s studies,urban studies,
American studies, city and regional planning and the like—
have already begun to integrate existing approaches to create
new disciplinary identities.

Although the huge influx of
i m m i grants to the United States
in the last four decades has stimu-
lated an outpouring of research in
all the social science disciplines,
much remains to be done. Herbert
Gans (Gans 2000) has identified
six main "holes" or areas of need-
ed immigration research.Three of
these concern processes of immi-
grant incorporation: the persistent
question of selectivity in emigra-
tion and immigr a t i o n , w h i c h
should be addressed much more

s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ; intergenerational differences in adaptation,
p a rticularly between the firs t , 1 . 5 , and second generations;
and macro - l evel economic, political and societal fa c t o rs
shaping those patterns of adaptation. T h ree other are a s
i nvo l ve the field of immigration scholarship itself: i n s i d e r
ve rsus outsider roles among immigration re s e a rc h e rs , t h e
need for more empirical research on the choices (and omis-
sions) of topics and groups that draw the attention of immi-
gration scholars, and the role of funding agencies in shaping
the field of study.

As Gans admits, his research holes are mainly sociological
holes.Clearly, there are additional anthropological,historical,
economic and political science holes that will need to be
filled by future immigration re s e a rc h e rs . A host of policy
questions await further study in political science, as does the
increasingly important role that immigrants are playing—and
will continue to play—in US politics: as immigrants become
citizens (and voters) with the potential to determine the out-
come of local, state and even national elections; as foreign-
born elected officials and political activists grow in number ;
and as immigrants become members of important political
blocs and interest groups.Among the areas that await further

The huge influx of immigrants
to the United States in the last
four decades has stimulated an
outpouring of research in all
the social science disciplines.



c a reful study in anthro p o l ogy are the dynamics of culture
creation and invention among immigrants, cultural conflicts
between immigrant and mainstream values and the conse-
quences of transnational connections for sending, as well as
receiving, communities. In history, there are gaps to be filled
in our understanding of the histories of Asian and Latin
American immigrants in the United States; moreover, mod-
els and theories developed by social scientists to study
America’s latest arrivals may shed new light on the experi-
ences of European immigrants in the past. Within disci-
plines—and across them—immigration re s e a rch will also
benefit from a range of comparisons that can offer new
insights into the immigrant experience, among them com-
parisons of immigrants in the United States past and present
and of immigration to the United States and other major
receiving countries.

F i n a l l y, as to
Gans’ call for studies
of immigr a t i o n
scholarship itself, this
is largely unexplored
t e rr i t o ry. The mas-
s ive immigration of
the past few decades
i s , as we have
e m p h a s i z e d , n o t
only transform i n g
A m e rican society
and the immigr a n t s
t h e m s e l ves but is
also transform i n g
the way immigration
is studied—that is,
h ow re s e a rc h e rs are
trying to make sense
of the very transformations immigration has created.To do
this full justice, we need studies of the way knowledge is
d eveloped about immigr a t i o n ’s causes and consequences,
within and across disciplines, in concrete sociohistorical and
intellectual contexts.

The Shifting Contexts of Migration Research

In examining the ways immigration re s e a rch has been
recently transformed, it is worthwhile to reflect upon some
of the shifting contexts that have brought about these
c h a n g e s . The unprecedented immigration that the United
States has witnessed since the 1960s—in both numbers and
diversity of origin—is obviously a major factor.The cold war
was associated with the arrival in the United States of more
than two million refugees from Cuba,Southeast Asia,Central
A m e ri c a , E a s t e rn Euro p e, the former Soviet Union and
other countries as well as the expansion of military and
political links with several source countries of migration. A
related eve n t , the collapse of the Soviet bl o c, reduced the

p rominence of Marxist thought among both activists and
academics while expanding the reach of global capitalism
into re gions in which its influence had previously been
restricted (Antonio 1990).

Within the United States, the civil rights and feminist
m ovements reframed A m e rican notions of social member-
ship, economic opportunity, equality and assimilation.Today’s
migrants thus enter a society transformed by the expansion
of opportunities for minority group members and women
and also by patterns of industrial re s t ru c t u ring that have
drastically altered the economic env i ro n m e n t . The huge
influx of Third World immigrants itself has begun to change,
in very basic ways, our notions about race and the structure
of America’s racial hierarchies.Migration scholarship has also
been influenced by social movements that have championed
a wide arr ay of policy agendas from multiculturalism and

a f f i rm a t ive action,
t h rough selective
i n c l u s i o n , to exclu-
s i o n a ry nativism and
re s t ri c t ive we l fa re
re f o rm . If these
d evelopments in the
larger society have
shaped migr a t i o n
s c h o l a rs ’ p e rs p e c t ive s
on immigration and
ethnic re l a t i o n s , s o
too have changes in
their home turf—the
a c a d e my, which has
been perhaps the
focal ve nue for
debates about the
meaning of immigra-

tion and ethnicity in A m e rican society. M a ny of society’s
most articulate and vehement spoke s p e rsons on topics of
ethnic change and immigrant incorporation have been aca-
d e m i c s , and much campus activism has been directed at
i n c reasing re s o u rces for and re p resentation of migrant and
ethnic minority constituencies. Recent immigrants fro m
Latin America, the Caribbean and Asia, as well as Africa, the
Middle East and Europe, are now among our nation’s leading
scholars (as well as athletes, artists, physicians, scientists and
entrepreneurs).Women of all ethnic groups are increasingly
visible as authors of migration research in the social sciences
and as part of higher education generally. A number of the
most controversial policy efforts directed toward ethnic and
gender inequalities have occurred on campuses—rangi n g
from culturally sensitive speech codes to the outright ban-
ning of affirmative action programs in some of the nation’s
largest and most ethnically diverse state university systems.
Immigrant and ethnic faculty and students have been major
actors in these debates.

Finally, the writings of scholars have contributed signifi-



cantly to deliberations about the meaning of immigration in
a nation of immigr a n t s . In addition to the my riad re p o rt s
that have attempted to assess the impact of immigrants upon
American culture and economy, scholars have begun to alter
our basic understandings of the relations between immigrant
communities and both the larger receiving society and their
sending countries.

For example, before new understandings of ethnic com-
munity emerged,fostered by the ethnic revivals of the 1970s,
both scholars and the wider public generally accepted as an
article of faith that "American" culture was superior to that
of migrant gro u p s . H e n c e, the faster migrants abandoned
their traditional customs and behavioral patterns in favor of
those of the Anglo-American middle class, the better. Since
that time, a wide range of studies has shown that immigrant
and ethnic communities have the ability to provide their
m e m b e rs with a va riety of social, p s y c h o l ogical and eco-
nomic benefits—ranging from business ow n e rship and
increased earnings to success in schools, protection from dis-
crimination, moral support and even superior physical and
mental health.

These many changes in the field of migration studies have
generally redirected its outlook and orientation, but certain
contemporary conditions have also fostered the resuscitation
of several approaches closely associated with the Chicago
S c h o o l ’s studies in the 30 ye a rs preceding World War II.
These include the growing emphasis on community-based,
qualitative studies in sociology and history, a revival of con-
cern with the concept of assimilation in several fields and an
i n c reased awa reness of the importance of enduring ties to
the country of origin (often in discussions of transnational-
ism). Fields such as sociology and history reveal a renewed
interest in culture and identity, often explored through qual-
itative methods at the community level.Assimilation,a taboo
word as recently as the late 1980s, is now a major topic in
sociology, political science, education and other fields. Just as
s o c i o l ogists and political scientists have devoted additional
attention to issues of culture, c o m munity and identity,
a n t h ro p o l ogi s t s , who have always re g a rded these topics as
central to their discipline, have become increasingly attuned
to international and national political and economic contexts
that frame their research settings. They are now as likely to
discuss global capitalism or the world system as scholars in
fields with a longer tradition of research on political econo-
my.

New understandings of context and solidarity are being
developed in a large body of work on the viability of ethnic
self-help, the importance of ethnic niches, and an awareness
of migr a n t s ’ ties with the country of ori gi n . I n f o rmed by
theoretical understandings of ethnicity, race and nationality
as socially constructed rather than primordially determined,
contemporary scholars are much more aware of the subtle,
complex and shifting array of social identities and sources of
solidarity and conflict within ethnic and migrant populations
than were earlier generations.Nationality per se recedes into

the background as a focal topic, and a more subtle analysis of
class, ethnicity and economic context takes its place. In gen-
e r a l , as a consequence of the immense dive rsity found in
contemporary immigrant experiences, scholars tend to spe-
cialize in certain types of immigration or locations of origin
and settlement. In sum,biographical, sociohistorical and aca-
demic fa c t o rs contri bute to the evolution of immigr a t i o n
studies.Although some disciplinary differences and concerns
h ave been re t a i n e d , m ovement towa rd disciplinary conve r-
gence can be seen. Perhaps the most immediate evidence of
this is the fact that a far greater number of disciplines than
ever before—including several new fields—now regard the
study of international migration among their integral con-
cerns. n 

Nancy Foner is professor of anthropology at the State University of New York,
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But we have benefited also from collegiality--both as we
talked with each other and as we received support from you
and other colleagues around the world.

In this context, we also continue to wo r k . We have
resumed our schedule of intellectual events, educational pro-
gr a m s , re s e a rch and commu n i c a t i o n . We try, t h o u g h , to be
attentive to new concerns about the safety of travel or the
symbolic significance of either holding or not holding meet-
ings scheduled for va rious locations, some on sensitive
themes.We are gathering analyses of different aspects of these
events that are clearly grounded in social science and making
them available to teachers, journalists and others.

We are also asking how the September 11  tragedies
should shape the substance of the work we do. Clearly, our
various projects on global security and cooperation take on
new significance.The issue of terrorism and its supports is at
the center of the relationship between the broad concerns of
"human security" approaches and the narrower ones of mili-
tary-centered security studies.The challenges of responding
to terrorism point out the importance of addressing forms of
cooperation and the development of international institu-
tions alongside patterns of conflict. Our projects and net-
works in these fields are bases for exploring issues on which
t h e re is now much speculation but not always mu c h
research.We were already discussing a project on "infrastruc-
t u re," for example, which seems more urgent with new
questions about the vulnerability of both physical and social
infrastructure. We had begun to work on global crime and
"illicit flows" of people, goods, and ideas. We hope this can
inform questions about the implications of framing events in
terms of war, or in terms of crime. These not only suggest

different responses, they draw on different bodies of empiri-
cal knowledge, different theories and even different concep-
tions of justice.

Finally, though we are all touched by the recent events,
and though the world is changed by them, not all of our
work is or should be new. Our regional programs are more
important than ever. Our support for graduate students who
u n d e rt a ke fieldwork-based re s e a rch is vital. Our inquiri e s
into inequality, into a range of social institutions,into finance
and technology all remain essential. C o n c e rns for childre n
affected by armed conflict, for refugees, for human sexuality
and re p ro d u c t ive health, for education are heightened not
abated. And in the shock of realizing how vulnerable even
the world’s most powerful society is, we realize the impor-
tance of studying all the ways in which society is made possi-
bl e, is kept organized, is revitalized and simply is humanly
achieved as well as the ways in which it is fragile.

The Social Science Research Council, in short, will con-
tinue with its work. Advancing social science and bringing
social knowledge to the public remain not just useful bu t
vital. It does not directly ease human loss, for which we like
others can only mourn, but it may help us understand and it
m ay help us act wisely. Thanks once again for the many
expressions of your concern,and as always,for your help and
support. If you have advice, we would welcome that as well.

With all best wishes,

Sincerely,

Craig Calhoun

(continued from page 1 )

In my article on "Current Trends and Future Directions in Sexuality Research"(Items & Issues, fall 2000), I referred to the
then-imminent appearance of Dr. David Satcher’s Surgeon General’s Call to Action to Promote Sexual Health and Responsible
Sexual Behavior. Since the report did not, as promised, appear in January 2001, I’d like to bring readers up to date.

Following extensive news coverage of the report’s  "languishing" in the aftermath of the election standoff and the resulting
change of government,it was finally released on June 28,2001,by Dr. Satcher. (He continues as the nation’s Surgeon General,
although he is no longer the assistant secretary of health and human services.)  Examining "science-based strategies to find a
common ground upon which the nation can work to promote sexual health and responsible sexual behavior," the report has
been heralded by many for its advocacy of comprehensive sexuality education and its definition of both individual sexual
health and a sexually-healthy society, its support for training of professionals whose work relates to sexuality and its promotion
of a comprehensive sexuality research agenda. Dr. Satcher has emphasized the "public health imperative" to talk openly and
honestly about sexuality, pointing out that the report was developed with a diverse group of experts,including religious lead-
ers, sexuality researchers and educators as well as sex workers.

The report will be available in late September; its full text is available only via the Internet at: (http://www.surgeongener-
al.gov/library/sexualhealth/default.htm) Given the current administration’s opposition, it will be difficult for the report to
a c h i eve its pri m a ry objective, to encourage a more constru c t ive public dialogue about sexuality and sexual health.
Independent organizations and professionals in support of the report have been widely disseminating and discussing it within
their own networks,helping to clarify and promote its salient points and publicly demonstrating the significance and relevance
of this important and brave work. --Diane di Mauro

Update: The Surgeon General’s Call to Action to Promote 
Sexual Health and Responsible Sexual Behavior is Released



he International Predissertation Fellowship Program
(IPFP), which drew to a close with a celebratory
conference in June 2001  (see p. 22),was an ambitious

effort to reverse a growing disciplinary imbalance among
doctoral students pursuing field research in "developing"
nations, and to forge stronger links between disciplines and
area studies. With funding from the Ford Foundation, the
program sponsored workshops and conferences and awarded
nearly 350 training fellowships to students from 23 eligible
US universities between 1991 and 2000.1 The IPFP, which
explicitly funded predissertation training and not doctoral
research, aimed to improve students’ capacities for doctoral
research that imaginatively connects general theoretical ques-
tions to nuanced understandings of local language, history,
and culture in poorer nations. In particular, it was intended
to create new incentives for foreign area research in the
under-represented disciplines of economics, political science,
and sociology (with the later addition of psychology). That
agenda required resistance to strong tides in the social sci-
ences.

Indeed historian Thomas Bender posits  a divide in today’s
academic culture that is more difficult to bridge than at any
time in the past 50 years.2 On one side of the gulf are schol-
a rs in disciplines such as economics, political science and
s o c i o l ogy who wish to emulate the natural sciences rather
than humanities, who constitute tight subfields and who
favor "objective" methods and eschew particularism.3 On the
other side are disciplines such as anthro p o l ogy and history
whose boundaries are porous,whose members are more like-
ly to avow value commitments and whose analyses tend
toward particularism. This divide (which is replicated within
as well as between disciplines) has taken its toll on interna-
tionally-oriented research and graduate training. It is linked,
for example, to what some read as alarming shifts in the disci-
plinary composition of American research abroad, and in the
valuation of geographic area expertise.

These changes are reflected in the disciplinary distribution
of fellowships in the Council’s much older international doc-
toral fellowship program (as distinct from the predissertation
training that was the focus of the IPFP). As figure 1 shows,
economics and political science receive smaller percentages of
the Council’s international doctoral fellowship awards today
than they did in the 1960s, and sociology and psycholog y
have had very small shares for decades. Whereas anthropolo-
gy and economics in 1965 held roughly equal shares of inter-
national doctoral fellowships, two decades later anthropolo-
gy’s proportion had increased substantially, while that of eco-
nomics had declined. These shifts in the disciplinary distribu-
tion of awards cor respond to changes in the applicant pool.
The IPFP, by contrast, p ri o ritized international pre d i s s e rt a-

tion training (in preparation for doctoral re s e a rch) in eco-
nomics, political science, sociology and psychology, and thus
was intended to help alter these disciplinary imbalances in the
pipeline of students applying for subsequent doctoral research
grants.

How did the four target disciplines fare in IPFP competi-
tions?   An unexpected shift in the disciplinary mix of IPFP
awards and applications occurred during the 1990s. As the
proportions of applications from anthropologists and histor i-
ans rose, the shares from political scientists, sociologists and
economists declined–a pattern that contri buted to corre-
sponding shifts in the disciplinary distri bution of awa rd s .
Overall, however, between 1991 and 2000, the four priority
disciplines (economics, political science, s o c i o l ogy and psy-
chology) accounted for two-thirds of the fellowships award-
ed,4 and the four targeted disciplines had the highest internal
success rates (that is, IPFP fellowships awarded as a propor-
tion of total applications submitted within a discipline).

Though one would not necessarily expect a single fellow-
ship program to alter deeply rooted disciplinary norms,5 such
a program can profoundly affect individual career trajectories
in ways that may eventually contribute to disciplinary shifts.
Let us briefly consider how successful predissertation fellows
have been in subsequently obtaining competitive grants for
doctoral field research abroad, what proportion of them sus-
tained their international intere s t s , what kinds of jobs they
have acquired and how successful they have been in publish-
ing their work and in obtaining postdoctoral research grants.

IPFP grantees were significantly more likely than runners-
up to obtain subsequent doctoral re s e a rch grants from the
National Science Foundation, Fulbright-IIE,Fulbright-Hays,
the Social Science Research Council and the Wenner-Gren
Foundation. Their success in these grant competitions may
be attributed to a combination of factors: the effects of the
IPFP training, fellows’ initial academic promise and the sym-
bolic value of the IPFP award (which may positively influ-

Forging Links Between Disciplines and Area Studies

By Angelique Haugerud and Wendy Cadge
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ence evaluations by subsequent grant application reviewers).
In particular, the predissertation training students undertook
during their IPFP awards gave them the skills and knowl-
edge necessary to write competitive grant proposals for later
dissertation research, and to conduct successful field research
abroad.

The IPFP increased the likelihood that economists and
sociologists (and to a lesser extent political scientists) would
conduct dissertation fieldwork abroad following their predis-
s e rtation training.6 R u n n e rs-up in the target disciplines
were much less likely than IPFP grantees to undertake doc-
toral field re s e a rch abroad after the pre d i s s e rtation training
phase that was the target of the IPFP. Among students in
anthropology, history and geography, on the other hand, all
of the fellows as well as the runners-up carried out disserta-
tion field research abroad.

S even ye a rs was the mean doctoral degree completion
time for both IPFP grantees and runners-up sampled. That
period,while somewhat longer than the norm in economics
and sociology, is not at all unusual in anthropology, history
and geography. Indeed,in the latter disciplines,the IPFP can
sometimes shorten time to degree since the foreign experi-
ence and language training acquired under the progr a m
allow some students to begin more quickly and to carry out
re s e a rch abroad more efficiently when they re t u rn to the
same field site for doctoral fieldwo r k . In disciplines that
encourage faster doctoral degree completion and where

f i e l d work is unu s u a l , we found no evidence that IPFP
grantees we re disadvantaged on the job marke t . On the
contrary, both faculty and students thought the IPFP awards
i m p roved the quality of subsequent doctoral re s e a rch and
therefore enhanced job market competitiveness.

Two-thirds of the IPFP grantees sampled who had com-

pleted their PhDs had obtained academic positions by the
spring of 2000. A handful now have tenure. Another 17%
are conducting university-affiliated research. A few (4%) are
employed by US government agencies and by international
development agencies (4%). About a half-dozen fellows in
the authors ’ sample have re c e ived postdoctoral re s e a rc h
grants from the National Science Foundation,Social Science
R e s e a rch Council or Mellon Fo u n d a t i o n , and over two
dozen have re c e ived other non-unive rsity postdoctoral
grants. By April 2000, IPFP fellows sampled (84 of whom
had completed the PhD) had written 25 books, m a ny of
them published by distinguished unive rsity pre s s e s . M a ny
had published articles in scholarly journals, most of them in
area studies, disciplinary and non-area interdisciplinary jour-
nals. They have been active presenters of their work at con-
ferences and invited lectures, again in both disciplinary and
area studies forums. A number of fellows won prizes for
their dissertations from their unive rsities and pro f e s s i o n a l
associations.

It is too early to gauge these fellows’ cumulative impact
on their disciplines. C a reer success indicators mentioned

Figure 1. SSRC's International Doctoral Research Fellowships, 
by Discipline and Year (1965-2000) (N=540)
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above, however, suggest that IPFP grantees have impressive
potential to become leaders in their disciplines or innovative
interdisciplinarians.

IPFP fellows detected conflicting signals from fa c u l t y
m e n t o rs about the advisability of attempting interd i s c i p l i-
nary work. Disciplines differ sharply on the value of poach-
ing in other disciplines’ t e rri t o ri e s . B o u n d a ries are more
fiercely patrolled in economics and political science than in
anthropology; the latter has been described as an intellectual

poaching license.7 D i s c i p l i n a ry border crossings tend to be
asymmetrical,with more anthropologists, for example, draw-
ing on political science and economics than the reve rs e.
The unevenness of cross-disciplinary appropriation is shaped
by a set of institutionalized practices (who is invited to what
conferences, who participates in special journal issues, etc.).
The IPFP did help to ease–or at least call into
question–some barri e rs to fieldwork abroad in economics,
political science, sociology and psychology.A fellowship pro-
gram such as this helps to propel rather than to initiate
changes in disciplines;that is,there must already be some dis-
ciplinary ferment on which to build,as one IPFP committee
member suggested.

S t u d e n t s , faculty and administrators who we re inter-
viewed emphasized how valuable predissertation fellowships
are in any discipline and how crucial it is to reach interna-
t i o n a l l y - o riented students at this stage of their training in
order to prepare them for dissertation research of high quali-
t y. Such support enables doctoral students to undert a ke
more language training than would otherwise be possible, as
well as to improve their expertise in research methods and
techniques, to acquire site-specific knowledge and contacts
necessary to designing excellent dissertation projects, and to
interact with local scholars in ways that profoundly influence
their thinking about social science theory and method.
S everal fellow s , for example, mentioned how their experi-
ences abroad moved them beyond familiar notions of "for-
eign" regions as cases to test hypotheses,and allowed them to
b e gin to understand intellectual traditions and scholarly
debates in these regions.

Crucial to these intellectual processes were the many con-
ferences and regional workshops the IPFP sponsored in 19
d eveloping countri e s . These gatherings give students the
opportunity to reflect critically on the research methods and
theoretical approaches of other disciplines, to establish con-
nections across national boundaries and to build bri d g e s
across institutions within as well as between countries.

As the IPFP draws to a close, s everal other SSRC pro-
grams now employ its tools and share its aims (e.g.,method-
ological and regional workshops, the focus on the predisser-
tation phase of graduate training,encouraging economists to
collect ori ginal or "real world" data and intern a t i o n a l i z i n g
American social science). An enduring programmatic chal-
lenge is to encourage scholarly visions that transcend those
polarizing distinctions between scientistic and other varieties
of social science, or between universalizing and particulariz-
ing approaches. Here particular promise lies in the talented
IPFP scholars and others of their generation who resist such
antinomies. n 

Angelique Haugerud is associate professor of anthropology at Rutgers University
and Wendy Cadge is a doctoral candidate in sociology at Princeton University. This
article draws on an evaluation they prepared for the Ford Foundation ("The Social
Sciences and Area Studies: The SSRC’s International Predissertation Fellowship
Program,1991-2000").

1Awards went to about 25% of those who applied. Fellows’ regional foci were
as follows: the largest proportions of awardees carried out predissertation training
in Latin America/Caribbean (34%) and Africa (23%), followed by East/Southeast
Asia (14%),China (13%),Near/Middle East (9%),South Asia (7%),and Central Asia
(1%). Two percent of the fellows pursued predissertation study in more than one
region,and about 15% did so in more than one country. The gender breakdown
was 52% female and 48% male, and the distribution by racial/ethnic category was
black (6%),Hispanic (3%),Native American (0.6%),Asian (10%),white (68%),other
(4%),and no data (8%). Most awards have gone to students applying during their
second and third years of PhD programs,and a few have also gone to students apply-
ing during their first and fourth years of study.

2 See Thomas Bender, "Politics, Intellect, and the American University, 1945-
1995." Daedalus (1997) 126(1):1-38 [Special Issue on "American Academic Culture
in Transformation:Fifty Years, Four Disciplines"]. Bender writes:"The gap between
these two interpretive frames,which roughly tracks the borders between the social
sciences and the humanities,is more difficult to bridge now than at any time in the
past half century."  

3 Related tensions concern the precision of simplifying models versus com-
plexity, epistemological certainty versus uncertainty, social causation versus subjec-
tive meaning,and essentialism versus contingency.

4 The disciplinary distribution of awards between 1991 and 2000 was as follows:
political science (26%),sociology (23%),anthropology (16%),economics (13%),his-
tory (9%),geography (4%),psychology (4%),and other disciplines (5%).

5 For discussion of emergent intellectual agendas in the IPFP’s target disciplines,
and of disciplinary variation in faculty and student responses to the IPFP, see
Haugerud and Cadge’s report to the Ford Foundation.

6 The authors collected curricula vitae from 215 fellows and 106 runners-up.
Our sample is quite representative of the population of 347 fellows and 330 run-
ners-up from which it was drawn,along the following key dimensions:IPFP region,
university, discipline, award year (or application year, in the case of runners-up),and
gender. For tables comparing our sample to the population of fellows and runners-
up, and for details on sampling and coding, see our 2000 report to the Ford
Foundation.

7Clifford Geertz, "Blurred Genres:The Reconfiguration of Social Thought."
American Scholar (1980) 49:165-79.
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he late 1990s were dominated by euphoria and hype
over the new economy, the promises of new tech-
nology and the idea that globalization meant an

attractive new world order. So far the 2000s have been a jolt.
The dot.com crash has been at the core of a much broader
stock market retreat. Global capitalism has not retreated but
has encountered both internal crises and much more visible
opposition, including disruptions at a succession of major
WTO and G7 conferences.Spy plane crashes and talk of mil-
itarizing space have brought stark reminders that the post-
1989 end of one cold war was not an end to great power
rivalries or arms races. Just as this issue went to press, the
September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon made clear that we face vulnerabilities of sharply
different kinds as well.

Social scientists suffered some of the consequences of sus-
picions bred by globalization with arrests of re s e a rc h e rs in
China,Egypt and elsewhere.All of us suffered anguish of one
form or another after terrorist attacks and sometimes after
state responses.

At the very least this should remind us that reality is more
complex than fantasies of a friction-free
economy or a conflict-free democratic
and capitalist world order. Recognition
that the world is complicated is usually
a good thing for social science.
R e s e a rch thrives on unanswe red ques-
t i o n s , not simplifying illusions. A n d
indeed, the beginning of the new mil-
lennium has seen a good deal of critical
engagement of social scientists with the
dramatic changes and sometimes also
the old home truths and persistent puzzles of the wo r l d
around us.

The SSRC today is centrally engaged with encouraging
social science to tackle issues raised by the complexities and
changes of the era. Globalization is certainly central to this,
but as a complex issue of good and bad effects, competition
and conflict, and clashes of both analytic approaches and
material projects. In other words, globalization is not simply
a force of necessity to which everyone must adapt without
question,as some ideological writing implies. Nor is it auto-
matically good for all people and parts of the world. Nor,
i n d e e d , is it even clear what globalization means. P ro t e s t s
f rom Seattle to Genoa have made clear that altern a t ive or
anti-globalization movements are linked in ways almost as
international as the institutions of global capitalism they con-
t e s t . The stru g g l e, of cours e, is not over whether bord e rs
should be crossed but over what form transnational society
should take, what protections might be possible for the insti-
tutions and achievements of existing societies and how dif-

ferent voices might be heard in shaping the world’s future.
Globalization has not made and will not make the world

homogeneous. Itself a cluster of phenomena, partly in ten-
sion with each other, it has a range of different causes and
effects.These play out on different scales of social organiza-
tion from interp e rsonal relations and the local commu n i t y
t h rough specific workplaces and formal organizations to
nation-states and transnational actors.The last include cor-
p o r a t i o n s , multilateral organizations, N G O s , social move-
ments and indeed,terrorist networks.Globalization takes dif-
ferent forms and looks different as a phenomenon in South
Asia, in Africa, in Eastern Europe; not only are there local
differences but crucially different perspectives on the whole.
Attention to these different levels of analysis and va n t a g e
points remains of great import a n c e, and maintaining pro-
grams that take re gional and other contexts seriously is
a c c o rdingly an SSRC pri o ri t y. So is building ties among
s c h o l a rs at the re gional level a necessary complement to
national and global organizations of social scientists.

Now, what are some vital emerging themes that social sci-
entists need to addre s s , at whatever level of analysis and
organization, and how is the SSRC helping? 

Pride of place should perhaps go to
i n f o rmation technolog y, not because it
is the master key to all social change (as
some hyperbolic writing has implied)
but because social science has lagged
s u rp risingly in paying attention to it.
Popular discussion has outpaced scien-
tific research on the social dimensions of
IT quite dramatically. The SSRC is
helping to close the gap.This means not
only sparking more social science work

on the Internet,processes of innovation and other topics, but
also building better collaborative relationships between social
scientists and technologi s t s . With support from the Fo rd
Foundation, we have launched an inquiry into the ways in
which new information technologies challenge international
s e c u ri t y, re g u l a t o ry re gimes and stru c t u res of cooperation.
The Rockefeller Foundation has provided support for the
launch of a project on the ways in which processes of cultur-
al creativity are both influenced by new technologies and in
t u rn shape the patterns of their deve l o p m e n t . We are also
working on information technology and social science in the
Commonwealth of Independent States, on opportunities for
d a t a - s h a ring posed by the new technologies and on the
development of a social science of the Internet.

One of the interesting side effects of the high technology
boom of the 1990s was to lend a new glamour to parts of the
business world, including notably the high tech startups.The
post-1989 collapse of communism and crisis of socialist crit-
icism helped to pave the way for this. It is not clear how the
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image of capitalist enterprises will fare if subjected to pro-
longed recession, but it is clear that social science was not as
well prepared as it should have been for studying changes in
business institutions. Business history has provided a partial
exception and there has been important legal research, but in
the main social sciences the emphasis has fallen elsewhere.
Economists focused more on markets than enterprises, and
more on models than actualities.Sociologists tended to study
organizational forms and characteristics in general rather
than corporations in particular.The rise of "new institution-
alisms" in both disciplines, and of related new lines of
i n q u i ry in other social sciences, sets the stage for more
inquiry into the corporation as a social institution.The Sloan
Foundation has funded an SSRC program of fellow s h i p s ,
conferences and research in this area. We have been able to
complement A m e ri c a n - c e n t e red re s e a rch with a wo r k i n g
group on Chinese business institutions in different settings in
and beyond East A s i a . Just re c e n t l y, the Fo rd Fo u n d a t i o n
announced a new grant to enable the SSRC to launch a
study of the way corporations approach investment in high-
p ove rt y / l ow - wealth urban commu n i-
ties.

C o rporate expansion and inform a-
tion technology are two of many forces
reshaping patterns of global securi t y
and cooperation. Supported by a major
grant from the MacArthur Foundation
the Council initiated in 2000 a new
program of fellowships and intellectual
a c t ivities to strengthen studies in this
area.Among its central themes are bol-
stering collaboration among researchers
in different kinds of institutions—e. g . , u n ive rsities and
NGOs—and internationalizing a field that has often been
organized precisely into national re s e a rch commu n i t i e s
aimed at informing states’ foreign policies.We seek to see the
ways in which security "pro blems" are inev i t a bly inter-
twined with the ve ry institutions of cooperation that may
mitigate them.Our work in this area is enriched by the proj-
ect on information technology mentioned above. It is also
extended by collaborative research networks on illicit flows
and global crime, youth and globalization, and forms of citi-
zenship in transnational perspective.

Concern for global security and cooperation has also led
us to look further at the emergence of the "emergency" as a
new category of social attention.The news media, interna-
tional organizations and national gove rnments all use the
idea of emergencies as a way to organize publicity, appeals
and responses.Yet many of these emergencies are predicted
in advance, and many last for decades.The SSRC has begun
an initiative both to examine the centrality of the category
of emergency and to enhance social science knowledge of
and contri butions to the ways in which pro blems emerge
and humanitarian assistance is offered.Among the first proj-

ects in the area are studies of forced migration and human
rights and of the delivery of education to refugees and dis-
placed people.The very need for education is a good exam-
ple of how the term "emergency" may obscure the long-
term nature of problems even as it calls attention to certain
of their shorter-term manifestations.Working in partnership
with the United Nations, we have also created a Conflict
P revention and Peace Fo rum to help make social science
knowledge more readily accessible and useful to internation-
al policymake rs and a project on Children Affected by
Armed Conflict that includes a far-flung international net-
work, work on research methods and indicators and specific
empirical studies.

nother theme raised by current conflicts over glob-
alization is the way in which religion and cultural
traditions shape responses in different parts of the

world.This includes religiously informed resistance to certain
aspects or forms of globalization.Too often this phenomenon
is poorly understood by Western commentators who deni-

grate religious traditions—notably but
not only Islam—as merely reactionary.
A l ready pro m i n e n t , this tendency
increased after the September 11 events.
But religious responses to globalization
also include assistance to migrants both
in assimilating to new settings and in
maintaining ties to earlier homes. With
support from the Pew Charitable Trusts,
the Council’s Program on International
Migration started a project to increase
knowledge of the ways immigration has

changed and continues to change American religious life.
This is complimented by a Ford-funded inquiry into the way
religion figures in migration and assimilation internationally.
We are also in the early stages of an inquiry into how the
study of religion has been integrated into—but often also
segmented within—American social science. We hope this
look at the implications of secularization and particular
approaches to religion will help improve the ways we study
its contemporary significance. Similarly, a new project on
Cultural Agency in the Americas looks reflexively at how
Northern and Southern approaches to the study of culture
inform each other—or could do so better—and what this
means for social science research. Not least, our South Asia
and Middle East and North Africa Programs are collaborat-
ing on inquiry into "words in motion," the changing mean-
ings of terms of social analysis as they are imported, export-
ed, translated and recontextualized.

In fa c t , u n ive rsities and re s e a rch institutions themselve s
need a good deal more study. T h ey are central to curre n t
p rocesses of globalization, economic change and attempts
both to preserve cultural heritage and to spark innovation.
Higher education is being deeply and rapidly changed by

The term "emergency"
may obscure the long-
term nature of problems
even as it calls attention
to certain of their short -
er-term manifestations.
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shifts in international political economy, changes in flows of
students and transformations in researchers’careers.These are
issues that social scientists ignore at their peril.Yet there has
been very little reflexive social science inquiry into higher
education in recent years;what does exist is largely segment-
ed into a distinct field rather than integrated as core knowl-
edge into the disciplines. This is so despite the centrality
accorded universities by theories of a "knowledge society"
and the prominence of institutional analysis in contemporary
social science. The Council has completed a small series of
discussions of higher education re s e a rch sponsored by the
Sloan Foundation and is embarking on a larger initiative of
research into both international and American institutional
change.This includes work on African universities sponsored
by the Carnegie, Ford and Rockefeller foundations as part of
their joint commitment (along with Mellon and MacArthur)
to bolstering A f rican higher education. It also includes an
examination of broader international changes in a series of
conferences and working group discussions. We hope it will
soon issue in important empirical inquiries that also achieve

a greater integration of attention to academic institutions
into the core social science disciplines.At the same time, our
various regional programs continuously address issues in the
organization of higher education as part of their mandate to
nurture capacities for social science.

I n d e e d , b ri n ging together scholars from more than 40
countries as part of our various projects, we at the Council
are constantly reminded of both the importance and the lim-
its of the internationalization of social science. T h e
September 11 events and their re p e rcussions have bro u g h t
this home in newly painful ways. Encouraging communica-
tion,bringing different perspectives and approaches together,
and focusing analysis on key issues all simu l t a n e o u s l y
advance social science and the public interest. But so much
m o re needs to be done—to understand globalization, t o
understand terrorism, to grasp the inequalities that are basic
to each, to clarify our choices and to anticipate the conse-
quences of each. n 

Craig Calhoun

Note: The Global Security and Cooperation (GSC) program’s
emphasis on collaboration of "academics" and "practitioners" brings
the topic of activist research to the fore. This essay is a revised ver -
sion of a proposal,submitted to the GSC Committee, to carry out
a series of "field-building" activities meant to explore the definition,
as well as the promise and problems, of activist research on GSC-
related topics. In September 2001 the Committee approved the
proposal, the first step of which is to convene a workshop on this
topic in the course of 2002. We hope this memo will generate com -
ment,discussion and critique from Items readers, which can be taken
into account as these plans proceed.

he proposal to make activist research a field-build-
ing priority for the GSC program rests on two cen-
tral propositions. First, there is no necessary con-

tradiction between active political commitment to resolving
a problem,and rigorous scholarly research on that problem.
The second proposition is that activist research has the
potential to lead to better research outcomes: deeper and
more thorough empirical knowledge of the problem at
hand, as well as theoretical understanding that otherwise
would be difficult to achieve. Inevitably activist research
projects come with their share of tensions, contradictions
and ethical dilemmas. A third, ancillary, proposition is that
the research outcome is improved when such tensions are
identified and confronted directly.

Definitions are not always helpful in the initial discussion
of a broad and complex topic like this one. The objective,

especially at first,is not to delimit but to explore, and espe-
cially, to probe boundaries that definitions tend to present as
fixed and given. With that proviso, let me suggest a rough
p re l i m i n a ry description of the terrain under discussion
here. In this usage, the word "activist" is meant as an adjec-
t ive, which qualifies and modifies the way that re s e a rc h
methods are conceived and carried out. It is not restricted
to research on or with people who are "activists"—though
that is one possible focus;nor does it mean that the scholar
becomes an "activist" in the usual understanding of the
term. In my understanding, then, activist research: a) helps
us better to understand the root causes of inequality,
oppression, violence and related conditions of human suf-
f e ri n g ; b) is carried out, at each phase from conception
t h rough dissemination, in direct cooperation with an
organized collective of people who themselves are subject
to these conditions; c) is used, together with the people in
q u e s t i o n , to formulate strategies for transforming these
conditions and to achieve the power necessary to make
these strategies effective.

Activist research methods present a frontal challenge to
the deeply ingrained dichotomy between "pure" and
"applied" social sciences. The political scientist Donald
S t o ke s , in a posthumously published book called Pa s t e u r ’s
Quadrant (1997), advances this same challenge with regard
to the development of the US natural science re s e a rc h
establishment since WWII. It is a story that needs to be told
about the social sciences as well, to help broaden the space
for the kind of work I’m descri b i n g . The objective of

What Is Activist Research?
By Charles R. Hale
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a c t ivist re s e a rch is not to replace the theoretically drive n
quest for understanding of basic processes with "applied"
p ro bl e m - s o l v i n g , but rather to develop a third category of
research, which is both theoretically driven and intended to
be put to use. This yields a hybrid category—epitomized by
the work of French scientist Louis Pasteur—which Stoke s
calls "use-oriented basic research."  

While endorsing the basic constructivist insight about the
politically situated character of all knowledge pro d u c t i o n ,
activist research also contains a built-in inoculation against
the excesses of radical relativism ("all knowledge claims are
equally valid and justifiable") and nihilistic deconstru c t i o n
("all knowledge claims are re d u c i ble to underlying powe r
m oves") sometimes associated with the postmodern turn .
This does not, of course, eliminate the need to subject the
analytical categories we use to critical scrutiny, nor does it
contradict the increasingly well-accepted premise that any
knowledge we produce is—to use Donna Haraway’s (1988)
term—"situated."  But activist research does bring an addi-
tional demand for empirical ri g o r, and a we l l - d eve l o p e d
methodological canon that can guide us to produce the best
p o s s i ble understanding of the pro blem at hand, the confi-
dence to distinguish between better and less good explana-
tions and the means to communicate these results in a clear
and useful manner.

Finally, the practice of activist research asks us to identify
our deepest ethical-political conv i c t i o n s , and to let them
d rive the formulation of our re s e a rch objective s . M a ny
social science graduate training programs have precisely the
opposite inclination: to become a professional re s e a rc h e r
requires one to suppress those convictions,or at best relegate
them to a separate realm of civic responsibility or communi-
ty serv i c e. Despite the growing acknowledgment that all
research is positioned and that our convictions do tend to
seep in to inform our analytical frameworks, the emphasis in
m a i n s t ream academia still is on keeping that seepage to a
minimum. Activist research endorses the contrasting  tack of
making our politics explicit and up-front, reflecting honestly
and systematically on how they have shaped our understand-
ing of the problem at hand, and putting them to the service
of our analytical endeavor.

Activist research methods do not lend themselves to for-
malization; Miles Horton and Paolo Freire, two pioneers, in
the related field of education and social change, sum it up in
the title of their recent collaborative book (1990), "we make
the road by walking."  But there is a series of basic method-
ological steps that one attempts to take in an activist research
project.They are rarely achieved completely, but if any one
of them is completely absent, the broader purpose of activist
research may not be met.

A rriving at re s e a rch questions and objective s . A c t iv i s t
research requires a process of dialogue and collective work
with the subjects of study prior to the finalization of the
re s e a rch design. T h rough collective work you identify a
common set of problems, analytical puzzles, gaps in existing

k n owledge that the people in question are genuinely and
explicitly interested in addressing. In any given GSC-relat-
ed topic, for example, there are aggrieved or relatively pow-
erless groups of people who will care intensely about the
issues and questions at stake. The activist scholar will have, or
develop, particular affinities with one such group of people
(or at times more than one), and give special priority to the
dialogue with them. If they are organized, all the better—
and here enters the GSC program’s emphasis on collabora-
tion with "practitioner" organizations—but at times they
will not or cannot be. Building on affinities in this way does
not require one to neglect alternative or contrasting perspec-
tives;it does not assume that the group is completely unified
or free from internal division; nor does it prevent stepping
back to take in the big picture—indeed the research design
must involve precisely that. It does provide some assurance
that the research objectives, from the outset,coincide at least
in part with what actors in the processes under study think it
is important to know and to understand.

Data collection methods. Activist research draws on the
entire range of methodological tools available in convention-
al social science endeavo rs . The principal methodologi c a l
mandate involves some form of participation among inter-
ested subjects, groups or communities in the re s e a rc h
p ro c e s s . This is substantially different from the tri e d - a n d -
true anthropological practice of selecting "key informants"
on whom we rely heavily to help us interpret what we see,
and who often receive compensation for their services. The
goal is to carry out the research such that a specified group
of people can actively participate, thereby learning research
skills themselves, contributing to the data collection, taking
an active role in the process of knowledge creation.

I n t e rp retation and analysis of the data. H e re again the
emphasis is on making the data analysis partly a collective
e n d e avo r, especially involving those who have been active
participants in the research process. If the research is being
carried out in connection with an organization, this kind of
c o l l e c t ive analysis will naturally follow. R e g a rd l e s s , t h e
p rinciple is to move towa rd breaking down the ri gi d
d i c h o t o my between "they" the prov i d e rs of raw data and
" we" the analysts, giving "them" the opportunity to make
sense of the data they have provided and to compare their
conclusions with your own. This mandate does not rest on a
n a ï ve, pseudo-populist assumption that the study’s conclu-
sions will be determined or completely redefined thro u g h
the intervention of the research subjects, but rather that by
participating they will enrich the analysis, and also take pos-
session of the results in ways that could be useful for their
own purposes.

Dissemination of research products. This component is
the most compatible with conventional social science, in that
even those most committed to the image of a detached,neu-
tral and objective scientific observer of society are generally
not averse to offering "expert knowledge" as "public intel-
lectuals."   The main difference is that dissemination of



activist research findings is crucial to close the circle opened
by the initial dialogue on research questions and objectives,
to discharge commitments acquired in that dialog u e. T h e
assumption is that one or more groups of people—especially
those with whom particular affinities have deve l o p e d — a re
interested in receiving the knowledge we have produced, in
forms that will be useful to them. This requirement is espe-
cially challenging for academics, who often prefer prose that
is only intelligi ble to others in their clan. The challenge
deepens if we resist the dichotomy between the empiri c a l
bottom-line (for them) and the theoretical repercussions (for
us), and attempt to communicate generalized or theoretical
findings in an educational and useful form.

Validation of the re s e a rch re s u l t s . This component
d iverges most radically from conventional social science
research,and therefore is bound to be the most controversial.
A c c o rding to conventional assumptions, validation occurs
t h rough rev i ew (often anonymous) by the community of
scholars with expertise and experience in the particular area
of re s e a rc h . This validation process has great intri n s i c
s t rengths and value that cannot be discounted. A c t iv i s t
re s e a rch contri butes another standard of va l i d a t i o n , w h i c h
follows from Stokes’ characterization of Pasteur’s quadrant—
" u s e - o riented basic re s e a rch."  Has the re s e a rch pro d u c e d
knowledge that helps to resolve the problem, to guide some
transformation,which formed  part of the research objectives
from the start?  Is the knowledge useful?  If so, to whom?
Although the question can and should be posed in general
terms,it also comes in a more pointed form,since the activist
re s e a rch project will previously have identified a group of
people who are specifically motivated to learn and use what
the researcher purports to have found out.

*    *    *
A sweeping claim to "better" results from activist research

will no doubt prove difficult to substantiate. But it surely can
be defended on at least two more particular grounds: a) peo-
ple, who ultimately are the sources of social science "data,"
tend to provide much more, and much higher quality, infor-
mation when they feel they have an active stake in the
research process. Often,especially when the topic is charged
or sensitive, they only provide information under these con-
ditions; b) collective participation of these "subjects" in data
collection and its interpretation inevitably enriches what we
end up learning from the research. In my own experience,
this "validation" cri t e rion makes the motivation for doing
h i g h - q u a l i t y, ri g o rous re s e a rch considerably stro n g e r. It is
the difference between the momentary sting of critique from
f e l l ow colleagues, and the gr ave responsibility of having a
direct and demonstrable impact on the lives of people and
on a given political processes. It is an explicit invitation to
put our training and expertise in the hands of an organiza-
t i o n , a community or a group of positioned indiv i d u a l s ,
identifying a problem together with them, and using a par-
ticipatory research process to study it. While there are no
guarantees that the outcome will be successful or even con-

structive, if our goal is for the research to have tangible and
practical impact we need scholars who are willing to forgo
the relative security of conventional methods and accept the
risks of innovation.

I readily admit that this type of research raises a myriad of
problems, contradictions and quandaries.A short list of such
concerns would include:

**What about when you’re studying powerful people and
i n s t i t u t i o n s , with whom you do not identify ethically or
politically?

**What if you uncover information or analysis that could
be detrimental to (or even, perceived as unduly critical of)
the interests of the very people with whom you have devel-
oped a privileged relationship?  

**What if your research, e.g. on both sides of a conflict,
requires that they perceive you as strictly "neutral" "objec-
tive" or "nonaligned," which goes contrary to your own eth-
ical-political sensibilities?

** What if part of your research uncovers influences that
shape the consciousness of your "privileged subjects" in ways
that orient them to distrust or dismiss the key practical
implications of your findings?

I ’ve thought about these and other quandari e s , and to
most I have what I consider to be reasonable responses. But
there are no guarantees, only the partial consolation that the
p ro blems they raise, though complex and at times eve n
intractable, also form a crucial part of the very processes that
we are setting out to understand. This, in turn, reiterates a
principal conclusion that I have drawn from anthropological
research on ethnic and racial conflict in Latin America over
the past 20 years. I have learned most,felt most sure that my
own research program is on track and had most confidence
in the validity and importance of the results when I have
been able to see my research findings being used to under-
stand and confront problems that I, and those who I have
worked most closely with, care deeply about resolving.

Charles R. Hale is professor of anthropology and Associate Director of the
Institute of Latin American Studies at the University of Texas,Austin.He is a mem-
ber of the GSC program committee.
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The second of two training workshops for the year 2000 fel-
lows in the Program on Collective Memory of Repression
in the Southern Cone and Peru took place on November
26-December 1, 2000, in Piriapolis, Uruguay, a small town
two hours’ drive east of Montevideo. Participants included
senior researchers from throughout the region and the US,
as well as the Council’s 18 fellows from the Southern Cone
and 5 fellows from Peru.The workshop provided an occasion
to review fellows’ progress and to identify gaps in the
research that can be filled during the remaining months of
the program. In advance of the meeting each fellow sub-
mitted a draft of a final report on his or her research. These

were discussed by other fellows and by faculty, and sessions
were organized to encourage comparative analysis across par-
allel cases and to address methodological or analytic chal-
lenges. In addition, the workshop incorporated sessions on
professional development, strategies for remaining engaged
with research networks in the future and advice on getting
published. The meeting concluded with a timetable for fel-
lows to complete their reports during the remaining weeks
of the fellowship, and with plans for publication. Research
this year focuses on the role of actors and institutions in

Program on Collective Memory of Repression 

shaping patterns of conflict over memory, as well as the uses
of memories of repression in the aftermath of dictatorship.
The workshop drew on an international team of faculty.

Faculty: Gerardo Caetano, CLAEH , Uruguay; Irene Cardoso, Universidade de
São Paulo, Brazil; Ludmila Catela, Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro, Brazil;
Carlos Ivan Degre g o ri , Instituto de Estudios Pe ru a n o s , Pe ru ; Claudia Fe l d ,
Universidad de Buenos Aires, Argentina; Elizabeth Jelin, Universidad de Buenos
Aires,Argentina;Susana Kaufman,Universidad de Buenos Aires,Argentina;Victoria
Langland, Yale University, US; Nelson Manrique, SUR Casa de Estudios del
Socialismo, Peru;Aldo Marchesi,CLAEH,Uruguay;Nelly Richard,Revista de Critica
Cultural, Chile;Catalina Smulovitz,Universidad Torcuato Di Tella,Argentina; Steve
Stern (University of Wisconsin,US).

Staff: Eric Hershberg,Rebecca Lichtenfeld.

Conferences and Workshops

On July 4-6, 2001, the SSRC organized a workshop for the
I n t e rnational Fe l l owship Program (IFP) of the Fo rd
Foundation.This program’s aim is to award $280 million in
fellowships over the next 10 years to "disadvantaged" stu-
dents seeking higher education in locations around the
globe. The workshop, which was held in Hanoi,Vietnam,
convened approximately 40 participants, all of whom are
involved in some capacity in administering IFP competitions
in sites ranging from Chile and Peru to China and Indonesia.
Its purpose was to reflect upon and evaluate the recruitment
and selection processes being utilized by IFP programs. A
major theme of discussion was the importance of balancing
the needs and obstacles of individual sites, resulting from
very particular local conditions,with the larger objectives of
the International Fellowship Program.The three-day work-
shop included numerous break-out sessions to allow partici-
pants to work through various procedural processes in small
groups, as well as plenary sessions where emerging issues
were shared and discussed with the larger group. SSRC
Executive Director Mary McDonnell, who was in atten-
dance throughout the workshop, gave a lunch presentation
entitled "Higher Education, Society and Tr a i n i n g
Interventions:Experiences from the Social Science Research
Council." The workshop concluded with a visit to a
Vietnamese water puppet show.

Staff:Eric Hershberg,Seteney Shami,Laleh Behbehanian,Angie Lam.

International Fellowship Program



Education Research

On June 15-16, 2001, the National Academy of Education-
Social Science Research Council Joint Committee on
Education Research held its first meeting at the SSRC in
New York. The new committee, co-chaired by Pamela
Walters and Larry Hedges, is an initiative launched by the
SSRC and the National Academy of Education (with plan-
ning funds from the Spencer Foundation) to explore the
current state and reputation of various types of research on
education. After grappling with the boundaries of what is
and what is not education research, the committee decided
that a thorough mapping of the terrain would be the most
productive first step in this process and a useful foundation
for further analytic projects.During the next three years,the
committee plans to meet two to three times per year, collab-
orating with a network of consultants to examine various
issues, such as the relation between the social science disci-
plines and schools of education, the methods and standards
of education research and the generally low reputation of
education research and of the field of education.

Pa rt i c i p a n t s : R o b e rt Boru c h , U n ive rsity of Pe n n s y l va n i a ; D avid Cohen,
University of Michigan;Michael Cole, University of California,San Diego;Harris
Cooper, University of Missouri; James Farr, University of Minnesota; Carol
Greenhouse, Indiana University; Larry Hedges, University of Chicago (cochair);
Annette Lareau, Temple University; Robert LeVine, Harvard University; Maris
Vinovskis, University of Michigan; Pamela Walters, Indiana University (cochair);
Carol Weiss, Harvard University. (Absent committee members: Lowell Hargens,
Ohio State University;Helen Ladd,Duke University.)  

Guests: Kerith Gardner, National Academy of Education; Ellen Lagemann,
Spencer Foundation.

Staff:Frank Kessel,Molly Brunson.

The Europe Program held the first meeting of its consulta-
tion committee, which is guiding the program on its sub-
stantive agenda and strategic priorities, in New York City in
February.The committee identified four initial thematic foci
with particular resonance for the region but also for social
science more generally:

• The shifting of regional boundaries as it relates to the pro-
duction of social science knowledge, social problems and the
geographical masking process through which "East" comes
to stand in for "South";
• the reemergence of the public sphere as a framing issue for
the study of region integration;
• immigration, inclusion and exclusion as they relate to
reconfigurations of citizenship and participation; and
• representation and distribution, or the political conse-
quences of fundamental transformation in markets.

Pa rt i c i p a n t s : S eyla Benhabib, Yale Unive rs i t y ; Maxine Berg, U n ive rsity of
Warwick; Marcello DeCecco, University of Rome;Victoria de Grazia, Columbia
University; Susan Gal, University of Chicago; Peter Hall, Harvard University;
Robert Hayden,University of Pittsburgh;Riva Kastroyano, Centre National de la
R e c h e rche Scientifique/Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches par Irr a d i a t i o n
(CNRS/CERI); Claus Offe, Humboldt University; Peter Wagner, University of
Warwick;Michel Wieviorka,Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales.

Staff: Kevin Moore.

Europe Program

International Dissertation Field Research
Fellows’ Workshop

The International Dissertation Field Research Fellowship
Program hosted its sixth fellows’ workshop on May 24-29,
2001,in New Orleans,Louisiana.This workshop was chaired
by Ron Kassimir and facilitated by Jim Andrews (history,
Iowa State University) and Adeline Masquelier (anthropolo-
gy,Tulane University).This workshop offered an opportuni-
ty for 18 fellows who had recently completed their fieldwork
to present their research to an interdisciplinary audience and
to address themes that resonate across disciplines,cultures and
regions.The workshop also attempted to facilitate networks
and cross-disciplinary exchanges and to assist fellows in eval-
uating their research as they begin writing their dissertations.

Each fellow was assigned to one of six presentation panels
that were organized by theme rather than by discipline or
region of study.This arrangement provided a forum in which
individuals could both receive feedback on their projects and
a d d ress more general concerns in dissertation re s e a rch and
the write-up process.

The participants reported that they enjoyed the interdisci-
p l i n a ry and informal nature of the wo r k s h o p. T h ey also
e n j oyed the great offerings of music and food in New
Orleans.

Facilitators:Jim Andrews,Adeline Masquelier. Guest Speaker: Frederick Star r,
Johns Hopkins University.

Staff:Ron Kassimir, Noelle Molé.

The steering committee for the new Collaborative Research
Grants Project of the Middle East and North Africa program
held its first meeting at the SSRC office on May 16-17,
2001. The committee members include Philippe Fargues
( s o c i o l ogi s t - d e m ogr a p h e r, Institut National d’Etudes
Démographiques),Ann Lesch (Villanova University, political
scientist) and Lucine Taminian (anthro p o l ogi s t , S a r a h
Lawrence College). Seteney Shami chaired the two-day
meeting, which aimed at setting up the framework and
guidelines of the program,as well as considering application
processes,outreach,publicity and logistics.A good portion of
the meeting was spent on a discussion of the meanings of
collaboration, the particular kinds of collaboration that the
grants would further, the activities that would be funded and
the kind of products that would be required from grantees.
The theme of the coming year’s competition will be
"Reconceptualizing Public Spheres in the Middle East and
North Africa."

Staff:Seteney Shami.

Middle East Collaborative Research Grants



On January 29-30, 2001, the project on Cultural Agency in
the Americas convened a workshop of selected fellows and
commissioned authors in the Bartolome de las Casas Center
in Cuzco, Peru.The participants presented their research and
discussed more generally the social processes and cultural
practices that are currently shaping collective identities,social
m ovements and political/cultural institutions in the
Americas. Chaired by Doris Sommer, a member of the
Council’s Latin America Regional Advisory Panel and a pro-
fessor of romance languages at Harvard University, the work-
shop was loosely structured around the themes of ethnicity
and social movements,comparative perspectives on bilingual-
ism,performance and politics,and the changing role of intel-
lectuals.

Participants:Hugo Achugar, University of Pittsburgh,US, and Universidad de la
Republica, Uruguay;Norma Alarcon,University of California,Berkeley, US; Jesus
Martin-Barbero, ITESO, Mexico; Juan Carlos Godenzzi, UNEBI, Peru; Charles
Hale, University of Texas, US; J. Lorand Matory, Harvard University, US; Alcida
Ramos, Universidade de Brasilia,Brazil; Nelly Richard, Revista de Critica Cultural,
Chile;Doris Sommer, Harvard University, US;Diana Taylor, New York University,
US; Javier Avila Molero, Instituto de Estudios Peruanos, Peru; Claudia Noemi
Briones, Universidad de Buenos Aires, Argentina; Deborah Cohn, Vanderbilt
University, US;Denise Corte, University of Maryland,US;Bartolome Melia Literas,
Centro de Estudios Paraguayos "Antonio Guash," Paraguay; Ariana Hernandez-
Reguant, University of Chicago, US; Diane M. Nelson, Lewis and Clark College,
US; Mark Pedelty, University of Minnesota,US; Lidia Santos, Yale University, US;
I rina Carlota Silber, R u t g e rs Unive rs i t y, U S ; Santiago V i l l ave c e s - I z q u i e rd o,
Universidade do Estado do Rio de Janeiro, Brazil; Sergio Roberto Villalobos,
University of Pittsburgh,US.

Staff:Marcial Godoy, Mara Goldwyn.

Cultural Agency in the Americas 

"Is there a there there" became the leitmotif of an Abe
Fe l l owship Program workshop on "Remapping A s i a :
Competing Patterns of Regionalization." Organized by the
SSRC Tokyo office and held March on 15-18, 2001, in
Hayama, Japan, the meeting brought together 15 experts on
the region from Canada, China, Japan, Taiwan and the US.
Participants responded to a concept essay by T.J. Pempel
(University of Washington) with short papers based on their
own research.The significance and viability of regional insti-
tutions was challenged; assumptions about the state, the role
of the US and the future of China were contested. A con-
sensus emerged that there is substance to Asian regionaliza-
tion. Many workshop participants will reconvene at a writ-
ers' conference in early 2002 to critique revised papers for an
edited volume.

Staff:Mary McDonnell,Frank Baldwin,Takuya Toda.
Rapporteur: Lisa Sansoucy, University of Tokyo.

Remapping Asia

The Council’s Comparative Research Network on
Citizenship and Transnational Behavior met in Liège,
Belgium, on May 19, 2001. Under the auspices of the
Europe Program in cooperation with the International
Migration Program,the project will investigate in what ways
and under what conditions transnational participation devel-
ops among representative immigrant populations in Western
Europe and the United States.The primary focus will be on
the concrete political forms of such transnational behavior.
The project is motivated by and hopes to address such ques-
tions as:

• What do transnationals actually do, and how do their
daily lives differ from those of other people? In other words,
what does it mean to behave as if one is a member of two or
more states?

• In what ways and under what conditions does transna-
tional participation develop? Do the positions of home and
receiving countries make a difference, and do forms of
transnational behavior differ from country to country and
among immigrant populations?

• What is at stake for immigrants in acting transnationally?
• Does the political opportunity structure in countries of

main residence or in sending countries affect politically
motivated transnational behavior? Does the toleration of
dual citizenship, for example, have an impact?

• Does transnational political behavior decline in the sec-
ond and third generation?

Teams of researchers in Britain,Belgium,France, Germany,
the Netherlands and the US will examine the concrete
forms of political border crossing activities among ethic
Chinese, Mexicans, Moroccans, Pakistanis,Turks and former
Yugoslavians.The director of each country team will synthe-
size the findings for his or her country and write a chapter
for inclusion in an edited volume.The research directors are
Ellie Vasta (perhaps with John Solomos), Britain; Marco
Martinello, Belgium,Riva Kastroyano, France;Thomas Faist,
Germany; Rinus Pennix, the Netherlands. (The research
director for the US has not yet been determined). Aristide
Zolberg will write a comparative chapter in which findings
are applied to the broader range of issues raised by the liter-
ature on transnationalism.

Participants: Stephen Castles, Oxford University; Thomas Faist, University of
Bremen; Riva Kastroyano, Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique/ Centre
d’Etudes et de Recherches par Irradiation (CNRS/CERI); Marco Martinello,
University of Liège;Ellie Vasta,Oxford University;Aristide Zolberg,New School
University.

Staff: Kevin Moore.

Citizenship and Transnational Behavior



The Regional Advisory Panel for Latin America met in San
Jose, Costa Rica, on March 14-15, 2001, to discuss ongoing
and potential initiatives, and to meet with representatives of
several academic and policy institutions interested in the
social sciences and humanities. Highlights of the meeting
included discussion of strategies for consolidating the gains
achieved to date on topics such as collective memory of
re p re s s i o n , cultural agency, labor and globalization and
C a ribbean economic deve l o p m e n t . Also discussed we re
potential initiatives in a number of areas, including crises in
Andean societies, hemispheric studies of migration, new
approaches to labor market mobility and sources and patterns
of health inequalities. S everal members of the gro u p
remained in San Jose on March 16-17 for the series of meet-
ings sponsored jointly with the Council’s CRN on
Globalization, Local Institutions and Development.

Participants: Paul Drake, University of California, San Diego, US; Carlos Ivan
Degregori, Instituto de Estudios Peruanos, Peru; Evelyne Huber, University of
North Carolina,US; Nadya Guimaraes, CEBRAP, Brazil; Blanca Heredia, CIDE,
Mexico; Juan Pablo Perez Sainz, FLACSO-Costa Rica; Doris Sommer, Harvard
University, US.

Staff: Eric Hershberg,Marcial Godoy, Mara Goldwyn,Rachel Price.

On May 14-15, 2 0 0 1 , the Regional A d v i s o ry Panel on
Latin A m e rica convened a workshop in Po rt of Spain,
Tri n i d a d , to debate a set of papers pre p a red for a pro j e c t
entitled "Explaining the Per Capita Income Gap among
Countries in the Caribbean."  Employing a comprehensive
(both qualitative and quantitative) approach, case studies and
analytical essays offered competing explanations for the
m a r ked income inequality among Caribbean nations, w i t h
particular attention to possible correlations between income
performance and environmental degradation. Revised ver-
sions of the papers will be discussed at a smaller workshop in
December, and the papers may eventually be published in a
collected vo l u m e. C o o rdinated by RAP member V i c t o r
B u l m e r - T h o m a s , this initiative is being conducted jointly
with INTAL and the Inter-American Development Bank.

Participants:Victor Bulmer-Thomas,Royal Institute of International Affairs,UK;
Daniel Justin, University of Martinique; James Dietz, California State University,

Regional Advisory Panel for Latin America Fullerton, US; A.S. Downes, Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic
Studies,Barbados;Mats Lundahl,Stockholm School of Economics,Sweden;Helen
McBain,ECLAC,Trinidad and Tobago;Garth Nicholls,Eastern Caribbean Central
Bank,St.Kitts;Shelton Nicholls,University of the West Indies,Trinidad and Tobago;
Elizabeth Thomas-Hope, University of the West Indies, Jamaica; Pitou Van Dijck,
University of the Netherlands; Norman Girvan, Association of Caribbean States,
Trinidad and Tobago; Compton Bourne, University of the West Indies (St.
Augustine),Trinidad and Tobago; Lloyd Best, Institute of the West Indies, Trinidad
and Tobago; Anneke Jessen, IDB-INTAL, Argentina; William Robinson, IDB,
Trinidad and Tobago.

Staff:Eric Hershberg,Rachel Price.

The CRN on Globalization, Local Institutions and
Development sponsored two meetings in San Jose, Costa
Rica, on March 16-17. The first meeting, organized by the
CRN’s working group on Industrial Upgrading, addressed
final details of a volume tentatively entitled Getting Ahead in
the Global Economy: Industrial Upgrading and Development.
Edited by Gary Gereffi, the volume includes contributions
from more than a dozen scholars from around the world,and
represents a capstone for the Industrial Upgrading working
group of the CRN.

Participants: Paul Drake, University of California, San Diego, US; Gary Gereffi,
D u ke Unive rs i t y, U S ; Dieter Ern s t , E a s t - West Center, H awa i i , U S ; N a d ya
Guimaraes, CEBRAP, Brazil; Blanca Heredia, CIDE, Mexico; Eric Hershberg,
SSRC, US; Rajah Rasiah, National University of Malaysia, Bangi Selangor; and
Jorge Monge, CODETI,Costa Rica.

The second meeting was co-sponsored by the SSRC,
FLACSO and CODETI,which are jointly preparing a study
of the prospects for upgrading and equity in Costa Rica in
light of major local investments by Intel. The meeting
i nvo l ved roughly 25 practitioners , re p resenting a cro s s - s e c-
tion of stakeholders involved in the Costa Rican electronics
industry, in a half-day seminar with local researchers and par-
ticipants in the CRN’s Working Group on Industri a l
U p gr a d i n g . In addition to leading officials of the Central
B a n k , M i n i s t ry of Economics and Industry, the Pre s i d e n t ’s
office and deans of engineering faculties at public and pri-
vate unive rs i t i e s , the meeting included leaders of seve r a l
business associations and agencies charged with incre a s i n g
foreign investment and domestic enterprise linkages to elec-
tronics multinationals operating in the country.

Globalization, Local Institutions and Development



The second planning meeting of the Committee on
Financing Major Technological Innovations was held at the
SSRC on February 2, 2001.The planning group was origi-
nally brought together in 1998 to explore the interactions
between major technological developments and the financial
conditions that led to their success. This year’s meeting
focused on setting a specific research agenda,which was cen-
tered on four themes: the infrastructure of the finance sys-
tem itself; the geographical locus of innovative activity and
development; the institutional locus of such activity;and the
mechanisms of finance that have been historically important
to technological deployment. The project will commission a
set of research papers on these themes to be included in an
edited volume.

Participants: Michael Dempster, University of Cambridge; David Hounshell,
Carnegie Mellon University; Ken Sokoloff , University of California,Los Angeles;
Michael Edelstein, Queens College (City University of New York); Richard
Langlois, University of Connecticut; Richard Nelson, Columbia University; Bill
Janeway, Warburg Pincus; Weslie Janeway, Warburg Pincus; Craig Calhoun, Social
Science Research Council.

Staff:Ashley Timmer.

Financing Major Technological Innovations

On February 5-7, 2001, the Middle East & North Africa
Program held a workshop entitled "Cities & Citizenship II:
Questions of Comparison" in Beirut, Lebanon.This was the
second in a series of activities organized under the rubric of
the program’s Iran Initiative, which aims at enhancing dia-
logue and linkages among social scientists in Iran, as well as
among scholars throughout the region more generally.The
initiative also seeks to encourage non-Iranian scholars and
researchers to engage with the dynamics of the Iranian case.
This workshop built upon the discussions initiated during
the first workshop in July 2000 in Istanbul, Turkey, which
focused largely on the dynamics involved in the making of
cities. Processes of constructing citizenship were examined
through urban planning policies, channels of participation
and competing public spheres.

This second workshop was organized in collaboration
with the Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches sur le Moyen-
Orient Contemporain (CERMOC) in Beirut, and brought
t ogether scholars from Iran, L e b a n o n , Pa l e s t i n e, M o ro c c o,
Turkey, Uzbekistan, Pakistan, the US and Canada.While the
first workshop explored the processes involved in the pro-
duction of cities, the second workshop focused more on the
meanings and practices of citizenship in the urban are n a ,
including examining the re l evance of the notion of urban
citizenship in different contexts. An underlying concern of
many of the papers was the variety of ways in which differ-
ent social groups,including women, youth and nomads,may
experience citizenship and contest various processes of mar-
ginalization.Another equally important theme was the mul-
titude of channels through which notions of citizenship and
practices of citizenship are organized.

The location of the workshop offered an exciting oppor-
tunity for participants to directly observe an example of the
p rocesses and developments being discussed in the papers .
With the help of the Lebanese part i c i p a n t s , SSRC staff
organized a tour of Beirut that explored the processes of
p o s t war re c o n s t ruction that attempt to create a "global
Beirut," with all its political implications.The group also vis-
ited the "suburb," as it is called, which is positioned at the
e c o n o m i c, political and social peri p h e ry of the city, a n d
which expanded dramatically during the Lebanese civil war
(1975-1991) as a result of waves of displaced populations,
p ri m a rily Shiites from the south of Lebanon. Pa rt i c i p a n t s
had several opportunities to meet and engage with local
researchers, including a roundtable discussion and reception
at CERMOC and a visit to the Research and
Documentation Center located in the southern suburb.

Staff:Seteney Shami,Laleh Behbehanian.

Cities and Citizenship

The Eurasia RAP held a meeting in Ann Arbor, Michigan,
on March 20-21, 2001,to discuss how information technol-
ogy and the internet affect the production of social science
in the region. Specifically, they examined the effects of the
digital divide on social science production and how IT can
be used to promote networking and database sharing. The
group included a variety of regional IT practitioners and
organizers, including representatives of the Open Society
Institute, IREX, MIRnet, digital library initiatives and web-
based social science networks.

Participants:Barbara Anderson,University of Michigan;Leonard Benardo,Open
Society Institute; Greg Cole, University of Tennessee; Robert Cronin, IREX;
Michael Goodchild, University of California, Santa Barbara; Michael Kennedy,
University of Michigan; Andrei Kortunov, Moscow Public Science Foundation;
Lewis Lancaster, University of California,Berkeley; Karl Longstreth,University of
Michigan;Ilya Mafter, Open Society Institute; James Nye, University of Chicago;
Gary Olson,University of Michigan; John Schoeberlein,Harvard University;Ron
Suny, University of Chicago.

Staff:Seteney Shami, Joe Karaganis,Nazli Parvizi.

Information Technology and Social Science 
in Eurasia



F rom June 7-10, 2 0 0 1 , the SSRC-Mellon Minori t y
Fe l l owship Program hosted its Tenth A n nual Summer
Conference at Duke University in Durham,North Carolina.
One hundred forty-eight fellows joined Social Science
Research Council and Andrew W. Mellon Foundation staff ,
Duke University and other invited faculty, editors from the
Duke University Press, a Native American filmmaker and a
director of the American Indian Movement,in plenaries,fel-
lows’ presentations, workshops, panels, discussion groups,
poster and roundtable sessions around the theme, "Jarring
the Floor: [En] Countering Traditions and Innovations."

An important feature of this year’s conference was a set of
three plenaries in which senior scholars discussed the con-
ference theme from the perspective of a published work or
an academic discipline, followed by commentary from a fel-
low with a research topic relevant to the scholar’s presenta-
t i o n . This stru c t u re allowed for lively discussion betwe e n
presenters and conference participants following the presen-
tations.

Other conference activities included fellow s ’ p re s e n t a-
tions of papers on health, education, agrarian reform,immi-

gration, interethnic relations in the US and Latin America,
m e m o ry and history, and the slave narr a t ive and psycho-
analysis;a poster session where presenters utilized mathemat-
ical models and genealogical histories, as well as summaries
of results of studies on social stigma in the workplace and on
the politics and poetics of an African American literary jour-
nal; a roundtable where participants discussed their work on
labor history, colonial Gabon, slavery and the fictive imag i-
nation along with emic and etic approaches to the study of
Tibetan music; and the popular Recent PhD Panel, which
reminds conference participants of their ultimate goal—a
PhD in a Mellon-designated field in the arts and sciences.

An innovation introduced this year was a series of small
group discussions that focused on academic disciplines
( music history, e t h n o mu s i c o l og y, h i s t o ry and literature ) ;

Jarring the Floor: [En]Countering Traditions 
and Innovations 

issues of concern to the program (the limited confere n c e
p a rticipation by fellows majoring in math and science, t h e
small number of Native American fellows) and issues of gen-
eral importance (fieldwork and the use of human subjects).

In another innovation, fellows were encouraged to sign up
for interviews with editors from Duke University Press.

Each year the conference builds on the critique offered by
the previous year’s participants in response to a detailed eval-
u a t i o n . Last ye a r, the idea of having a conve rsation with a
scholar who can "provide a re l evant historical pers p e c t ive
about entering and maintaining oneself in the academy" to
close the conference was introduced.That conversation con-
tinued this year with an insightful exchange between John
Hope Franklin, the eminent historian who at 86 is working
on his long-awaited autobiogr a p hy, and two fellows who
served as interlocutors, followed by an extended Q and A
with the conference audience.

The growing number of PhDs who have graduated from
the Minority Fellowship Program required a programmatic
re s p o n s e. Last ye a r, a two-hour session was set aside to
address issues of concern to the junior faculty members they
h ave become, while this year a mini-conference where 14
fellows met with an equal number of senior scholars,admin-
istrators,editors and SSRC and Mellon Foundation staff was
held the day before the Summer Conference.This gathering
addressed a range of issues relevant to recent PhDs and their
c h a n ging status—developing course syllabi, d e p a rt m e n t a l
politics, the tenure process, community service and learning
to say no.

The Council has accepted an offer from Dillard
U n ive rsity to host the Eleventh A n nual Summer
Conference. Dillard’s location in New Orleans, a scant five
miles from Bourbon Street and the French Quarter, should
make for an exciting conference. The conference committee
is pleased to be returning to one of the Historically Black
Colleges and Universities for the first time in several years.

Staff:Beverlee Bruce, Chaneen Cummings, Juan Santiago.

Historian John Hope Franklin and Mellon fellows.



The Abe Fe l l owship Program held a workshop in
Washington, DC, February 1-2, 2001, on Energy Market
Restructuring and the Environment. Organized by Laura
Miller of Environmental Law International,Martha Harris of
The Atlantic Council, Alan Miller of The World Bank and
Tatsujiro Suzuki of the Central Research Institute of Electric
Power Industry, the meeting brought together 20 Japanese-
and US-based experts from academia, government and the

private sector. The major themes addressed were: energy
market restructuring in Japan, the United States and global-
ly; comparative approaches to deregulation in energy and
other sectors; energy market restructuring and the environ-
ment; and policy proposals to minimize environmental
i m p a c t s . Amid headlines about rolling bl a c kouts in
California, the group considered deregulatory and green
energy initiatives from Sacramento and Osaka to Haryana,
India.

Staff:Frank Baldwin,Ellen Perecman,Chikako Kobayashi,Takuya Toda.
Rapporteur: Katherine Guernsey, George Washington University.

Energy Market Restructuring and the Environment

The SSRC and ACLS celebrated a decade of achievements
by the International Predissertation Fellowship Program
with a conference in Park City, Utah, on June 7-10, 2001.
The conference, "Rethinking Social Science Research on

the Developing World in the 21st Century" brought togeth-
er 30 current and former IPFP fellows and 20 distinguished
senior social scientists to consider how social science can best
contribute to the study of the developing world, as well as
how the study of the developing world can best contribute
to advancing the social sciences. Established in 1990 to
increase the flow of the most talented students of social sci-
ence into careers in advanced research on the developing
world, the IPFP has sought to promote and facilitate inter-
disciplinary preparation for research on developing coun-
tries. This conference served as both a celebration and as a
forum in which participants reflected on where social sci-
ence is heading a decade after the methodological debates

and trends that led to the founding of the IPFP.
Current SSRC president Craig Calhoun opened the con-

f e re n c e. Fo rmer president Ken Prewitt and Saskia Sassen
o f f e red keynote addre s s e s . Fo rmer president Dav i d
Featherman and SSRC board chair Cora Marrett moderated

Celebrating 10 Years of the International
Predissertation Fellowship Program

p rovo c a t ive panel discussions on the practice of social sci-
ence research, which involved Michael Piore (Massachusetts
Institute of Te c h n o l og y ) , Mahmood Mamdani (Columbia
U n ive rs i t y ) , D avid Laitin (Stanford Unive rs i t y ) , M a r g a re t
Keck (Johns Hopkins University), and Angelique Haugerud
(Rutgers University). Invited research presentations by IPFP
f e l l ows in cohorts ranging from 1991-1997 we re form a l l y
discussed by current and former IPFP program committee
members before being opened to very lively general discus-
sions.

A report on the conference is in preparation and will be
available in early 2002.

Former and current IPFP committee members in attendance included Sara
Curran, Princeton University (committee member 2000-); Daniel Doeppers,
University of Wisconsin,Madison (1994-1997);Leila Fawaz,Tufts University (1997-
); Jonathan Fox,University of California,Santa Cruz (1994-95);A.Douglas Kincaid,
Florida International University (1996-);David Laitin,Stanford University (1997);
Dwight H. Perkins,Harvard University (1991-94);Michael Piore, MIT (1991-97);
R o b e rt We l l e r, Boston Unive rsity (1994-96); Michael Wa t t s , U n ive rsity of
California,Berkeley (1998-).

Staff: Ellen Perecman,Leila Kazemi,Sarah DeFeo.



Fifteen Abe fellows and three members of the A b e
Fellowship Program Committee participated in the pro-
gram’s fourth annual fellows’ retreat on January 26-28,2001,
on Amelia Island,Florida. The weekend was spent discussing
each fellow’s research in small intellectually diverse groups,as

well as in one-on-one conversations. A discussion led by
committee members James White (political science,
University of North Carolina) and Noriko Tsuya (econom-
ics, Keio University,Tokyo) on opportunities and challenges
of comparative and collaborative re s e a rch touched on
numerous issues including tradeoffs between methodological
and theoretical concerns when adding a third case, practical
decisions concerning allocation of resources and the audi-
ence for comparative research,the complementarity of qual-
itative and quantitative research and avoiding the pitfalls of
collaboration.

Staff:Mary McDonnell,Frank Baldwin,Ellen Perecman,Chikako Kobayashi.

Abe Program Fellows’ Retreat

On March 24-25, 2001, the committee of the Program on
I n f o rmation Te c h n o l og y, I n t e rnational Cooperation and
Global Security met to select fellows and plan program
events. Six doctoral student fellows and six faculty-level fel-
lows from a variety of fields were selected to participate in
the 2001 Summer Research Collegium, the two-month
period of research and collaboration to be hosted by the
University of California, Berkeley. Fellows will be working
on diverse projects,from an ethnographic study of program-
ming labor in a globalized market and a study of the rela-
tionship between information technologies and regional
development and integration in Eastern Europe to analysis of
the use by various actors such as NATO of the internet as a
space in which to secure legitimation and authority. The
committee will host a weeklong summer institute in July to
which it will invite scholars, experts and practitioners who
will work with fellows on agendas and methods of research
for this emerging field.

Program on Information Technology, International
Cooperation and Global Security

The Program in Applied Economics held its first annual fel-
lows’conference on June 14-17,2001,at the Airlie Center in
Warrenton, Virginia. Twelve PAE fellows from the 2000-
2001 cohort attended the meeting, along with three eco-
nomics faculty members and program staff. Over three busy
d ay s , the fellows presented their fellow s h i p - s u p p o rt e d
research and received input from the students and faculty in
attendance. Many of the fellows will soon be completing
their graduate work, and the conference sought to advise
them on a range of relevant issues,including fieldwork,writ-
ing research papers and job market strategies.

Faculty: Gregory Besharov, Duke University;Ray Fisman,Columbia University
Graduate School of Business; Ted Miguel,University of California,Berkeley.

Staff:Ashley Timmer, Liam Ristow.

Program in Applied Economics Fellows’
Conference

Pa rt i c i p a n t s : H ay wa rd A l ke r, U n ive rsity of Southern Californ i a ; D o ro t hy
Denning,Georgetown University;Dieter Ernst,East-West Center; Linda D. Garcia,
Georgetown University;Rohan Samarajiva,Delft University of Technology;Saskia
Sassen, University of Chicago; Steven Weber, University of California, Berkeley;
Barry Wellman,University of Toronto.

Staff:Robert Latham,Deborah Matzner.



On June 15-17, 2002, the Working Group on Cuba con-
vened a meeting on the libraries and archives of Cuba, made
possible by funding from the Ford Foundation.The meeting,
which took place in Havana,aimed at generating a set of pri-
orities and strategies for strengthening institutions and col-
lections in Cuba.The 40 participants included librarians and
archivists from Cuban institutions, as well as 15 authorities
from the United States, France, Costa Rica, Colombia and
Chile. Topics of discussion included preservation, access,
resource-sharing, norms,digitization,microfilming and insti-
tutional collaboration. A d d i t i o n a l l y, p a rticipants had the
opportunity to hear the perspective of three academics who
are active users of the archives and libraries.By the end of the
three days,participants had not only produced a list of needs,
but had also formed new professional and personal relation-
ships and discussed plans for future collaborations.

Participants: Berarda Salabarria, Archivo Nacional de Cuba; Eliades Acosta,
Biblioteca Nacional José Martí;Gloria Ponjuan,Universidad de La Habana;Emma
Rita Gutierrez,Archivo Nacional de Cuba;Jorge Macle,Archivo Nacional de Cuba;
Esther Calderin, Archivo Nacional de Cuba; Raul Garcia, Archivo Nacional de
Cuba;Luis Frades,Archivo Nacional de Cuba; Tamara Perez,Archivo Nacional de
Cuba; Reinaldo Ramos, Archivo Nacional de Cuba; Graciela Milian, Archivo
Historico Provincial de Matanzas; Nancy Barreras, Archivo Historico Provincial
Pinar del Rio; María Aurora Soto, Biblioteca Nacional de Ciencia y Técnica;
Ambrosio Fornet, Havana ; Teresita Morales, Biblioteca Nacional José Martí;
Margarita León,Biblioteca Nacional José Martí;Olga Vega,Biblioteca Nacional José
Martí; Idarmis Gómez, Biblioteca Nacional José Martí; Fernando Martínez,
Biblioteca Nacional José Martí;Nivia Peña,Biblioteca Nacional José Martí;Marcia
Medina, Biblioteca Nacional José Martí;Víctor Fowler, Biblioteca Nacional José
Martí; Carlos R. Delgado, University of California, Berkeley; Anne R. Kenney,
Cornell University Library; David Block, Cornell University Library; Walter
Newman, Northeast Document Conservation Center; Daniel Hazen, Harvard
College Library; John Price Wilkin,University of Michigan;Hans Rutimann,New
York City;Virginia Chacón Arias,Archivo Nacional de Costa Rica; Jorge Palacios,
Archivo General Nacional de Colombia;Magdalena Krebs K.,Centro Nacional de
C o n s e rvación y Restauración, C h i l e ; M a ri e - T h e rese Va r l a m o f f , I F L A / PAC
Bibliothèque Nationale de France;Stanley N. Katz,Princeton University.

Staff:Diane di Mauro, Rachel Price, Mira Edmonds.

Libraries and Archives of Cuba

In July Alexei Elfimov joined the Council as program
officer for the Eurasia Program. Mr. Elfimov has been a lec-
turer in the anthropology department at Rice University for
three years, teaching courses on globalization, the politics of
identity and contemporary Russian culture. He received his
PhD in anthropology from Rice University and BA from
Moscow State University.

Mr. Elfimov has been working on a number of initiatives
to promote knowledge exchange between Russia and the
United States in the social sciences and humanities. H e
organized a series of projects that brought together social sci-
entists from Russian and American universities, and translat-
ed into Russian the History of Anthropological Thought by E.
E va n s - P ri t c h a rd as well as several essays by contemporary
American scholars. He is currently involved,in collaboration
with the Russian Academy of Sciences, in a research project
on the translatabilty of key terms— such as minority, indige-
nous and democracy—between the social science discourses
in the two countries.

M r. E l f i m ov's re s e a rch interests focus on the process of
cultural pro d u c t i o n , higher education, a rts and the publ i c
sphere. He was a recipient of the RISM (Research Institute
for the Study of Man) award for the study of higher educa-
tion in Russia. Mr. Elfimov has published articles on cur rent
problems in the social sciences in the American Anthropologist
and major Russian anthropological journals, and is currently
working on a book analyzing shifts and transformations in
academic and intellectual discourses in Russia during the
1 9 9 0 s . At the SSRC, he will administer the Eurasia
Program’s Title VIII fellowships and summer language grants
and assist in developing links between the program and other
SSRC initiatives, such as those on  IT and higher education.

New Staff Appointments



ECONOMIC GOV E R NANCE AND T H E
CHALLENGE OF FLEXIBILITY IN EAST
ASIA, edited by Frederic C. Deyo, Richard F. Doner

and Eric Hershberg. Sponsored by the Joint Committee on
Southeast Asia, with input from the Joint Committee on
Latin American Studies.Lanham,MD:Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, 2001. 241 pp.

This book analyzes the institutional underpinnings of East
Asia’s dynamic growth by exploring the interplay between
g ove rnance and flexibility. As the challenges of pro m o t i n g
and sustaining economic growth become ever more com-
p l e x , f i rms in both advanced and industrializing countri e s
face constant pressures for change from markets and technol-
og y. G l o b a l i z a t i o n , heightened competition and short e r

p roduct cycles
mean that mar-
kets are incre a s-
ingly volatile and
f r a g m e n t e d . To
contend with
demands for
higher quality,
q u i c ker delive ry
and cost efficien-
c i e s , f i rms mu s t
enhance their
capability to
i n n ovate and
d i v e r s i f y .
A c h i eving this
f l e x i b i l i t y, i n
t u rn , o f t e n
re q u i res new

f o rms of gove rn a n c e — a rrangements that facilitate the
exchange of re s o u rces among dive rse yet interd e p e n d e n t
actors.

M oving beyond the literature ’s emphasis on deve l o p e d
e c o n o m i e s , this volume—which grew out of a confere n c e
held in Hsinchu, Taiwan, in 1996 and funded by the Chiang
Ching-kuo Foundation for International Scholarly
Change—emphasizes the re l evance of the links betwe e n
g ove rnance and flexibility for understanding East A s i a ’s
explosive economic growth over the past quarter-century. In
case studies that encompass a variety of key industrial sectors
and countries, the contributors emphasize the importance of
network patterns of governance for facilitating flexibility in
firms throughout the region.Their analyses illuminate both
the strengths and limitations of recent growth strategies and
offer insights into prospects for continued expansion in the
wake of the East Asian economic crisis of the late 1990s.

F re d e ric C. D eyo is professor of sociology at the State
University of New York, Brockport, and honorary professor

and NZAI re s e a rch fellow at the Unive rsity of A u c k l a n d .
Richard F. Doner is associate professor of political science at
E m o ry Unive rs i t y. E ric Hershberg directs SSRC’s Latin
America Program.

IMMIGRATION RESEARCH FOR A NEW
CENTURY: MULTIDISCIPLINARY PERSPEC-
TIVES, edited by Nancy Foner, Rubén Rumbaut and

Steven J. Gold. Sponsored by the International Migration
Program.NewYork: Russell Sage Foundation,2000. 491 pp.

The rapid rise in immigration over the past few decades
has transformed the American social landscape, while the
need to understand its impact on society has led to a bur-
geoning research lit-
e r a t u r e .
Predominantly non-
E u ropean and of
varied cultural,social
and economic back-
gro u n d s , the new
i m m i grants pre s e n t
analytic challenges
that cannot be
wholly met by tradi-
tional immigr a t i o n
s t u d i e s . I m m i g ra t i o n
Research for a New
C e n t u ry d e m o n-
strates how sociolo-
g y, a n t h ro p o l og y,
history, political sci-
ence, economics and
other disciplines intersect to answer questions about today’s
immigrants.

In Part I of the book, leading scholars examine the emer-
gence of an interdisciplinary body of work that incorporates
such topics as the social construction of race, the importance
of ethnic self-help and economic niches, the influence of
migrant-homeland ties and the types of solidarity and con-
flict found among migrant populations. The authors also
explore the social and national origins of immigration schol-
ars themselves, many of whom came of age in an era of civil
rights and ethnic reaffirmation, and may also be immigrants
or children of immigrants.Together these essays demonstrate
how social change, new patterns of immigration and the
scholars’ personal backgrounds have altered the scope and
emphases of the research literature, allowing scholars to ask
new questions and to see old problems new ways. Part II con-
tains the work of a new generation of immigration scholars,
reflecting the scope of a field bolstered by different discipli-
nary styles.
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Immigration Research for a New Century examines the com-
plex effects that immigration has had not only on American
society but on scholarship itself, and offers the fresh insights
of a new generation of immigration researchers.

Nancy Foner is professor of anthropology at the State
University of New York, Purchase. Rubén Rumbaut is pro-
fessor of sociology at Michigan State University. Steven J.
Gold is professor and associate chair in sociology at Michigan
State University.

PARTIES, POLITICS, AND DEMOCRACY
IN THE NEW SOUTHERN EUROPE, edited
by P. N i k i f o ros Diamandouros and Richard

Gunther. Sponsored by the Subcommittee on the Nature and
Consequences of Democracy in the New Southern Europe
of the Joint Committee on Western Europe. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2001.471 pp.

In the acclaimed Politics of Democratic Consolidation,
N i k i f o ros Diamandouro s , R i c h a rd Gunther and their co-
a u t h o rs showed how democratization unfolded in Gre e c e,
Italy, Portugal and Spain, culminating in consolidated demo-

cratic re gi m e s .
This vo l u m e
c o n t i nues that
a n a l y s i s , p o s i n g
the basic ques-
tion:What kind
of democratic
p o l i t i c s
emerged in
those coun-
t ries? It pre s-
ents systematic
analyses of the
basic institu-
tions of gov-
e rnment and
the dynamics of
electoral com-
petition in the
four countri e s
(set in compar-
a t ive context

alongside several other democracies), as well as detailed stud-
ies of the evolution of the major part i e s , their electorates,
their ideologies and their performances in government over
the past 20 years.The authors reach two major conclusions.
First, the new democracies’ salient features are moderation,
centripetalim and the democratization of erstwhile antisys-
tem parties on the right and left.Second,no single "southern
European model" has emerged; the systems differ from one
another about as much as do the other established democra-
cies of Europe.

P. Nikiforos Diamandouros is a professor of political sci-
ence at the University of Athens. Richard Gunther is a pro-
fessor of political science at Ohio State University.

OTHER PASTS: WOMEN, GENDER AND
HISTORY IN EARLY MODERN SOUTH-
EAST ASIA, edited by Barbara Watson Andaya.

S p o n s o red by the Joint Committee on Southeast A s i a .
Honolulu: Center for Southeast Asian Studies, 2000. 347 pp.

The historical study of women and gender in Southeast
Asia has received relatively little attention,despite the fact that
"female auton-
o my" is often
cited as a distin-
guishing feature
of the re gi o n .
This pioneering
c o l l e c t i o n
b rings tog e t h e r
a number of
i n t e rn a t i o n a l
s c h o l a rs distin-
guished by their
k n owledge of
re l evant pri-
m a ry sourc e s
and their will-
ingness to ask
n ew questions
and apply new
m e t h o d o l ogi e s .
Often challeng-
ing established generalizations, the essays highlight the
changes and continuities in gender roles.Offering both a spe-
cialist and comparative perspective, the book will appeal to
students as well as more senior scholars working on Southeast
Asia, and will provide a useful supplement for cross-cultural
courses on women and gender constructions.

The book ori ginated in a 1995 conference on
" E n g e n d e ring History in Early Modern Southeast Asia." A
follow-up conference of the same title in 1998 was cospon-
sored by the Center for Southeast Asian Studies,University of
Hawaii, and the Toyota Foundation as well as SSRC.

Barbara Watson Andaya is professor of Asian studies at the
University of Hawaii.

REMAKING A WO R L D :V I O L E N C E ,S O C I A L
S U F F E R I N G, AND RECOV E RY, edited by
Veena Das, A rthur Kleinman, M a r g a ret Lock,

Mamphela Ramphele and Pamela Reynolds. Sponsored by
the Program on Culture, Health and Human Development.
Berkeley: University of California Press,2001. 294 pp.
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Remaking a Wo r l d completes a triptych of volumes on
social suffering, violence and recovery. Social Suffering (1997),
the first volume, deals with sources and major forms of social
adversity, with an emphasis on political violence.The second
vo l u m e, Violence and Subjectivity ( 2 0 0 0 ) , contains gr a p h i c
accounts of how the collective experience of violence can
alter individual subjectivity.

This third volume explores the ways communities cope
with—endure, work through, break apart under, transcend—
traumatic and other more insidious forms of violence,
addressing the effects of violence at the level of local worlds,
i m p e rsonal relations and individual live s . The contri bu t o rs

highlight the
complex re l a-
t i o n s h i p
b e t w e e n
re c ognition of
s u f f e ring in
the publ i c
s p h e re and
e x p e ri e n c e d
s u f f e ring in
p e o p l e ’ s
everyday lives.
Rich in local
d e t a i l , t h e
b o o k ’s com-
p a r a t i v e
e t h n ogr a p h i e s
bring out both
the re c a l c i-
trance of
tragedy and
the meaning

of healing in attempts to remake the world.
Veena Das is Krieger-Eisenhower Professor of anthropolo-

gy at Johns Hopkins University. Arthur Kleinman is Maude
and Lillian Presley Professor of medical anthropology at the
Harvard Medical School.Margaret Lock is professor of social
studies of medicine at McGill Unive rs i t y. M a m p h e l a
Ramphele is managing director of the World Bank and for-
mer vice-chancellor of the University of Cape Town, where
Pamela Reynolds chairs the department of social anthropolo-
gy.

WA R , INSTITUTIONS AND SOCIAL
CHANGE IN THE MIDDLE EAST, edited
by Steven Heydemann. Sponsored by the Joint

Committee on the Near and Middle East. B e r ke l ey :
University of California Press,2000. 372 pp.

Few areas of the world have been as profoundly shaped by
war as the Middle East in the 20th century. Despite the
prominence of warmaking in this region,there has been sur-

p risingly little re s e a rch investigating the effects of war as a
social and political process in the Middle East.To fill this gap,
War, Institutions and the Middle East brings together an inter-
national and interdisciplinary g roup of scholars who explore
the role of war preparation and warmaking on the formation
and transformation of states and societies in the contempo-
rary Middle East.Their findings pose significant challenges to
widely accepted theoretical assumptions about the relation-
ship between warmaking and state formation based on the
h i s t o rical experience of early modern Euro p e, and pre s e n t
new theoretical starting points for the study of war and the
state in the contemporary developing world.

The volume originated as a research planning project of
the Joint Committee on the Near and Middle East of the
Social Science
R e s e a r c h
Council and the
A m e r i c a n
Council of
L e a r n e d
S o c i e t i e s .
Political scientist
S t e v e n
H ey d e m a n n ,
who staffed the
c o m m i t t e e, c o l-
laborated with
political scien-
t i s t s , h i s t o ri a n s ,
a n t h ro p o l ogi s t s
and sociologi s t s
from the Middle
East,Europe and
the United
S t a t e s . T h e i r
e s s ays are both
t h e o retically sophisticated and empirically ri c h , c ove ri n g
topics such as the effects of World War II on state-marke t
relations in Syria and Egypt,the role of war in the rise of the
Palestine Liberation Organization, the political economy of
Lebanese militias, the effects of the 1967 war on state and
social institutions in Israel and the role of militarization as a
strategy of governance in Syria and Iraq.

(The Unive rsity of California Press now offers fre e - o f -
charge electronic editions of some of its books in A f ri c a n
studies, classics, European history, literature, Middle Eastern
studies and South Asian studies. The text of these online
books is fully searc h a bl e. Go to http://www. u c p re s s . e d u /
books/pages/9006.html to read Wa r, I n s t i t u t i o n s, and Social
Change in the Middle East online.)

S t even Heydemann is currently associate professor of
political science at Columbia University and the director of
the Council’s Program on Philanthropy and the Nonprofit
S e c t o r. He is also the author of Au t h o ri t a rianism in Syri a :
Institutions and Social Conflict, 1946-1970 (1999).
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