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nen Verstindnis ihrer eigenen Grundlagen
gelangen kann, die seit der Paulskirche
und der Nationalversammlung in Weimar
manchen, obschon sonst oft verschiittetes,
Gemeingut blieben.
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A leading Middle Eastern historian, Zach-
ary Lockman (New York University) wrote
monographs on Egypt, leftism, and Pales-
tine before publishing, in 2010, Contend-
ing Visions of the Middle East." The highly
instructive Field Notes usefully comple-
ments that work. An archivally rich ac-
count of key players in U.S. Middle East-
ern area studies (specifically, foundations
including Rockefeller, Carnegie, and Ford)
it details “how the sausage is made” (xvi)
by closely reading foundation reports from
the 1920s-1980s. Foundations evidently
formed only one part of a broader area
studies landscape. Other players included
the government, whose role earlier schol-
ars like Timothy Mitchell highlighted,
and universities that, while securing gov-
ernment and foundation funds, dedicated
own resources to area studies, too. Exam-
ples include Princeton, to which Lock-
man dedicates most of the fourth chapter,
and Harvard, which in 1955 recruited the
also organizationally initiative orientalist
H.A.R. Gibb from Oxford.

Still, foundations mattered. They acted
before most universities, Rockefeller e.g.
before World War II; their funding ben-

efited multiple universities; and they were



instrumental in attempts to define area
studies. Bodies they created comprised the
Rockefeller-funded American Council of
Learned Societies (founded 1919 [3ff.]),
the Carnegie- and Ford-funded Social
Science Research Council’s (SSRC) Com-
mittee on World Area Research (CWAR;
founded 1946 [42ff.]), and the SSRC’s
Committee on the Near and Middle East
(founded 1951 [117ff]. Lockman en pas-
sant also discusses organizations that were
not directly foundation-related, like the
American Association for Middle East
Studies (founded in 1959 [160ft.]); here,
his notes on Israeli/ Zionist connections
and on Arab (American) activities in the
USA can be read with other recent mono-
graphs.’

Areas were defined in different ways, which
moreover shifted. Thus, after 1945 the
Near FEast turned into the Middle East.?
And whereas CWAR in 1946 asserted that
“the world’s civilization can be grouped
into thirty or forty significant Areas” (p.
43), funded area studies could be counted
on the fingers of two hands. Moreover,
methodological debates were never solved
(see e.g. p. 81,90, 94, 118, 157, 226, 243,
254, 262). Some scholars, like Gibb, em-
phasized expertise in distinct languages,
while others, many at the SSRC, insisted
on comparatively usable, cross-area so-
cial scientific tools. Related, a red thread
running through Lockmans monograph
is foundations’ and scholars’ inability of
making area studies a discipline. Com-
mon methods, themes, or perspectives
never emerged, and early interdisciplinary
promises foundered.

Consequently, an inferiority complex vis-
a-vis the social sciences and history, aggra-
vated by funding fears, persistently racked
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area studies. This complex was not quite
justified, as Lockman points out. Even
when modestly understood as a “common
geographic focus [with] ... an essentially
institutional, pedagogical and social rather
than intellectual basis,” area studies can
create added intellectual value (p. 255).
Social science methods are not fixed, ei-
ther, and “the social sciences (and the dis-
cipline of history) were also transformed
... by their encounter with area studies, ...
question[ing] whether the claims of West-
ern social science were truly universal” (p.
261). Sdill, it is instructive to follow up-
close, in innumerable committee reports,
area studies specialists’ hand ringing. And
“failure” mattered: first around 1970 when
the “bonanza” (p. 142) of the 1950s—1960s
abated (p. 205fL.); again in 1996 when the
SSRC turned to global studies. Although
recalibrated, this decision affected knowl-
edge production.

Underlying Lockman’s story is the argu-
ment that U.S. area studies were not only
or even mainly, and not initially, created by
Washington, and cannot be simply under-
stood as a function of U.S. Cold War strat-
egy. He here pushes back against scholars
like Mitchell (p. 256-257).> While recog-
nizing pre-war roots, the latter posited a
World War II break, and stressed U.S. area
studies’ Cold War nature. By backdating
his periodization, Lockman complicates
that genealogy and the resultant explana-
tion of area studies’ nature, too.

Two critiques can be made. Firstly, Lock-
man insufficiently links his account to
other analyses of foundations, includ-
ing their overlap, also in personnel, with
Washington.® Related, his argument un-
derplays, though he empirically recognizes
(e.g. p- 52, 57-59, 72, 101, 112f), that



160 | Buchbesprechungen

in the Cold War and before, foundations,
just like Washington, acted with (their vi-
sion of) U.S. strategic interests in mind.
(Hence, their special attention to Russian
and East Asian Studies! [p. 115].) Second-
ly, Lockman’s forte, his U.S.-centricity, is a
weakness, too. Area studies have been both
transnational and national.” More specifi-
cally, even a U.S.-centric story has inex-
tricably transnational dimensions. Some,
Lockman mentions en passant, like French
and British orientalist models for U.S. area
studies [p. 21, 74, 81], which he however
deems less important than others. Three
others can be mentioned. One is founda-
tions’ financing of area studies and other
area-related fields also outside the United
States.® Also, U.S. universities, partly with
foundation support, from the 1950s in-
vited Middle Eastern academics.” These
ties were Cold War related; moreover, they
can be seen to have deep, even pre-modern
roots.'’ Last, that Latin America was the
initial U.S. area studies field shows how
much reasons of empire carried academic
weight even before 1914 (p. 34; also p. 22,
62, 164, 219). One may ask how Latin
American studies roots paved institutional
ways for later area studies. These critiques
notwithstanding, Lockman’s monograph
is an empirically rich and conceptually in-
novative contribution to the history of area
studies. It belongs on the shelf of anybody
working in these fields, which continue to
help shape debates in the social sciences
and humanities.
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