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The Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA) of 1938 was instrumental in detaining or destroying solicited and unsolicited mail from the Soviet Union bound for American addressees, including libraries and research centers, until the 1960s. FARA appears briefly in library literature, but no in-depth examination of its mechanisms and effects has been hazarded. This study posits a model for representing the importation and circulation of materials using Roger Friedland and Robert R. Alford’s (1991) concept of institutional logics, highlighting the tension created through the competing interpretations of FARA of the Soviet export house, Department of Justice, Department of State, Post Office Department, Customs Bureau, booksellers, and research libraries. FARA’s perniciousness coincided with the library’s fundamental shift in institutional ethics, as the profession became politicized amid the coalescence of contemporary notions of intellectual freedom. 
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Introduction
A spot check in early 1952 at the port of entry at New York alone revealed that within a six month period, an influx of 25,000 packages of “propaganda material, containing about 75,000 publications from Communist sources” had been received.[endnoteRef:1] The Customs Bureau of New York reported than in half of this time, an additional 75,000 Communist newspapers were received.[endnoteRef:2] In March 1961, The New York Times reported 994,586 pieces of Communist-bloc mail stopped at New York; counts one year later in March of 1962 had slackened slightly to 715,671.[endnoteRef:3] Of these prodigious volumes of suspected political propaganda, an untold portion would be detained or destroyed without recourse. The primary driving force behind the waylaying of mail materials was the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938 (FARA), and its war on so-called “political propaganda”—an incendiary definition by which the fate of literally tons of foreign, U.S.-bound mail hinged.  [1:  Anthony Leviero, “Propaganda Flood from Russia Cited,” The New York Times, 6 February 1952, p. 14.]  [2:  Ibid.]  [3:  “Secrecy on Lists Ordered,” The New York Times, 20 November 1964, p. 16.] 

While much of the mail combed from circulation was the byproduct of the USSR’s vigorous campaign to disseminate unsolicited and obnoxious pamphlets, periodicals, and letters of minimal value to the addressees, the comprehensive mechanisms by which FARA was enacted also resulted in the seizure of innocuous publications by misguided and overzealous clerks, such as pacifist pamphlets and even the Economist, amid other oversights.[endnoteRef:4] But apart from these extreme cases, also subject to seizure were research materials from the Soviet Union, rendered important by virtue of the ephemerality of their production and their unrealized potential for use in future research questions yet to be posed. Various research centers in 1953 reported that “far more than half of the periodicals due this year still are missing”[endnoteRef:5]; some libraries and centers experienced unpredictable delivery schedules at the discretion of the Post Office, often amid delays of “sometimes a year or more, with many issues still missing.”[endnoteRef:6] The New York Times reported in September of 1953 that “for many months scholars, educational institutions, libraries and individuals with completely legitimate interest in books, magazines and other printed matter originating behind the Iron Curtain have found that delivery of such publications was slow, erratic or nonexistent.”[endnoteRef:7] Subscribers to these Soviet publications were “never told why their copies did not arrive. Material was simply seized. Unless someone complained, it was burned.”[endnoteRef:8] The curious mechanisms driving the confiscation of materials remained veiled albeit potent.  [4:  Murrey Marder, “Information Access Law Interpreted Both Ways,” The Washington Post and Times Herald (10 November 1955).]  [5:  Peter Kihss, “Law Change Urged on Red Literature: Customs and Post Office Seek New Method of Decided on Material to be Let In,” The New York Times, 11 October 1953, p. 39. ]  [6:  Ibid.]  [7:  “Censors at the Ports,” The New York Times, 24 September 1953, p. 32.]  [8:  “Policy of Seizing Red Mail Studied,” The New York Times, 23 May 1960, p. 1.] 

	The question of censorship has been the subject of much scholarly debate within library history—the importance of which need not be rearticulated here. Censorship is invoked within the context of intellectual freedom, but rarely in contexts that also account for the selection, production, logistics, and subsequent circulation of these materials; censorship, defined broadly, can take many forms and occur at any point between the creation, production, distribution, and reception of knowledge. Honing in on “circulation” as an operative word gestures to two separate practices of knowledge transmission that inform one another—the publishing and subsequent availability and movement of books, pamphlets, and other literatures through collective institutions on a macro-level, and the movement of individual items as they are charged to library patrons or sold in bookstores on the micro-level. The contingencies of library acquisitions comprise the first notion of circulation and may be manifested as the stoppage, control, impediment, tracking, or surveillance, and these facets of macro-circulation necessarily affect library circulation; the flow of micro-circulation is disrupted not only when school boards, academic institutions, or the library itself impose impediments to information access, as constitutes censorship, but also when the selection, delivery, or general obtainment of materials is hampered by forces outside the library, as was the effect of the Foreign Agents Registration Act.
FARA has received but the slightest mention throughout the library literature, and to date, no in-depth examination of its mechanisms and effects has been hazarded. While there is a significant corpus of literature considering censorship and intellectual freedom more generally, FARA has not been positioned as a potent force within that corpus, despite its documented affect on libraries in other disciplines.[endnoteRef:9] Trade literature published contemporaneously with the most destructive moments of FARA includes mentions of regulations on the importation of foreign materials, denoting a vague awareness amid practitioners, but these moments are isolated and never amount to a profession-wide uproar. This scant amount of published research complicates a clear quantification or characterization of its effects on circulation: How did the implementation of the Foreign Agents Registration Act affect acquisitions and holdings in American Libraries during the Soviet Era? [9:  See Schwartz and Paul.] 

This study uses a case study analysis of primary and secondary materials to locate the library within a system of competing authorities’ interpretation of the Foreign Agents Registration Act, which ultimately effected the detainment and destruction of Soviet materials integral to research. This study posits a model to represent the circulation process of Soviet materials subject to FARA using Roger Friedland and Robert R. Alford’s concept of institutional logics, or the set of values and policies that motivate and inform the practices of a particular institution. The institutions in competition to determine the veracity, potency, and mailability of books, pamphlets, and printed materials include the Soviet export house, the Department of Justice, Department of State, Post Office Department, Customs Bureau, and American booksellers—the values and policies of which could have affected the presence of Soviet-era materials in American libraries. This study also posits that because the American Library Association (ALA) was undergoing a radical shift in terms of its own institutional ethics—including the coalescence of a professional stance on intellectual freedom—the library was precluded from recognizing the censorial practices of FARA as such until, officially, 1976.
A cursory examination of the contradictory implementations of FARA reveals the presence of different institutional logics characterizing the operations of these entities. The contradictory powers, mandates, control, and practices that affected the macro-level circulation of Soviet materials characterize these logics as expansive or restrictive, wherein an expansive set of logics would, in this case, allow the free flow of imported materials—specifically, books published in the Soviet Union, destined for the United States— and restrictive logics, would constrain or impede this circulation.  

[bookmark: _Toc290548221]The Foreign Agents Registration Act in Context

On the eve of American involvement in World War II, the United States witnessed a prodigious influx of noxious fascist literature, and in an attempt to reveal the origins of such propaganda to American citizens, Congress issued the Foreign Agents Registration Act “to require the registration of certain persons employed by agencies to disseminate propaganda in the United States and for other purposes.”[endnoteRef:10] Upon the presentation of evidence of propaganda to the House Committee on Immigration in 1934, Chairman Dickstein called for the creation of a special seven-member committee to further investigate “the extent, character and objects of Nazi propaganda activities in the United States; the diffusion within the United States of subversive propaganda that is instigated from foreign countries and attacks the principle of the form of government as guaranteed by our Constitution; and all other questions... that would aid Congress in any necessary remedial legislation.”[endnoteRef:11] Before the adoption of the resolution, the word “Nazi” was replaced with “foreign,” but the discussion surrounding the creation of this resolution was primarily focused on Nazism.  [10:  Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, Public Law 583: 631-32.]  [11:  H.R. Res. 198, 73rd Cong. (1934).] 

From this resolution was birthed a Special Committee on Un-American Activities, chaired and appointed by Speaker of the House of Representatives John W. McCormack. The Committee reported back, in 1935, that the Congress should create a law “requiring all publicity, propaganda, or public-relations agents or other agents or agencies, who represent in this country any foreign government or a foreign political party or foreign industrial or commercial organization, to register with the Secretary of State of the United States....”[endnoteRef:12] While not intended to prohibit political propaganda, the bill pushed only that its sources be made public as a means of government’s efforts to trace the persuasive efforts on domestic soil with their foreign support—the “disclosure of the link between an agent operating here and his foreign backers.”[endnoteRef:13]  [12:  Investigation of Nazi and Other Propaganda, 74th Cong., 1st sess., 1935, HR Rep. No. 153, 23.]  [13:  Murray L. Schwartz, and James C. N. Paul, “Foreign Communist Propaganda in the Mails: A Report on Some Problems of Federal Censorship.” University of Pennsylvania Law Review 107 (1959): 621-666. ] 

The original 1938 act defines “agent,” exempting diplomatic and consular officers of foreign governments formally recognized by the Department of State, to include any personage who “acts or engages or agrees to act as a public-relations counsel, publicity agent, or as agent, servant, representative, or attorney” in any way subsidized by a foreign principal—that is, from any entity not originating in the United States.[endnoteRef:14] While invoked by subsequent legislators to “stem” or control foreign propaganda, FARA in its initial instantiation purports nothing more than to provide evidence as to the origin and unearth un-American activities in the spirit of nativism.[endnoteRef:15] As such, “registration” required the names and addresses, both of the foreign principal, as well as the of the American agent working for the interest of a foreign principal, dated copies of all contracts of employment, amount of compensation promised, and information avowing to the organization, bylaws, charter, etc., of the registrant’s affiliations. Reports were then to be updated with the Secretary of State’s office every six months, which “shall be public records and open to public examination and inspection at all reasonable hours, under such rules and regulations as the Secretary may prescribe.”[endnoteRef:16]  [14:  Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, Public Law 583: 631-32.]  [15:  HLR]  [16:  Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, Public Law 583, U.S. Statutes at Large 52 Stat. 631 (1938): 631-32.] 

FARA was successfully amended in 1942 and 1966, although other efforts to bolster restrictions, intensify repercussions, or draft legislation that would make explicit the nonmailability of political propaganda were proposed and often buried in committee. The 1942 amendments produced the most substantial alterations that resulted in the expansion of government control, transferring the responsibility from the Department of State to the Department of Justice, and requiring that two copies of the propaganda be filed with the Library of Congress and Attorney General within 48 hours of posting it. Notably, 1942 also ushered in a labeling requirement, requiring that the agent report the “concise account of the nature of the matter filed,” the “medium by which such matter has been transmitted,” and, among other things, the “nationality groups to which such matter is transmitted” and “approximate number of libraries, educational institutions, press services or associations, newspapers or other publications, and public officials, designated to receive copies.”[endnoteRef:17] The transmittal of unlabeled propaganda was declared unlawful, and the penalties for nonregistration were also increased.[endnoteRef:18] The definition of “agent” was also expanded to include not only those who explicitly identified as such, but “any person who assumes or purports to act within the United States as an agent of a foreign principal”[endnoteRef:19]—an expansion which not only increased the scope to include business men and lawyers dealing with foreign clients or foreign accounts, but also opened to interpretation the definition of what “political propaganda” entailed and gave power to interpellate the activities of suspected agents as such.[endnoteRef:20]  [17:  US Department of Justice, The Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938 As Amended and the Rules and Regulations Prescribed by the Attorney General (Washington, DC: Government Print Office, 1942), 32.]  [18:  Ibid., 37.]  [19:  Ibid., 11.]  [20:  “Foreign Agents to Register July 9,” The New York Times, 26 June, 1942, p. 5. ] 

While FARA purports only to ensure the transparency of origin of politically persuasive materials, in concert with other legislation, the 1955 Harvard Law Review notes that “FARA itself does not provide that propaganda sent by an unregistered agent is nonmailable, nor does any other of the many sections of the Untied States Code specifically describing nonmailable matter.”[endnoteRef:21] Much of the implementation of FARA hinges on an opinion of Attorney General Robert H. Jackson, writing in response to the Postmaster General in 1940, asking about the mailability of “political propaganda.” In what would skew the trajectory and ultimate power of FARA, the response of the Attorney General determined that  [21:  The true virulence of the Foreign Agents Registration Act lies within the curious constellation of the initial act the Espionage Act of 1917, the Tariff Act of 1930. See HLR. ] 

It seems well settled that if a person outside the United States uses the United States mails for the purpose of committing an act which if committed by him while in the United States would constitute a violation of a criminal statute of the United States he thereby renders himself liable to the penalties of such a statute.[endnoteRef:22]  [22:  Robert W. Jackson, “Foreign Propaganda, Exclusion from Mails,” Official Opinions of the Attorneys General of the United States. 39 (10 December 1940), 538.] 


Jackson concludes, ultimately, that a “contrary ruling would permit agents of foreign principals who had not registered as such to disseminate their propaganda in this country through the mails, thereby defeating the purpose of the 1938 act.”[endnoteRef:23] In short, of material deemed “political propaganda,” Jackson opined that the Postmaster General “will be authorized, in my opinion.... to exclude the matter from the United States mails.”[endnoteRef:24] This opinion, dubbed by Schwartz and Paul “a neat feat of legal fiction-making,” would be continually invoked to support the “nonmailability” of certain materials, buttressing the substantial 1942 amendments to the Act, which bolstered the penalties and altered the original intent of the law. [endnoteRef:25]  [23:  Ibid.]  [24:  Ibid.]  [25:  Schwartz and Paul, 626.] 

The convergence of these legal authorities constitute the precedence by which FARA was interpreted, informing the extant set of institutional logics of respective institutions’ interaction with Soviet research materials. 

[bookmark: _Toc290548222]FARA in the Library Literature

Importing foreign research had long proven problematic, but whereas wartime had produced understandable impediments to the procurement of research materials, librarians in the years following World War II worked to forge exchange programs with libraries internationally. The 1940s witnessed a particular rise in attempts to increase American access to Russian technical, literary, and agricultural materials. The First Conference on Intellectual Freedom took place in New York City in the summer of 1952, however, highlighted a hiccup in the procurement process, emphasizing the frustrations of contemporary practitioners’ efforts to import materials. The summary of the discussion proved that this particular session generated much interaction from its participants: 
At this point came an interjection from another member of the audience that “book selection is useless unless one can get the books,” raising the question of interference by agencies of the federal government at the customs. Staff members of the Library of Congress replied that the problem was one, not just of books, but of all commercial traffic, and that in any case, a committee of the American Library Association other than the Intellectual Freedom Committee should be appealed to.[endnoteRef:26]  [26:  Freedom of Communication: Proceedings of the First Conference on Intellectual Freedom, New York City, June 28-29, 1952, William Dix and Paul Bixler, eds. (Chicago: American Library Association, 1954), 65.] 


While it was, indeed, the International Relations section of the ALA most invested in surreptitiously combatting FARA (as will be discussed later), the dismissal of the query from the Intellectual Freedom Committee still gestures to the profession’s unacknowledgement of such an issue as a threat to intellectual freedom. At some level, effected either by the individual reporting on the group discussions, or within the discussions themselves, there exists a degree of obfuscation surrounding what was (and what was to become) a significant issue—the inaccessibility of profiled materials and whose responsibility it was to lobby against such widespread unattainability. Here, with mention of the so-called “interference by agencies of the federal government at the customs,” enters the Foreign Agents Registration Act, with its implications yet dormant to public scrutiny.  
In the 1955 The PLD Reporter, however, Paul Bixler names one of the forces driving the “stormy intellectual climate on libraries,” including “interference by the Post Office with the delivery of certain library materials—an interference which, operating under such laws as the Foreign Agents Registration Act, has occasionally affected libraries in recent years.”[endnoteRef:27] While Bixler’s characterization of FARA having only “occasionally affected libraries” is understated, as this paper intends to show, his mention remains importance for gauging the profession’s awareness or engagement with the specificities of the Act.   [27:  Bixler, 10, 11.] 

While FARA intercepted, detained, and destroyed large volumes of unsolicited, noxious Soviet propaganda from behind the Iron Curtain without outcry from its unsuspecting recipients, the program infamously captured glaringly erroneous materials, including the aforementioned Economist. Post Office Solicitor Abe McGregor Goff said he “almost literally jumped out of [his] seat” upon discovering that the London-based publication had been detained in customs, and blamed “some over-officious underling” for such an oversight, as no “standard English newspaper or magazine” would ordinarily be subjected to a customs check.[endnoteRef:28] While this stands as an example of well-publicized outrage and backlash in the wake of wrongly-confiscated materials, the larger and inassessable story is that of American research libraries and cultural centers deprived of their resources. In their 1959 study in the University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Murray J. Schwartz and James C. N. Paul concern themselves with the government’s indiscriminate seizure of Iron-Curtain post destined for American addressees—in particular, research institutions with legitimate uses for Soviet materials, regardless of whether deemed “propaganda” by the American government or not. The stated purpose of the study was to gauge the types of materials intercepted as so-called “foreign propaganda” and reveal the criteria by which these materials were selected for detention. [28:  qtd. in Marder.] 

Of the 60 libraries Schwartz and Paul queried in their study, “[n]early every library to which we wrote sent back replies, responding in full to a rather detailed questionnaire and frequently submitting copies of pertinent correspondence.”[endnoteRef:29] Schwartz and Paul’s study used for its respondents member libraries of the Association of Research Libraries, primarily, supplemented with other major research libraries, some of whom noticed that materials pertaining to “current events and cultural developments which they had been regularly receiving on an exchange basis were no longer coming through,” resulting in significant “gaps in the collections.”[endnoteRef:30] Apart from libraries, questionnaires were also sent to 200 scholars, journalists, writers, and other research organizations.[endnoteRef:31] The study found that among the detained materials “appeared unusual quantities of books of every kind—songbooks, picture-books for children, texts for scholars. Some would seem innocent even to the most zealous anti-Communist; others were freighted with party doctrine and party line attacks on United States institutions and culture.”[endnoteRef:32] Respondents to Schwartz and Paul’s research replied that “some of the missing materials were irreplaceable,” and that particularly, those involved in Slavic studies experienced “frustrating losses.”[endnoteRef:33] Other respondents reported that over half of their subscribed periodicals had not arrived.”[endnoteRef:34]  [29:  Schwartz and Paul, 622.]  [30:  Ibid., 635.]  [31:  Ibid., 622.]  [32:  Ibid., 629.]  [33:  Ibid., 635.]  [34:  Kihss, 39.] 

The qualitative data produced by Schwartz and Paul’s study characterize FARA as deleterious, resulting in collection gaps of irreplaceable material. The sober sentiments of Schwartz and Paul’s study, however, evade Pamela Spence Richards’ 2001 article “Cold War Librarianship: Soviet and American Library Activities in Support of National Foreign Policy, 1946-1991,” wherein Richards treats the exchanges between Soviet and American libraries. Richards waxes effusive at times in her treatment of cooperative efforts between Soviet and American librarians. She ultimately identifies U.S. Customs Service and FARA as “limited means ...to influence the contents of public, private, and academic library collections,” the effects of which Richards cites as early as 1944.[endnoteRef:35] Richards’ cursory treatment of these governmental means of control, while intending to be merely summative, is also misleading, as it fails to substantiate her qualification of these means as “limited.” But the glaring mischaracterization is truly revealed when Richards accentuates that the FBI “actually seized a box of library exchanges bound for Prague, Czechoslovakia”[endnoteRef:36]— the implication being that such incidents were isolated, anomalous, and largely caused by the FBI. Instances such as these within the current library and information science scholarship reveal the need for rectifying understanding of this period in library history.   [35:  Pamela Spence Richards, “Cold War Librarianship: Soviet and American Library Activities in Support of National Foreign Policy, 1946-1991.” Libraries & Culture 36.1 (2001): 198.]  [36:  Ibid., 199; emphasis mine.] 

In November of 1962, Library Journal published as news that the newly amended Cunningham Amendment specifically exempted from FARA “mail matter addressed to any United States Government agency, or any public library, or to any college, university, graduate school, or scientific or professional institution for advanced studies, or any official thereof.”[endnoteRef:37] The notice announced that the era of postal censorship of library materials had, possibly before the library world’s realization of its full effects, come to an end. [37:  “Libraries Exempt from Ban on Communist Literature,” Library Journal, 87 (Nov. 15, 1962): 4156.] 

In September of 1976, the American Library Association published in its Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom a resolution against the Foreign Agents Registration Act, in which the ALA made public its intentions to Congress to “seek amendments to cure [FARA’s] adverse effect on the right of Americans to read, learn and know.”[endnoteRef:38] The official denunciation was passed on the basis of seven principles: that FARA discriminately requires the labeling of materials from certain countries but not others; that the Act classifies material as “propaganda” regardless of its actual content; that the Act provides no recourse for redeeming materials found undeserving of the classification “propaganda’; that the Act appears to jeopardize the tax-exempt status of any library or educational institution; that the Act is in direct “support of governmental propaganda programs”; that the ALA is opposed to prejudicing a reader; and, that the ALA “let films, books, periodicals, and other works speak for themselves without the prior restraint of labeling.”[endnoteRef:39] While the ALA had long been involved in less visible arenas of influence, as will be investigated, this was the first formal pronouncement of the organization’s position. [38:  American Library Association, “Resolution on Foreign Agents Registration Act,” Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom 25 (Sept. 1976): 133. ]  [39:  Ibid.] 

While the above examples are merely symptomatic of practitioners’ awareness during the mid-1940s and early 50s, Schwartz and Paul’s study brought ex post facto awareness to FARA in 1959, but within the context of legal studies. By this time, however, the most deleterious era of mail censorship had passed, as public exposure belied FARA’s insidiousness and generated either outcry from the violation of First Amendment Rights, or alternate modes of obtaining foreign research materials. Until this point, as will be shown, the library’s institutional understanding of censorship and intellectual freedom recognized and policed impingement of these rights within the direct purview of the library itself—that is, only those cases over which the library itself could claim agency. Within the confines of the institutional discourse of censorship, then, the library literature has not focused on FARA as a form of censorship, primarily due to the profession-wide emphasis on internal, rather than external, regulation. 
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To answer how the Foreign Agents Registration Act affected library acquisitions and holdings in the Soviet Era, an ideal study might interpret the “enduring consequences” in terms of volume of books detained, destroyed, or lost in transit, offering a quantitative measure as an index of magnitude. However, the nature of the circulation of these imported Soviet materials, as will be revealed in the analysis to follow, prevents the quantification of their loss. What will be ventured instead is an investigation of diverging interpretations and implementations of FARA among the institutions tasked with handling these materials. This study will consider the effects of FARA on libraries from a panoramic perspective with the presumption that FARA’s impact must be located within a system of interactions between institutions of disparate values. Panning out to consider the impact of these indirect interactions on the library returns the library to its embeddedness in society. Such a reconstruction of the process of their circulation combines the granularity of individual case study material of the University of North Carolina Libraries with more general source material to effect the simultaneous consideration of the macro- and micro-levels. Such an analysis could offer future researchers a starting point for collecting more fine-grained data on specific aspects of the “supply chain” of Soviet research materials from a controlled economy into the capitalist market of the United States. 
Introduced in 1991 to describe the nesting of culture at different levels, Roger Friedland and Robert R. Alford’s essay “Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, Practices, and Institutional Contradictions” offers a solution for bridging the individual to the institutional within the context of organizational sociology. Friedland and Alford’s essay coins the notion of institutional logics, or the internal means by which institutions, such as corporations, businesses, agencies, or organizations “constrain not only the ends to which their behavior should be directed, but the means by which those ends are achieved. They provide individuals with vocabularies of motives and with a sense of self.... Institutions set the limits on the very nature of rationality and, by implication, of individuality.”[endnoteRef:40] These operational guidelines by which institutions self-regulate may be internally valid, or in the words of Friedland and Alford, be “rational and transrational.”[endnoteRef:41] In fact, it is integral to negotiate the “appropriate relationships between institutions, and by which institutional logic different activities should be regulated and to which persons they apply.” [endnoteRef:42] This question of the external validity of a given set of institutional logics becomes particularly relevant to the study at hand, as even a cursory foray into the mechanisms of the Foreign Agents Registration Act identifies as actants a number of U.S. government agencies and organizations, all operating under separate and often mutually exclusive practices. This study interrogates the nature of competing, contradictory, or complementary institutional logics and how they affect the flow of Soviet books into the United States during the 1940s and 1950s. [40:  Roger Friedland, and Robert R. Alford, “Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, Practices, and Institutional Contradictions,” The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis. W. W. Powell and P. DiMaggio, eds. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 251.]  [41:  Ibid., 243.]  [42:  Ibid., 256.] 

The data for this study derives from thorough searches of library and information science databases, OCLC WorldCat, the World Wide Web, government documents, including congressional hearings and department bulletins, archival materials available through the University Archives of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and archival materials from the Verner W. Clapp papers of the Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress.
The following analysis will survey the institutions external to the library, starting with the Soviet export house, the movement of their products through the Post Office and Customs Bureau to American booksellers, and eventually their intended arrival in a research institution (the order of institutions is altered in the analysis below to group together the mechanisms of the Soviet book trade and the importation of its products). The analyses below will detail those institutional logics of each institution altered or influenced by FARA; these analyses will be followed by a discussion of how these logics ultimately affected the macro-circulation of Soviet research materials, the residual evidence of FARA’s effects as embodied in the labeling requirement of the 1942 amendments, and suggestions for future research.
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Figure 1: Macro-Circulation of Soviet Materials
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Institutions External to the Library

[bookmark: _Toc290548226]Soviet Export House—Mezhdunarodnaya Kniga 
Representatives of the State Department and even library historians have misinterpreted the selective and controlled nature of the Soviet book trade as merely a propaganda mill. While the Soviet book trade was state-controlled and responsible for issuing texts of a propagandistic nature, this was by no means the extent of the content produced, and furthermore, the content should not be confused with the mechanisms of the Soviet publishing industry. The publishing practices and procedures of the 1950s and 1960s, while closely governed by the Committee on the Press under the Council of Ministers of the USSR (since 1972, known as the State Committee of the Council of the Ministers of the USSR for Publishing, Printing, and the Book Trade), are better understood by temporarily bracketing assumptions of propaganda content in favor of an objective overview. This section will analyze the mechanisms of the Soviet book trade and its collective outlet for international export, Mezhdunarodnaya Kniga.
The official exportation organ of the USSR Mezhdunarodnaya Kniga (Международная книга, also translitered as Mezhdunarodnaia), or “International Book,” serving as the Soviet Union’s conduit for exporting books, pamphlets, and music abroad, and, conversely, importing similar materials from other countries. Mezhudarnodnaya Kniga, often abbreviated as MezhKniga, self-ascribes in a 1966 publisher’s prospectus as “one of the world’s biggest book-trading firms which has business relations of old standing with more than a thousand book- trading, publishing, music and philatelistic [sic] companies in more than a hundred countries of all the continents.”[endnoteRef:43] MezhKniga, a wholesale firm, did not distribute to individuals, but only to booksellers abroad.[endnoteRef:44] [43:  Publisher’s prospectus, 1.]  [44:  Ibid., 58.] 

In the 1950s and 60s, the publishing industry in the USSR underwent a significant structural overhaul and collapsed redundant houses into one another, jettisoned superfluous publishers, and enabled an outpour of translations, textbooks, technical literature, natural science research, and children’s literature. With the strengthening of the publishing industry, the related supply industries supporting the materiality of the book were also improved, including the production of ink and typeface, as well as materials for binding.[endnoteRef:45] Soviet presses sustained significant artistic and stylistic improvement throughout the mid-century (but the “dreary covers” are still anecdotally noted by Richard Hellie).[endnoteRef:46]  [45:  P. I. Romanov, “Publishing,” Great Soviet Encyclopedia Encyclopedia. Trans. (New York: Macmillan, 1970) 566.]  [46:  Ibid.] 

The primacy of exportation of Soviet texts becomes apparent in the allotment of printing materials to the various publishing houses, for when “planning their paper and printing requirements, publishers are instructed to state separately the amounts needed for export orders.”[endnoteRef:47] Orders from abroad intended for foreign audiences are usually shielded from rationing in the event of paper shortages, and it is these foreign-bound texts that are to be printed first when multiple print-runs are required. Foreign-bound publications were also incentivized, wherein of the titles delivered abroad, the State Committee for Publishing paid 0.6% of the wholesale price in rubles, with an additional 10% of all sales in foreign currencies.[endnoteRef:48] Additionally, in an ironic hat-tip to market-driven economies, in 1964, the Council of Ministers disincentivized unsold book inventories, wherein Soviet publishers were to assume a portion of the cost of remaining overstocks, ultimately “giving Soviet publishers a serious material interest in the market’s response to their product.” [endnoteRef:49]  [47:  Gregory Walker, Soviet Book Publishing Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), 101.]  [48:  Ibid.]  [49:  Walker, 75.] 

The State Department had long suspected MezhKniga of having peculiarly strong business ties with the premier Soviet book purveyor in the United States, the Four Continent Book Corporation (FCBC) and its progenitors, stemming from 1942, when the periodic reporting requirement of FARA made transparent the financial transactions of the corporation. In a 1950 classified report evaluating the procurement techniques and practices of the bookstore found that FCBC “imports for the American market a restricted quantity of carefully screened and selected Russian titles, often of a propaganda nature,” wherein “[n]ot only the titles but also the number of copies is always predetermined, and no requests for materials are honored unless previously selected.”[endnoteRef:50] What the State Department seems to interpret as careful ideological curation on the part of MezhKniga and FCBC in terms of selecting books for influencing American readership might be better understood as being the nature of the publishing model of the Soviet Union. The weekly issued Noviye knigi, or “new books,” cataloged and partially annotated the recently-published books, and included an annotated listing of forthcoming titles announced “in advance of publication, so that orders may be placed for them in time.”[endnoteRef:51] Noviye knigi, according to Karon Maichel’s Guide to Russian Reference Books, began in 1956 as a trade bibliography, offering “a good guide to selection of materials for [American] research libraries,” and is also the source MezhKniga points to as “the main information catalogue of Soviet books.”[endnoteRef:52] Thus, while MezhKniga sellers abroad could procure titles for their American customers if requests were received prior to publication, orders for extant titles out of stock in American bookstores could not be guaranteed. Staff member of the Slavic and Central European division of the Library of Congress Boris Gorokhoff, in his 1959 Publishing in the U.S.S.R, writes that American libraries found these practices particularly restrictive for obtaining “older books, for which the system... is not geared.”[endnoteRef:53] Thus, the publishing houses in the Soviet Union generated a finite number of texts that, while including a small surplus, was largely predetermined by the volume of books requested in advance.  [50:  US Department of State, “The Four Continent Book Corporation and Soviet Intelligence Procurement,” O.S.S./State Department Intelligence and Research Reports: The Soviet Union: 1950-1961 Supplement, 8-9. ]  [51:  Boris I. Gorokhoff, Publishing in the U.S.S.R. (Washington, D.C.: Council on Library Resources, 1959), 181-182.]  [52:  Karol Maichel, “Novye knigi,” Guide to Russian Reference Books: Vol. 1: General Biographies and Reference. J. S. G. Simmons, ed. (Stanford: Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace, 1962), 47; Publisher’s prospectus, 58.]  [53:  Gorokhoff, 181-182.] 

Arturs Baumanis and Robert A. Martin’s Soviet Book Statistics: A Guide to Their Use and Interpretation, printed in 1955, illuminates the incongruence between American and Russian publishers’ and bibliographers’ notions of a “book,” basing their study on a week’s publishings in the Soviet national bibliography, or Knizhnaia letopis’, which enumerates the week’s production of books, articles, ephemera, reprints, and near-prints, including freely distributed government documents, “electorial pamphlets, price lists, programs, lecture digests..., and circulars issued by faculty and commercial organizations of interest only to the officers of these agencies.”[endnoteRef:54] According to Baumanis and Martin, by American standards, a publication requires 65 pages to be classified as a “book”; Soviet bibliographers maintain a much lower threshold for what constitutes a kniga, or book—one page.[endnoteRef:55] Library historian Stephen Karetzky posits that this “extremely low Soviet standard resulted in highly inflated figures for the size of their library holdings and belied their boasts of having the largest libraries in the world,” remarking also that book production has been “shown to be far less prodigious than... previously reported.[endnoteRef:56] But Karetzky’s criticism hinges on the translation of “book,” and reveals an incomplete understanding of the types of Soviet bibliographies, which include national registration, scholarly bibliography, and what Karon Maichel terms “recommendatory bibliography,” or the publications curated for a general readership by state officials. The expansive spirit of bibliography, long valued in Russian intellectual culture, sought to account for all printed materials, however, and the notion of “book” as per American standards cannot account for the nature of the printing production in the Soviet Union.  [54: Arturs Baumanis and Robert A. Martin, “Soviet Books Statistics: A Guide to Their Usage,” University of Illinois Library Occasional Papers 44 (Dec. 1955), 2.]  [55:  Ibid.]  [56:  Stephen Karetzky, Not Seeing Red: American Librarianship and the Soviet Union, 1917-1960 (Lanham: University Press of America, 2002), 158.] 

Karetzky’s vigilant safeguarding of the “book” appellation is in the interest of discrediting all historiography not staunchly anti-Communist; a more equanimous position might be more productive in gauging the output of the Soviet Union. In a 1960 hearing before the Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act, Irving Fishman recalled that the U.S. Information Agency had estimated that the Soviet Union spent approximately $40 million annually for propaganda destined for the United States.”[endnoteRef:57] Gorokhoff characterizes the output by noting that “[o]utside the Soviet orbit, trade with the United States is greater than with any other country, and it is increasing rapidly,” estimating that the 1957 figures were “about double those for 1955. The Soviet Union spent substantially more for publications in the United States (2,808,00 rubles in 1957) than it sold (1,544,000 rubles).”[endnoteRef:58] Hellie attributes this profusion to “[p]art of the grand Soviet dream...that the Soviets were spending a higher percentage of GNP on research and education than any other country, and that this was reflected in their grandiose publishing enterprise.”[endnoteRef:59] The bravado that Hellie recognizes is, however, again rooted in comparativist notions of publishing, as the books and ephemera produced in the Soviet Union still constitute an important part of the cultural record—regardless of (or perhaps because of) their testimony to ideological manipulation. By virtue of the sheer volume of output by the Soviet publishing industry, and MezhKniga’s exportation of these materials, classify MezhKniga as operating under expansive logics.   [57:  Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws, Communist Political Propaganda and Use of the United States Mails, 87th Cong., 1st sess. (1961) (testimony of Irving Fishman, Deputy Collector of Customs at the Port of New York), 62.]  [58:  Gorokhoff, 182.]  [59:  Richard Hellie, “Working for the Soviets: Chicago, 1959-61, Mezhkniga, and the Soviet Book Industry,” Russian History/Histoire Russe 29.2-4 (Summer-Fall-Winter 2002): 550.] 

[bookmark: _Toc290548227]Booksellers
Booksellers in the United States constitute an important link in the supply chain of books from Russia to their American readership, as MezhKniga did not sell directly to individuals, and materials originating in the Soviet Union required this intermediary. Booksellers comprise wholesalers who purchased in bulk quantities from publishers in Russia and sold to U.S. customers. Thus, in order to understand how the implementation of FARA affected the flow of books into the United States, an analysis of booksellers is integral. This section also details the complicated mechanisms by which booksellers obtained books from abroad. 
Language in the 1942 Amendment specified an alteration in the appearance of registered publications containing “political propaganda,” which marked these books as potentially problematic. Enforcement of this alteration was under the purview of the booksellers. That booksellers might not share the same zeal as the American government in the implementation these alterations, however, should not be surprising. A lasting example of a compliant bookseller, however, is found within K. Zelinsky’s 1970 book Soviet Literature: Problems and People, published by Progress Publishers in Moscow, that include the jarring notice haphazardly taped to the title page by ink-smudged fingers:
This material is filed with the Department of Justice where the statement of Four Continent Book Corporation, 156 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY, as an agent of Mezhdunarodnaya Kniga, Moscow, USSR, required under the Foreign Agents Registration Act, is available for public inspection. Registration does not indicate approval of this material by the United States Government. The sole relationship of registrant to this material is that of purchaser and seller.[endnoteRef:60] [60:  See appendix for facsimile.] 


Journalists from the New York Daily News recognized the potential for noncompliance, and in 1955 uncovered an egregious sense of nonchalance in their exposé 
of a number of Soviet booksellers, including Imported Publications based in Chicago, wherein a visit “indicated that little attention was being paid [to] labeling. Our man bought several propaganda publications at the Modern Book Store, 64 Randolph Street, Chicago. None was stamped or marked.”[endnoteRef:61] The reporter had a similar experience in New York, where proprietor Mrs. Cowl, “hastily inserted mimeographed slips into both of the magazines” the reporter had just purchased.[endnoteRef:62]  [61:  “The Red River of Ink,” 24. ]  [62:  Ibid. ] 

Richard Hellie’s 2002 reminiscence in Russian History/Histoire Russe relays his experiences in 1959-1961, working as Russian language specialist for Chicago-based Soviet bookstore, Cross World Books and Periodicals. But unlike Gorokhoff, whose characterization normalizes the ordering process and places the onus on American selectors “so that orders may be placed for them in time,” Hellie’s retellings of the in-advance acquisitions process wax critical:
Orders from the ‘Books to Be Published’ section went straight to the publishing house and Mezhkniga’s orders were part of its plan. Once a publishing house had issued a book, it kept two copies and so the book was technically (in American terms) ‘out of print.’ Thus neither Mezhkniga nor anyone else could go to a publisher after a book had been published and order copies because the publisher did not have any. The only way to find them was to go around to the bookstores that had ordered them and still had them in stock.[endnoteRef:63]  [63:  Hellie, 548.] 


On top of the limited print runs bemoaned by Hellie was the tendency of MezhKniga to send along only a fraction of the number of books ordered, preventing the bookstore from maintaining a dependable inventory upon which to base a costly nationally-circulated catalog.[endnoteRef:64] “What really happened was that the books she had ordered from Novye knigi finally had been published and were beginning to come in regularly.”[endnoteRef:65] [64:  Ibid.]  [65:  Ibid., 543.] 

While some booksellers were inconsistent with how they applied labels, in the case of Four Continent Books, the seller already had relations with the state—making the effect of FARA implementation even more complicated. Four Continent Books, the largest importer of Soviet materials, had sustained a series of changes in names before its official incorporation as FCBC in 1940. From 1919 until this time, FCBC stemmed from an indirect lineage from the initial Products Exchange Corporation and Arcos-America, Inc., Amtorg Trading Corporation, Amkniga Corporation, and Bookniga Corporation until March 25, 1940, when FCBC opened, “operating from the same address, on the same assets, and with the same basic staff as its predecessors.”[endnoteRef:66] Despite the changing epithets, the assets contained within were transferred to the successive iteration of the bookstore.   [66:  US Department of State, 5.] 

Cyril Lambkin of the Four Continent Bookstore appeared before a special conference on Russian materials in 1945, and in the words of Toby Cole, who later recounted the conference in an article in Library Journal, “gave the delegates the opportunity to quiz first-hand probably the person best able to answer questions on the mechanics of purchasing. Mr. Lambkin described a number of restrictions on the activities of the shop which has prevented it from servicing the out-of-town libraries.”[endnoteRef:67] Cole goes on to report, nebulously, that “[l]ibrarians may be interested to know that some of these restrictions have recently been lifted.”[endnoteRef:68]  [67:  Cole, 733.]  [68:  Ibid., 730.] 

Immediately following the publication of Cole’s report, Verner Clapp of the Library of Congress responds in a letter to the editor of Library Journal, offering an explanation by which these amorphous restrictions had been lightened. Clapp writes that upon hearing Lambkin’s experiences as a bookseller dealing with the impositions of FARA, Clapp “suggested that the restrictions were possibly more imaginary than real and could probably be overcome by a conference with the appropriate authorities in Washington, with a librarian acting as intermediary”[endnoteRef:69] This meeting with representatives from the Department of Justice and Department of State and was apparently successful, offering a plausible answer to questions posed in the 1959 University of Pennsylvania Law Review, wherein Schwartz and Paul query, “Who in the Justice Department was responsible for an unofficial ‘agreement’ allowing Four Continents, Inc, to circulate Russian publications without any label disclosing their propaganda content?”[endnoteRef:70] Rather than the suggested “Judith Coplon,” it would seem that Clapp, emissary of the Library of Congress, was ultimately responsible for setting up the meeting. The impact of this clandestine meeting was mixed: in March of 1951, Allan Markoff, then-president of FCBC, was interviewed by The New York Times, saying that the arrival of Soviet publications had been delayed for about four months and that magazines and newspapers were “arriving months after their publication dates.” A spokesperson for Universal Distributors Company, another foreign book importer, noted similar frustrations.[endnoteRef:71] As the quoted label prefacing Zelinsky’s book shows, too, that even in the 70s, FCBC was not completely excused from the labeling requirement (see Appendix).  [69:  Verner Clapp, "About Russian Publications (Letter)," Library Journal (1946): 1029.]  [70:  Schwartz and Paul, 631.]  [71:  “Soviet Papers Delayed: Publications from Russia Arrive Here Far behind Schedule,” The New York Times, 30 March 1951, p. 13.] 

The aforementioned Department of State’s “The Four Continent Book Corporation and Soviet Intelligence Procurement,” investigates the business reports of FCBC, which, the Department of Justice required submitted biennially. As per this report, the State Department estimated that, being the official source for Soviet publications to the United States, between 60-70% of the business of Four Continent Book Corporation would entail importing Soviet materials from Russia. The report revealed, however, that the import of Soviet materials constituted only 6% of FCBC’s business activities from January 1949 through June 1949.[endnoteRef:72] The press acknowledged this as early as 1941, when The New York Times ran “‘Give-Away’ Sales of Red Books Made: Government Presents Evidence Bookniga Put out 12,000 at a Fraction of a Cent Each.”[endnoteRef:73] Similar to the conclusions drawn in the State Department’s report, Hellie writes that “Mezhkniga was not really a ‘business in the sense that any Westerner would recognize,” as profit was a “tertiary concern,” decidedly subordinate to the semblance of extensive research productivity.[endnoteRef:74] [72:  US Department of State, 7.]  [73:  “‘Give-Away’ Sales of Red Books Made,” 21.]  [74:  Hellie, 548.] 

While the State Department’s report concedes that “the corporation does receive, and does make available to American libraries and other purchasers, Soviet publications of a certain type and in generally limited numbers”[endnoteRef:75]—“other purchasers” including various agencies of the U.S. government, in fact—the report holds that the FCBC can “hardly support the claim of being primarily an outlet for Soviet publications in the United States,”[endnoteRef:76] and is subject to significant public scrutiny throughout the 50s and 60s media as a “Red Book Shop,” and featured in articles entitled “The Red River of Ink.”[endnoteRef:77] Four Continent Book Corporation, thus, occupies a curious position as doubly agent of MezhKniga, in terms of FARA, but also extension of MezhKniga itself. [75:  US Department of State, 8.]  [76:  Ibid.]  [77:  “Sales Top $2,000,000 at U.S. Red Book Shop,” Los Angeles Times, 7 June 1953, p. 9; “The Red River of Ink,” The Daily News, 11 January 1955, p. 24. ] 

The purpose of booksellers was to bring books into the United States; thus, their logics tended to be more expansive by virtue of their focus to keep a steady flow of books into the country. However, their role was more complex than this, as the Department of Justice depended on the compliance of booksellers and the extensive reporting requirements. Meanwhile, problems and/or inefficiencies in the governance and economy of the Soviet Union confounded reliable flow of materials to American booksellers. 
[bookmark: _Toc290548228]Post Office Department
The Post Office Department stands as the logistical intermediary between Soviet-based materials and their American destinations. Subject to Attorney General Jackson’s 1940 decision, the Post Office was responsible for detaining or destroying American mail containing “political propaganda” in its interpretation of FARA and other laws. Although other logistical methods were available aside from the United States mail, the Justice Department would later advise the Customs Bureau that importing items through avenues outside the Post Office Department was subject to “‘knowing’ importation of ‘merchandise contrary to law,’” and subject to seizure.[endnoteRef:78] The Post Office Department, in tandem with the Customs Bureau, is responsible for the removal of significant volumes of mail, including the Soviet research materials of this particular study, from circulation. [78:  Schwartz and Paul, 626.] 

While the Post Office was given latitude to seize and detain materials deemed dangerous for circulation, the Department may not have been equally equipped with hermeneutic prowess to distinguish between Soviet “propaganda” and other books that happened to be published in the Soviet Union, printed in Russian and English (as well as other suspected-Communist texts in Chinese and other languages). As such, the Post Office tended to err on the presumption of propaganda, making the institutional logics restrictive in nature. 
Attorney General Robert H. Jackson’s aforementioned 1940 opinion was immediately passed on to postmasters in New York, San Francisco, Seattle, and San Pedro, and, upon determining that propagandistic materials were also flooding Chicago, Boston, and Honolulu, postmasters in these metropolitan areas were informed likewise; by early 1941, 19 ports had been alerted. A memo from Post Office Solicitor Vincent Miles to Postmaster General Walker discouraged these postmasters from making public the detainment program.[endnoteRef:79] The New York Times, however, ran the story on March 2, 1941, that the Soviet Union had formally protested the confiscation of 75,000 pieces of mail, amounting to 15 tons of materials.[endnoteRef:80] Dorothy Fowler, writing in Unmailable: Congress and the Post Office, recounts that by 1944, “five hundred thousand pieces of mail had been detained; the confiscated mail occupied ten thousand square feet of storage space and cost of the storage to the government was over seventy-five hundred dollars annually”—this volume of detained mail accumulated to the point that a Senator from Tennessee “introduced a bill for the disposal of certain condemned mail matter.”[endnoteRef:81]  [79:  Alex Nagy, “Word Wars at Home: U.S. Response to World War II Propaganda,” Journalism Quarterly 67.1 (Spring 1990): 208.]  [80:  “Soviet Protests U.S. Mail Seizure,” The New York Times, 2 March 1941, p. 38.]  [81:  Fowler, 146.] 

Schwartz and Paul’s 1959 study also indicated an arbitrariness to the selection process of which materials were withheld, and that while some educational and cultural institutions made a so-called “white list,” the status of “scot-free” seems to have been awarded unsystematically—estimated at about 50 “responsible universities, libraries and scholars”[endnoteRef:82] While this selective list of recipients was somewhat unformalized, the received materials were vetted by more rigorous and official means, as per a similar study performed by the Harvard Law Review. The HLR study aptly summarizes the falsely-precedented actions of the Post Office, writing that “[t]o prohibit circulation is, in effect, to prohibit publication. Thus any action which tends to restrict the distribution of ideas or to exclude them from circulation is subject to close judicial scrutiny.”[endnoteRef:83]  [82:  Kihss, 39.]  [83:  HLR, 1402.] 

Solicitor of the Post Office Vincent Miles praised FARA in 1941, saying that “Mr. McCormack had had hearings to do away with these subversive activities, and he had really produced something valuable in the Alien Registration Act.” while letters escape the “but the others are open, and we found tons of those things coming in here from Germany and Japan, coming in at the west coast and New York.”[endnoteRef:84] Miles continues, saying that the Post Office’s own tests of its detention program had been successful, with only a few errors that were quickly rectified: “We have had two or three tests of it, have had two or three libraries come in to us who had subscribed to these things and had gotten certain copies that were intellectual or scientific, but those bragging on Hitler and the German Government and criticizing this Government had been eliminated. We had been pretty careful in the inspection of them.”[endnoteRef:85] [84:  Amending Act Requiring Registration of Foreign Agents: Hearings before Subcommittee No. 4 of the Committee on the Judiciary, 77th Cong., 1st sess. (1941) (statement of Vincent M. Miles, Solicitor of the Post Office Department), 33.]  [85:  Ibid., 33-34.] 

The Post Office’s reticence to allow materials to pass, however, was not entirely unwarranted. One tactic used by the KGB to invoke psychological fear was to target former Soviet-bloc citizens living in the United States with letters intended to incite homesickness by urging them to return, promising to refund the former citizens’ fare home. Superficially, these letters were suspect—their script and stationery were oddly similar to one another, and they arrived en masse.[endnoteRef:86] That the Soviet Union had located the new addresses of its defected citizens in the United States—and other U.S. residents with Slavic surnames—was understandably frightening to the recipients of these letters. The U.S. Post Office had collected 18,000 such items addressed to New York City residents within a month alone, contributing in part to 2.5 million parcels of mail detained suspected of containing political propaganda for the year 1955 alone.[endnoteRef:87]  [86:  Schwartz and Paul, 645.]  [87:  Investigation of Communist Propaganda in the United States. Hearing before the Committee on Un-American Activities, H.R. 84 2nd session (13 June 1956).] 

But the sheer volume of restricted material to parse may have bogged down the Post Office’s ability to distinguish propaganda; Fishman testified that the Post Office received between 24,000 and 25,000 bags of mail in January 1953.[endnoteRef:88] In 1954, The New York Times reported that the Post Office was “so far behind in their reading they plan to hire at least two more translators in the Washington office to help a present examining staff of three attorney-examiners and one translator”; nearly 1,000 samples of Communist texts were forwarded to Washington for review each month.[endnoteRef:89] The same office in Washington hosted, “outside the offices of the examiners here, sacks and boxes of the questionable Iron Curtain publications are piling up”—the greater portion of which, the reporter surmised, “never will see a mail box.”[endnoteRef:90] In 1960, The New York Times reported that the Post Office Department saw 15,000,000 pieces of suspected Communist mail annually.[endnoteRef:91] The year of 1963, a reported 3.3 million pieces were “deemed to be Communist propaganda. And of these, 1.8 million were delivered at the request of the addressees. The remainder were [sic] destroyed.”[endnoteRef:92]  [88:  Communist Underground Printing Facilities and Illegal Propaganda: Hearings before the Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws of the Committee on the Judiciary, 83rd Cong., 1st sess. (1953) (testimony of Irving Fishman, Deputy Collector of Customs at the Port of New York), xv. ]  [89:  Alvin Shuster, “Flow of ‘Red Mail’ to U.S. Increasing,” The New York Times, 6 July 1954, p. 14.]  [90:  Ibid.]  [91:  “Policy of Seizing Red Mail Studied,” 1. ]  [92:  “Secrecy on Lists,” 16.] 

The Post Office thus represents perhaps the most restrictive logic in the “supply chain” of Soviet literature: overburdened workers, unclear directions, and the present danger of psychological warfare all contributed to these restrictive logics, resulting in a body of Russian intellectual and literary work never reaching U.S. libraries.

[bookmark: _Toc290548229]Customs Bureau
The Customs Bureau, similar to the Post Office, was tasked with the detainment of “political propaganda” pursuant to FARA, and is therefore also responsible for the removal of Soviet research materials from circulation. The Customs Bureau shared responsibilities of monitoring imported materials with the Post Office Department. This section analyzes the ad hoc, internal procedures developed to comply with FARA and the Internal Security Act of 1950, the official cessation of the mail detainment program, and congressional efforts to reinstate it in the early-to-mid 1960s.
Pressure from the Deputy Director of Customs and the passage of the Internal Security Act of 1950 (which pertained to the labeling of domestic propaganda), led customs officers to more vigilantly monitor incoming mails. While such held in legal limbo, such abeyance did not preclude customs officers from monitoring entering materials more closely. While estimates of volume, policy, and procedure have been elicited from such testimonies as Irving Fishman and others, the specifics of these practices remain largely conjectural. Fowler attributes the parsing of suspect, foreign mail to a “force of translators” in 1944, but this estimate is not corroborated[endnoteRef:93]; in a senate hearing before the Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act in 1953, for example, Deputy Collector of the United States Customs Irving Fishman reported that on a visit to the customs section of the St. Paul Post Office, “a man who was not a linguist was struggling along with a Russian dictionary hoping to accomplish something.”[endnoteRef:94] Fishman’s testimony reported only two customs workers in St. Paul, working to classify “1 billion packages of mail to examine in the various customs bureaus located in the post offices”—all of which detained as unregistered foreign mail.[endnoteRef:95]  [93:  Fowler, 146.]  [94:  Fishman in Communist Underground Printing Facilities, 230.]  [95:  Ibid., 231.] 

The absence of codified procedures led the creation of ad hoc procedures, including the creation of internal circulars to help customs workers more “properly” classify foreign materials according to FARA. These circulars, reprinted in the 1953 hearing, were often comprised of three lists, identify a cursory enumeration of current, foreign-language a) periodicals, and b) publications deemed subject to FARA, which “if arriving in the mails, shall be returned without examination to the postmaster for disposition, as hereinafter indicated.”[endnoteRef:96] The third list, while admittedly incomprehensive, includes the titles of foreign publications not maligned as political propaganda as per FARA—publications which, if discovered passing through the mails, may be allowed to pass unmolested. From these circulars, updated periodically, customs workers grappled with the question of mailability—a highly subjective of the 35 periodicals and 513 other publications. Tyler Abell, Associate General Counsel of the Post Office Department in 1963, gave light to the reality of workflow between Customs and Post Office workers: “In point of fact, you have customs people and postal people working in a room... they kind of exchange functions, and there is not too much we can do about it, we just hope that it goes right most of the time.”[endnoteRef:97] [96:  Communist Underground Printing Facilities, 232.]  [97:  “Subcommittee on Postal Operations of the Committee on the Post Office and Civil Service, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963), 40.] 

Perhaps the greatest testimony to the absurdity of such a solution, however, is embodied in the lists of foreign publications themselves, the titles of which have been transliterated from their non-Latin characters of Chinese and Cyrillic alphabets into their English “equivalents.” For example, a typical entry from such a list appeared as:
(Russian characters)  [History of Tsarist Prison, vol. 3, by M. N. Gernet (b)][endnoteRef:98] [98:  Ibid., 242.] 

Because the title stamped on the publication would have appeared in its originary language, such translations would have required an extraneous step of re-translating the titles to match against the customs list—rather than retaining the bibliographical information verbatim, which would have enabled customs workers to simply match titles against the list. The particular coalescence of inconclusive legislation and interpretations placed entry-level bureaucrats in the position of censorial authority, relegating important evaluative decisions to workers without the linguistic ability to capture even the literal glosses of the titles of books, pamphlets, and other research materials, much less any nuanced variation thereof.    
The chaotic application resulted in patterned albeit unpredictable detainment, wherein Russian-language materials in socially, economically, and historically important information was selectively removed from circulation, and, as a study by the Harvard Law Review revealed, while these lists were sometimes followed by supplements, once a title found its way on the list, its suspect status was never reversed.[endnoteRef:99] Thus, it appears the Customs Bureau’s role in limiting circulation was similarly restrictive as the Post Office’s, and the two institutions often shared responsibilities for determining the mailability of materials.   [99:  HLR, 1394.] 


[bookmark: _Toc290548230]Libraries and Research Institutions

Libraries and research institutions are the final resting location of Soviet materials in terms of macro-circulation, but only the beginning in terms of micro-circulation. In the absence of a robust corpus of literature regarding libraries’ interactions with the FARA, vital questions emerge: How did American librarians perceive the state’s effort to limit access to information during the Soviet Era? What, if anything, did key governing bodies of librarians do to hinder or cooperate with FARA and its supporting legislation? This section describes the evidence found in the analysis of archival records and secondary data, arguing that, while libraries did evince an expansive logic toward the flow of Soviet materials, it was decidedly less coherent than contemporary logics. This analysis will show, in fact, examples of libraries operating under restrictive logics—notably for this study, the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. While libraries today enjoy a well-defined professional ethos regarding access to information, this ethos has evolved over time through the efforts of key actors, as well as a changing sociopolitical climate following the height of the Red Scare. This section describes this ethos, explaining its historical roots, and notes how this professional vigilance to confront censorship develops concurrently with the era in which FARA is taking effect. 
[bookmark: _Toc290548231]Missionary Librarians 
From the outset of its formation as a profession, librarianship has concerned itself with the regulation of its patrons—not merely in the spirit of protecting precious resources in a time of scarcity, but in the creation of a cultural space that reinforced the classist divide by virtue of regulating the behaviors, manners, and customs of its originators. This assumed responsibility of librarians and the library as an institution for its patrons extends into the 20th Century, informing profession-wide discussions of what titles and subject areas should be welcomed in the library, and the librarian’s selection, treatment, and defense of these titles. This inward focus further fortified the importance of providing reliable, quality information, although these standards, invoked as being truthful or objective, are still reminiscent of librarianship’s self-proclaimed authority as safeguard of culture and gate-keeper of knowledge.   
In Apostles of Culture, Dee Garrison complicates the dearly-held notion of the library as beacon of intellectual freedom, highlighting instead its history of paternalism and regulation of society. In what Garrison terms the “missionary phase” of its existence, the public library developed a profession-wide paternalistic identity that, amid the evolution of the profession, would preserve its initial elitism, proselytizing the self-improvement, humanitarianism, and uplift held dear by the largely homogenous middle class. Although built for the common man, libraries’ funding and donations came largely from the taxes and contributions of wealthy donors, disseminating middle-class values both in terms of subject matter in reading materials, as well as in the policies regarding behavior of patrons and their treatment of library books. At the local level, library trustees enjoyed a certain socioeconomic status and held a set of values far removed from the turn-of-the-century working man, whom the library, as an institution of educated conservatism, sought to control. According to Garrison, librarianship sought to strike a balance between uplift and condescension–that is, “To function as an elite corps with a spirit of democratic equality,” which was, in practice, “essentially an impossible goal.”[endnoteRef:100]  [100:  Dee Garrison, Apostles of Culture: The Public Librarian and American Society, 1876-1920 (New York: Free Press, 1979), 40.] 

The American Library Association, born amid nationwide fervor towards “occupational cohesion,” mobilized its constituents into active identification with one another concurrently with organizations of teachers, journalists, doctors, veterinarians, and other careers, respectively, arising in the 1870s in the wake of disintegrating provincialism.[endnoteRef:101] From the occupation’s nascence in the 1870s, profession-wide discussions were those of proscription and prescription, determining what activities were permissible on library premises, how to punish book thievery, and, most notably, the types of reading materials deemed appropriate for the public.  [101:  Ibid., 7.] 

During the late 1800s and into the 20th Century, librarians were tasked with policing the reading choices of juvenile users, setting profession-wide admonitions to limit sensational fiction as part of the library’s mission to educate a public: the collection of overdue-book fines also serving as moral instruction to youthful readers.[endnoteRef:102] Apart from molding the reading habits of youth, the New York Public Library, as recently as 1912, stipulated that of the permissible four books charged per patron, only one could be fiction.[endnoteRef:103] Professional conferences at the turn of the century recognized patrons’ wish “neither for instruction nor for the cultivation of taste” but the desire for the “ruck of common novels”—a realization brought into the realm of discussion, but still tainted with judgment.[endnoteRef:104] Reading matter reflected cultural formation—primarily in terms of moral instruction, wherein literary and aesthetic value, consisting of canonically determined titles, was entirely secondary. Evelyn Geller notes the “paternal impulse” of progressivism that constituted “the developing professional consciousness of librarians, which linked the missionary spirit—the professional impulse to lead and educate—with censorship.”[endnoteRef:105] In the words of David Lincove, “the intense missionary zeal that permeated the movement reinforced censorship for many others.”[endnoteRef:106] [102:  Ibid., 209, 211.]  [103:  Ibid., 91.]  [104:  Ibid., 92 qtd. in Garrison.]  [105:  Geller, 63.]  [106:  David Lincove, “Propaganda and the American Public Library from the 1930s to the Even of World War II,” RQ, 33.4 (Summer 1994): 512.] 

Amid burgeoning urbanization, this mission was extended to stabilizing capitalist values amid widespread unionization—the librarian’s “job to provide the quality literature that would counteract the dangerous ignorance of the workers.”[endnoteRef:107] In 1917 the ALA procured funding for the distribution of reading materials to a new public within librarianship—servicemen. This alliance of practitioners collectively backing a mission to disseminate texts was unprecedented. The books, while part of a carefully curated collection of high-morale titles, acted as perhaps the profession’s official acceptance of reading for entertainment, which would extend into the post-war period and was significant in altering American reading practices. Although the titles were specially selected—much like those of the United States Information Agency libraries abroad, starting in the mid-50s—the profession-wide acceptance and encouragement of reading as entertainment denotes a significant shift in the attitudes of librarians. [107:  Garrison, 43.] 

But apart from efforts to circulate morale-boosting soldiers’ editions abroad, the home front was also characterized by xenophobic patriotism—the home front was also at war. Professors hailing from prestigious German alma maters were subject to close scrutiny. Schools rushed to root out German language usage, organizations canceled memberships of German members, and countless examples of ethnic profiling were noted the nation. Libraries were, of course, no exception. Wayne A. Wiegand’s narrative of the zeitgeist within literature and correspondence of public libraries highlights librarians’ proud reports of removing German textbooks, incinerating pro-German pamphlets donated to their libraries, labeling seditious literature, and requiring patrons to apply to the head librarian for permission to circulate certain materials. [endnoteRef:108]  [108:  Wayne A. Wiegand,“An Active Instrument for Propaganda”: The American Public Library During World War I, (New York: Greenwood P, 1989), 107.] 

While Wiegand warns contemporary critics of censuring the censorious actions during World War I—as their hypervigilance mirrored the “same war hysteria” across the nation—he also allows that some librarians seemed to have “relished the adventure, and welcomed an opportunity to show the rest of the country that they and the institutions they served could also be super-patriotic.”[endnoteRef:109] World War I gave the library profession a means to mobilize—an attitude that would carry into the Second World War and Cold War. That the librarian’s efforts were lauded in the safeguarding of democracy reinvested their mission with patriotic purpose. Moving from effective censorship of library materials to their celebration constitutes a significant reversal of profession-wide attitudes regarding the role of the librarian. [109:  Ibid., 112.] 

[bookmark: _Toc290548232]The Politicization of the Profession
The 1939 Library Bill of Rights, arising from the hype of Nazi book burnings and libraries’ ban of books such as Steinbeck’s “pro-Communist” Grapes of Wrath, extolled the “value of representing all sides of controversial issues,” but never explicitly uses the word “censorship,” much less bars its practice, in the Bill of Rights’ push for “balanced collection and diverse points of view.”[endnoteRef:110] Robbins rightly notes that at this time, librarians had “only gradually accepted a role as guardians of the freedom to read,” but that practitioners seem to have welcomed the articulation of values as, according to the Encyclopedia of Library History, the Library Bill of Rights “reflected a new sense of professional responsibility.”[endnoteRef:111] The Bill of Rights and its subsequent amendments guided the formation of professional values, iteratively informing subsequent professional discussion. [110:  Ibid.; Library Bill of Rights.]  [111:  Robbins “Segregating,” 144; “Censorship,” Encyclopedia of Library History. (New York: Garland, 1994), 121.] 

The fears of Communism and the now “foundational” principles of librarianship, espoused in the Library Bill of Rights, proved to be a continuous theme around which the profession defined its values—particularly during the Cold War era. Lester Asheim’s famous 1953 essay “Not Censorship But Selection” distinguishes between censoring books and selecting them, wherein the selector proceeds with a “presumption in favor of liberty of thought” and aims “to promote reading, not to inhibit it.”[endnoteRef:112] Addressed to fellow members of his profession, the essay behooves librarians that collection development should not intentionally exclude controversial materials, and offers no apology for librarians hiding behind such pretenses. Significantly, Asheim defines the scope of his essay in terms of censorship, writing, “the library which does not stock a book which may not be passed through customs... will not be considered here,” for when a “work is banned from the entire country by legal action,” Asheim holds, this “illustrates censorship in its purest and simplest form.”[endnoteRef:113] Asheim’s text, with its binaried characterization of censorship and selection, would continue to be invoked during the 50s and hailed as a classic text yet today, as the essay is reprinted in entirety on the ALA’s Intellectual Freedom website.  [112:  Lester Asheim, "Not Censorship But Selection." Wilson Library Bulletin 28 (Sept. 1953): 63-67.]  [113:  Ibid.] 

In qualifying his argument to not include a “book which may not be passed through customs,” Asheim flirts with the fine distinction between defining scope of his essay and the dismissal of professional responsibility for effecting change. In its explication of parameters of selection and censorship, Asheim’s essay carves out the discursive space that characterized librarians’ inward focus, but cementing the bounds of this discourse, giving librarianship a language for discussing the role of the bibliographer and the library as an institution in providing access to information. Asheim’s binaried space of selection or censorship again internalizes the library’s responsibility to its patrons: Asheim’s essay shifted focus to the confines of the library space, as was characteristic of the era—a profession-wide trend of naval-gazing that may have precluded recognition of grievances outside of the profession’s discursive space in which censorship was negotiated, denied, and discussed most vigilantly in the Cold War. 
[bookmark: _Toc290548233]Book Labeling
The call for a profession-wide decision on labeling materials stems from librarians in the late 1940s seeking help labeling foreign language materials, as well as external pressure from the Montclair, New Jersey, Chapter of the Sons of the American Revolution, who urged the ALA in April of 1951 to prescribe the labeling of publications advocating Communism, holding that “communistic and subversive materials not only should be labeled but also should be segregated in libraries and given out only upon written and signed application.”[endnoteRef:114] Worried that the bias inherent in a self-selected group of librarians devoted to intellectual freedom had contributed to the unanimous vote against labeling, the Committee posed the question to 24 practitioners across the nation, with similar responses as those among the committee members.  [114:  ALA, “Labeling—A Report of the ALA Committee on Intellectual Freedom,” ALA Bulletin 45.7 (July-August 1951): 241.] 

The Committee ultimately formed a set of recommendations, stating, among other things, that “libraries do not advocate the ideas found in their collections,” that “labeling is an attempt to prejudice the reader” and is “a censor’s tool,” and that labeling “violates the spirit of the Library Bill of Rights.”[endnoteRef:115] The final item in the set of recommendations answers the Sons of the American Revolution’s request more directly, holding that “[a]lthough we are all agreed that communism is a threat to the free world, if materials are labeled to pacify one group, there is no excuse for refusing to label any item in the library’s collection.... We are... anti-communist, but we are also opposed to any other group which aims at closing any path to knowledge.”[endnoteRef:116] The ALA’s clear stance on labeling clashes with the requirements of the Department of Justice regarding foreign-source materials, but did not bar the presence of labeled books, even in an academic library, in all cases. [115:  Ibid., 242]  [116:  Ibid.] 

Labeling is the manifestation of FARA—its most visible and lasting vestige, apparent to readers encountering the text today, but appealing first, perhaps, to the condescension of posterity in encountering such a relic of the Red Scare. Section 4 part (b) of the 1942 Amendment requires that: 
...such political propaganda is conspicuously marked at its beginning with, or prefaced or accompanied by, a true and accurate statement, in the language or languages used in such political propaganda, setting forth that the person transmitting such political propaganda or causing it to be transmitted is registered under this act with the Department of Justice.... and that registration of agents of foreign principals required by the act does not indicate approval by the United States Government....[endnoteRef:117] [117:  The Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938 As Amended and the Rules and Regulations Prescribed by the Attorney General, (Washington, DC: Government Print Office, 1942).] 


But while encountering such a disclaimer today on the title page of a book may elicit only mild amusement, labeling is merely symptomatic of a larger system of institutionalized policies, practices, and values.
 In his book Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation, theorist Gerard Genette reads the accumulation of meaning lying outside the pages of the book, positing the notion of paratext, which is defined as being “empirically made up of a heterogeneous group of practices and discourses of all kinds” that affect one’s interpretation of a book, being ultimately responsible for a “convergence of effects.”[endnoteRef:118] These groups of practices include elements such as the table of contents, the index, colophon, title page materials, and any publisher’s apparatus—those elements which ultimately exceed the text and are beyond the boundary of the author’s control and intent. According to Genette, that which exceeds the margins of the author’s manuscript is contested territory, becoming the “conveyor of a commentary that is authorial or more or less legitimated by the author, constitute[ing] a zone between text and off-text, a zone not only of transition but also of transaction: a privileged place of pragmatics and a strategy, of an influence on the public, an influence that—whether well or poorly understood and achieved—is at the service of a better reception for the text and a more pertinent reading of it.”[endnoteRef:119] The public influence of which paratext is capable, then, carries authority that is not necessarily authorial.  [118:  Gerard Genette, Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation (1987). Jane E. Lewin, trans. (Cambridge University Press, 1997), 2.]  [119:  Ibid. ] 

Perhaps the example most comparable to the labeling requirement of FARA that Genette provides of “paratext” is the French practice of the “please-insert,” which is the printed insert included in copies of books addressed to critics which summarizes the contents in some “value-enhancing manner.”[endnoteRef:120] Genette writes that the please-insert “serves to ‘inform’ critics, before they undertake a reading that may prove unprofitable, about the sort or work they are dealing....”[endnoteRef:121]—an advisory that influences publishers’ ads in newspapers, ultimately affecting public reception of the text in question.  [120:  Ibid., 104.]  [121:  Ibid.] 

Genette’s work assumes a Revelations-flavored stance, drawing attention to that which “adds or detracts from the text,” holding that such elements necessarily alter its perception and inform its circulation—an assertion that, considering the addition of the FARA warning to books found in today’s library stacks, seems fitting. But if the invocation of Genette seems too abstract an interpretive mode, another example of this phenomenon, perhaps more pertinent within the context of librarianship, is that of the American Library Association’s 1951 Statement on Labeling. Resulting from the First Conference on Intellectual Freedom in the summer of 1951, the Statement holds that “[l]abeling is an attempt to prejudice the reader, and as such, it is a censor’s tool,” and that “[l]abeling violates the spirit of the Library Bill of Rights.”[endnoteRef:122] The Statement ultimately recognizes that the presence of an item in a library collection does not denote the library’s implicit approval, and as such, librarians are not—and should not—attempt to apologize for a contested item’s presence. The Statement is part, however, of a convoluted history of cementing the institutional logics of the library and marks a reversal from earlier values.  [122:  ALA “Resolution on Foreign Agents Registration Act,” 133.] 

The passage of the Statement on Labeling was concurrent with another significant episode in librarianship’s treatment of controversial materials. Director of the Detroit Public Library and former president of the ALA Ralph Ulveling gave an address before the Illinois Summer Educational Conference in 1951. Ulveling was already a hero in libraries’ battle for intellectual freedom for his refusal to remove Lillian Smith’s Strange Fruit at Detroit Public, which, according to historian Daniel Ring, proved instrumental in altering “the power of the police to routinely censor books.”[endnoteRef:123] Ulveling’s remarks, however, were shockingly conservative in his characterization of a section of the Library Bill of Rights as “keep[ing] open important channels for one of the enemy’s important weapons of warfare, propaganda.”[endnoteRef:124] Ulveling considered the “incompatibility of this library policy with my obligation as an American citizen and with the obligation of the institution I represent which is a part of the government itself.”[endnoteRef:125] Furthermore, Ulveling describes the selection processes of Detroit, wherein the “Reference-Research Services” were for “inquiring minds,” and holdings within “Home Reading Services” were for “general nonspecialized readers”—and, condescendingly, “communist expressions of opinion or misleading propaganda would be found in only the Reference service where duplication of titles is limited.”[endnoteRef:126] Ulveling’s remarks were excerpted and published in the August 1951 issue of Library Journal, and again, in the November 1951 issue of ALA Bulletin.  [123:  Daniel Ring, Ralph Ulveling,” Supplement to the Dictionary of American Library Biography: Volume 1, Wayne A. Wiegand, ed. (Englewood: Libraries Unlimited, 1990), 141; see also Robbins’ Robbins, Louise S. “Segregating Propaganda in American Libraries: Ralph Ulveling Confronts the Intellectual Freedom Committee.” Library Quarterly 63.2 (April 1993): 143-165.]  [124:  Ralph A. Ulveling, “Book Selection Policies,” Library Journal (Aug. 1951): 1170.]  [125:  1170.]  [126:  Ibid., 1170.] 

Attacks came from all sides. Frederic G. Melcher, longtime member of the Committee on Intellectual Freedom, interpreted Ulveling’s remarks as asking, “Is it the responsibility of the librarian to ‘protect’ branch library readers by rejecting books considered ‘unorthodox?’ We think that the answer to this question by professional librarians must be an unqualified NO.”[endnoteRef:127] William Dix questions as predicated on “questionable premise that it is not the librarian’s responsibility at all times to maintain ‘open avenues for the fullest exercise of intellectual freedom of inquiry.’”[endnoteRef:128] Many respondents honed in on the seemingly condescending distinction between “people with inquiring minds or study needs” and the “general readers,” who were entirely without either.[endnoteRef:129]  [127:  “Book Selection Principles: ALA Committee on Intellectual Freedom,” ALA Bulletin 45.10 (November 1951): 347. ]  [128:  Ibid., 348.]  [129:  “Book Selection Policies,” 1171.] 

The December 15, 1951, issue of Library Journal again pushed against Ulveling’s essay, pressing Paul Bixler’s reply, entitled “Don’t Split Collections,” which focused on the potential of marooned collections to affect adult education, for “the library client comes most vitally in contact with and learns to handle ideas” that “do... not live in a vacuum.”[endnoteRef:130] Thurston Taylor, in his “Keep Calm and Support the Library Bill of Rights,” questions, “...if Mr. Ulveling does not mean that it is the librarian’s duty to ‘protect’ readers from extreme and intemperate opinion, what does he mean?”[endnoteRef:131] The responses garnered by Ulveling’s seemingly condescending essay made public the most progressive of dissenting voices.  [130:  Paul Bixler, “Don’t Split Collections,” Library Journal (Dec. 15, 1951): 2065. ]  [131:   Taylor Thurston, “Keep Calm and Support the Library Bill of Rights.” Library Journal (Dec. 15, 1951): 2063. ] 

The First Conference on Intellectual Freedom took place in New York City in the summer of 1952. Even within the participants of this select group, opinions differed widely in terms of how intellectual freedom should be embraced or observed within the confines of library policy. Ralph Munn, who appeared instead of the originally-slated Ralph Ulveling, delivered a prepared talk on “The Large Public Library,” positing seven discrete categories into which Soviet materials could fit: “official expositions,” “biographies,” “histories of Russia,” “factual explanations of the Soviet system of government,” “official Russian documents,” “open propaganda,” and so-called “popular books”—the last of which constituting the most insidious of materials, according to Munn, as it is within the subtle means of “instill[ing] doubts” that such literature can “cause dissention and strife within a nation.”[endnoteRef:132] Such categorization is outside the definition of censorship, “as the rejection of disguised propaganda is fully covered by one of the traditional tenets of selection—that a book shall be honest, that it shall be what it purports to be.”[endnoteRef:133] The same conference garnered starkly different opinions from other participants, however. In Jerome Cushman’s presentation on the “The Small Public Library,” Cushman holds that “[e]very book in our library belongs on its regular shelf along with like books,” and, most concisely, “Labeling books holds no charm for us….”[endnoteRef:134] Such conversations regarding access to propaganda materials show the desire that these materials provide accurate representation of the USSR. It becomes important, then, to understand these conversations within the context of the absence of alternative sources of information, and that Cushman’s position of expansive access, as well as Munn’s far more restrictive take, are both motivated by a commitment to intellectual freedom—however different each was manifested.  [132:  Freedom of Communication: Proceedings of the First Conference on Intellectual Freedom, New York City, June 28-29, 1952, William Dix and Paul Bixler, eds. (Chicago: American Library Association, 1954), 45. ]  [133:  Ibid.]  [134:  Jerome Cushman, “The Small Public Library,” Freedom of Communication, 53.] 

Further changes within the profession include the 1953 “Freedom to Read” statement ALA and the American Book Publishers Council, deferring the responsibility of the librarian for patrons’ reading choices: “publishers and librarians do not need to endorse every idea or presentation contained in the books they make available.”[endnoteRef:135] The statement’s position that librarians or publishers ascribing their “own political, moral or aesthetic views as the sole standard for determining what books should be published or circulated” such prescriptive readers’ advisory would “conflict with the public interest” contrasts sharply with the initial responsibility already described.[endnoteRef:136] This hedging of responsibility for the texts within a library marks a significant shift in librarians’ thinking. [135:  ALA, “The Freedom to Read,” ALA Bulletin 47.10 (Nov. 1953): 482.]  [136:  Ibid.] 

Other subsections within the library world took a decidedly progressive stance. Youth services librarianship posed a silently subversive role during the onset of the Cold War, as per Christine Jenkins’ reading of the themes of cultural diversity in the titles of Newbery Winners and Runners-Up. A number of booklists for younger audiences circulated during this period also contained a significant number of titles intended to “further racial or international understanding.”[endnoteRef:137] Jenkins identifies means of strategic resistance employed by librarians, including direct and indirect methods—building public book displays around challenged titles, paired with more subtle strategies, as Jenkins characterizes the relative silence regarding the pressure to censor in the top youth services journal Top of the News from 1947-1948; of this silence in the professional literature, Jenkins writes that some might “interpret this absence to [sic] youth librarians’ general lack of awareness of the world outside their libraries.”[endnoteRef:138] As Jenkins’ discussion is ultimately couched in the understanding that youth services then (as well as now) was a predominantly feminized sector of the profession, her suggestion that “[a] more likely explanation is that ALA youth services librarians had made a deliberate decision not to give official recognition to those who visited the library to ‘root out the Reds’” also fights the decidedly sexist reading of the female professionals’ silence as result of naiveté.[endnoteRef:139]  [137:  qtd. in Jenkins, 117.]  [138:  Christine Jenkins, “International Harmony: Threat or Menace? U.S. Youth Services Librarians and Cold War Censorship, 1946-1955,” Books, Libraries, Reading & Publishing in the Cold War. Hermina G. B. Anghelescu and Martine Poulain, eds. (Washington, D. C.: Library of Congress, 2001), 120.]  [139:  Ibid., 120.] 

But Jenkins’ portrayal of youth services librarians’ response to the cultural climate of the Cold War smacks rosy in its emphasis on the more contemporarily laudable efforts of these librarians. There were profession-wide activities to combat censorship, but attitudes towards the specifics of the responsibilities of librarians are more varied than often assumed—outside the editorial constraints of Library Journal and ALA Bulletin, wherein the critical misrepresentation of the Detroit Public Library garnered more ink than perhaps it warranted—as the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill will show.
[bookmark: _Toc290548234]The Case of Carolina: FARA and UNC Libraries
In the fall of 1954, UNC President Gordon Gray received a letter from Abe McGregor Goff of the Officer of the Solicitor of the United States Post Office, saying that “[p]arcels containing communist propaganda arriving by mail from Russia... are addressed for delivery to the University of North Carolina” and that “[s]uch matter is nonmailable” to unregistered agents.[endnoteRef:140] Goff writes that these detained materials may be released in the event that the University “undertake[s] to study such propaganda” and providing, the letter continues, such study in “no way promote[s] its dissemination.”[endnoteRef:141] Upon conferring with UNC Chancellor R. B. House and Librarian Andrew Horn, Gray responds to the Post Office, writing that the University “does desire to receive the Communist propaganda publications” and directs that the materials be marked for the “personal attention of the University Librarian.”[endnoteRef:142] Gray assures the Post Office that such materials received in this manner “will be segregated in a locked area of the stacks and made available to mature and competent scholars whose research requires an evaluation of propaganda techniques or Communist claims” and will not be accessible on “open shelves for general student use.”[endnoteRef:143]  [140:  Alec McGregor Goff to Gordon Gray, 11 October 1954, University Archives, Louis Round Wilson Special Collections Library.]  [141:  Ibid.]  [142:  Gordon Gray to Alec McGregor Goff, 25 October 1954, University Archives, Louis Round Wilson Special Collections Library.]  [143:  Ibid. ] 

In November 1955, UNC Librarian Andrew Horn received a letter from the Institute of Legal Research at the University of Pennsylvania, detailing the Institute’s intended study of the Post Office and Customs Bureau’s mail detention program. UNC’s response would be collected with 60 other libraries’ to comprise the aforementioned 1959 Schwartz and Paul’s University of Pennsylvania Law Review. The contextualization of the study revealed that UNC’s receipt of the Post Office notice was not unique: 
At the inception of our study we realized that many libraries and research organizations and persons associated with libraries and institutions of learning necessarily receive literature from abroad. We learned that some of these persons and institutions have not received their consignments punctually, and others have not received some of their shipments at all—oftentimes without having been appraised that such shipments have been intercepted. On the other hand, it appears that other persons and institutions have been exempted entirely from the invocation of these laws.[endnoteRef:144] [144:  James C. N. Paul to Andrew Horn, 11 November 1955, University Archives, Louis Round Wilson Special Collections Library.] 


In his reply to James C. N. Paul, Director of the Institute of Legal Research, Andrew Horn included copies of the correspondence between President Gray and the Post Office, writing also that he could “not recall any delivery... of the impounded material.”[endnoteRef:145]  [145:  Andrew H. Horn to James C. N. Paul. 21 November 1955, University Archives, Louis Round Wilson Special Collections Library.] 

While the Post Office letter was not unique, Schwartz and Paul’s study revealed that UNC’s response to Goff was. The responses of the libraries surveyed were wide-ranging. While some professors and librarians reportedly wrote incensed letters back to the Post Office demanding their mail, others were “almost apologetic about asking for release of the propaganda.”[endnoteRef:146] One institution, however, “assured postal lawyers that all materials sent to his school would be segregated, under security protection, in a locked area of the library stacks”[endnoteRef:147]—that one state university, although unnamed in Schwartz and Paul’s final report, was, of course, the University of North Carolina. Of the 60 institutions queried, it would seem that few, if not only one, made such an assurance to the Post Office, and that Carolina’s actions were anomalous among its peer institutions. In light of profession-wide discussions primarily among public libraries—the more heavily policed and publicly accountable library institution—UNC’s actions were inconsistent with the outcomes of the conclusions of debates that occurred three years prior to UNC’s correspondence with the Post Office. While Librarian Horn’s reply to the Post Office by itself may be interpreted as appeasement for the sake of safe receipt of detained materials, Horn’s confirmation of his response in his letter to the Institute of Legal Research, which afforded an appropriate opportunity to explain the University’s decision (if appeasement were the case), confirms the University’s conservative position regarding research materials. The University’s anomalous and protective stance, however, may be nuanced by understanding that the democratizing effect of open stacks was realized concurrently with this period, and many research libraries would have still had closed stacks during the mid-50s.[endnoteRef:148] [146:  Schwartz and Paul, 638.]  [147:  Schwartz and Paul, 638.]  [148:  David Kaser, The Evolution of the American Academic Library Building, (Lanham: Scarecrow Press, 1997). ] 

[bookmark: _Toc290548235]The Contingent Role of the Bibliographer 
Library acquisitions efforts did not always follow this direct model of importation, however, as library bibliographers often worked with a series of intermediaries—often based outside of the United States and thus not subject to the definition of a “foreign agent.” A 1953 article in The New York Times by Peter Kihss reported that in the wake of burgeoning awareness of impediment, some libraries were “subscribing through French sources and having the needed documents come to this country in plain wrappers,” presumably with dealers such as Les Livres Entrangers.[endnoteRef:149] While working with such vendors was not unique to the particular censorial climate of the era, as University of Chicago bibliographer Vaclav Laska writes in his “Acquisition of Current Materials from Eastern Europe,” ordering directly through Mezhdunarodnaya Kniga “imposes certain conditions which have to be followed by all libraries and dealers participating in Soviet acquisitions,” and, consequently, opting to work with a dealer relegates this responsibility “to develop systems, often costly, to deal with the Soviet book trade machinery.”[endnoteRef:150]  [149:  Kihss, 39.]  [150:  Vaclav Laska, “Acquisition of Current Materials from Eastern Europe,” Acquisition of Foreign Materials for U.S. Libraries. Theodore Samore, comp. (Metuchen: Scarecrow Press, 1973), 200.] 

Laska cautions full reliance on a single dealer, however, as “not a single dealer I know will be able to obtain for you all ordered, and often very important, provincial publications, nor the serials and monographs published by the growing number of Soviet universities and pedagogical institutions.”[endnoteRef:151] Institutions without the bibliographic expertise to order in the Russian language, as required by MezhKniga, would have likely relied on the expertise of vendors. The onus for the robustness of foreign collections within libraries, then, fell on the savvy bibliographer with enough subject knowledge to diversify procurement strategies and who could recognize and supplement shortcomings between dealers.  [151:  Ibid.] 

[bookmark: _Toc290548236]Verner Clapp: A Public Official Worth His Salt
Although the silence within library literature in terms of FARA itself may point to the absence of profession-wide awareness, there were targeted attempts to inform legislation through requests for testimonies in congressional hearings and lobbying key committee leaders. Prescient from the outset was Associate Librarian of Congress, Verner W. Clapp, who, as earlier noted, was instrumental in easing the flow of materials in the mid-1940s for Cyril Lambkin of the Four Continent Book Corporation. In 1956, Congress HR4105 and S1273, which sought to amend FARA to make explicit the power of the Act to withhold mail without the unwieldy conglomeration of other legislation. Clapp’s tactic, shared with Princeton librarian and then Chairman of the International Relations Board of the ALA, William Dix, was “to bring it out into the open—to demand hearings on it,” as the amendments constituted “good anti-Communist legislation which right-thinking legislators will vote for... without making any inquiry whatsoever as to its real meaning.”[endnoteRef:152]  [152:  Verner Clapp to William Dix, 30 May 1956, Verner W. Clapp Papers.] 

The passage of companion bills 1275 in the Senate and 4105 in the House, by Clapp’s calculations, would be executed by the Post Office and Bureau of Customs “with discrimination, just as the postal censorship is now being executed, i.e., they will enforce it against the feeble, left-wing, and liberal, but relieve from its provisions those who can bring powerful support to their protests, like Harvard, Yale, and Princeton.”[endnoteRef:153] That Clapp leveraged the clout of a few prestigious institutions, rather than recruiting the support of libraries across the nation, offers an answer for the apparent silence in the library literature, which would have been the probable means of mobilizing the profession. Clapp’s approach is also interesting it its appeal to the utility of these research materials—a pragmatic approach—rather than composing an argument based on still-ethereal notions of intellectual freedom.  [153:  Ibid.] 

In the same letter to Dix, Clapp writes of having “unsuccessfully tried to get the American Civil Liberties Union to take these bills seriously for 2 years. Although I am sure of my analysis of them, I am not sure enough to ask anyone else to stick his neck out on my say so.”[endnoteRef:154] While the ACLU would later be instrumental in launching legal action against the Post Office, leading ultimately to its unconstitutionality, it was select librarians within a particular sphere of influence—ivy-league research institutions with so-called “powerful support.” Clapp would later characterize FARA as “certainly one of the most (if not the most) difficult things to get people informed and interested in.”[endnoteRef:155]  [154:  Ibid.]  [155:  Verner Clapp to Robert Frase, 9 July, 1957, Verner W. Clapp Papers.] 

At the behest of Clapp, then, the Association of Research Libraries’ Executive Secretary Robert Miller wrote to members on July 12, 1956, urging them to petition the Committee Chairmen in the House and Senate to vote down the partner bills. Miller’s solicitation prompted William N. Locke, Director of Libraries at MIT, to write to the Chairman in the House: 
These bills run the risk of introducing a barrier between us and the sources of two-thirds to three-quarters of our up-to-date scientific information. For the purposes of education, or government research, and of industrial research, all of which it serves, our library should contain every important scientific document from whatever part of the world and in whatever language, with the very shortest possible delay after publication.[endnoteRef:156]   [156:  William N. Locke to Hon. Edwin E. Willis, 24 July 1956, Verner W. Clapp Papers.] 


Locke also critiques the laymen charged with such selection, as “it takes qualified scientists to determine what published material from abroad is significant and what is propaganda or trash.... The screening must be done by the working American scientist, and you can trust him to do it. For the same of us all, I beg you not to let the free flow of information for education and research be hindered by these bills.”[endnoteRef:157]  [157:  Ibid.] 

A similar letter was sent in regards to the value of economic and political research. In his letter to the Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary in the Senate, Lewis C. Branscomb, Director of Libraries at The Ohio State University, wrote that the companion bills “would in my opinion curtail our receipt of foreign library material which is used in research by our scholars. The fact that much of this material is propagandistic does not militate against its value to this University for information and for research purposes. With the possible passage of this bill it would be even more difficult to keep abreast with the thinking in other parts of the civilized world.”[endnoteRef:158] Princeton Professor of History Cyril Black wrote that “a continuous flow of current Soviet publications is essential” for “scholars to keep track of political and economic developments within the U.S.S.R.”[endnoteRef:159] Black acknowledged the censorship at work on publications from the Soviet Union, but held that these materials still “contain much material of interest to American policy.”[endnoteRef:160] Black, the Chairman of the Joint Committee on East European Studies and Social Sciences Research Council, wrote only on his own behalf, for as William Dix, also of Princeton, writes to Clapp, it is “the considered policy of the two Councils not to try to influence legislation.”[endnoteRef:161] That the Joint Committee on East European Studies—arguably the sector of research most reliant on the steady flow of materials from Soviet countries—does not lend its support alongside organizations such as the ALA, ARL, and ABPC, suggests the presence of an alternate narrative worth further interrogation, but it is clear that the proposed amendment’s challenge to research was not unrealized by the organization. [158:  Lewis C. Branscomb to Edwin E. Willis, 17 July 1956, Verner W. Clapp Papers. ]  [159:  C. E. Black to Hon. Emmanuel Celler, 26 June 1956, Verner W. Clapp Papers.]  [160:  Ibid.]  [161:  William Dix to Verner Clapp, 5 June 1956, Verner W. Clapp Papers. ] 

In his testimony before the Subcommittee No. 3 of the Committee on the Judiciary, regarding the possible amendment of FARA in 1956, Clapp explains the conventional means by which publishers and booksellers communicated with libraries about possible acquisitions:
...it is common practice among libraries to request booksellers and other agents to send them without further solicitation sample copies. It is quite normal among publishers to send without solicitation sample copies of their products. This amendment would prevent those sample copies from reaching their destination, subject to the discretion of a public official.[endnoteRef:162]  [162:  Ibid.] 


Recognizing his own status as an employee of the Library of Congress, and in the company of fellow employees of the state, Clapp continues: “a public official myself, I do not trust the judgment of public officials when operating in the affairs of private communication.”[endnoteRef:163] Clapp’s approach is thus double-barreled in its attempt to lobby for the rights of public and academic libraries across the country, as postmasters had been ordered to deliver all foreign mail addressed to the Library of Congress since 1941, rendering his testimony a conviction, and apart from his obligations as Associate Library of Congress.[endnoteRef:164] As such, Clapp’s testimony was steeped in an unapologetic commitment to the rights of the individual, and decidedly free from the paternalism which had heretofore characterized librarianship: when responding to accusations that such unsolicited mail was potentially fraught with malignant propaganda, Clapp replies thusly:  [163:  Ibid.]  [164: Alex Nagy, “Word Wars at Home: U.S. Response to World War II Propaganda,” Journalism Quarterly 67.1 (Spring 1990): 211.] 

 “I still have enough confidence in the intelligence of my countrymen... to believe that the recipient of such a document would take it with a grain of salt—not to say a dose of salts.... I would rather that the message went through than to give anyone—anyone—the authority to decide for the recipient whether or not he should receive it.”[endnoteRef:165]  [165:  To Amend Sections 1, 3 and 4 of the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938. Subcommittee No. 3 of the Committee on the Judiciary. 9 July 1956, 59-60.] 


Discerning from the start, Clapp was instrumental in influencing legislation, but his overall effectiveness was limited by virtue of the reserve of his tactics. While the Ulveling episodes speak to the solidification of a profession-wide stance on intellectual freedom, their focus is inwardly-focused on the organization and treatment of materials already within the library or within the agency of librarians. The largely unyielded entreaties to mobilize librarians across the country rendered the efforts of the ALA, the ACLU, ABPC, and Library of Congress nearly invisible, but the testimonies of these organizations, identifying the implications of FARA as prohibitive for the importation of research materials, acts as substantive evidence to the adverse effects of FARA. 
President John F. Kennedy halted all interference with mails on March 17, 1961; a special to The New York Times written by Ben A. Franklin in April 1962 revealed that a customs study supported President Kennedy’s assertion that the amount of vicious propaganda constituted a negligible threat.[endnoteRef:166] Even so, the fears of congressmen lingered. After the failed efforts of numerous attempts to detain suspected political propaganda, on January 7, 1963, Public Law 87-793, codifying into law for the first time the mail censorship program at work in the United States since the early 1940s.[endnoteRef:167] The statute delegated the responsibility of detaining suspect mail to the Postmaster General, but granted the Secretary of the Treasury discretionary powers in determining what is “promulgated by him to be ‘communist political propaganda,’” but retained the definition of political propaganda from FARA—as Jay Sigler shows, effecting “a completely circular definition of ‘Communist political propaganda’ is provided.”[endnoteRef:168] This Cunningham Amendment, proposed by Glenn Cunningham, (R., Neb.), was tacked onto the Postal Service and Federal Employees Salary Act of 1962. Although the bill excluded government agencies and research institutions from its restrictions on Communist political propaganda in the mails, the bill was still (unsuccessfully) opposed by representatives from the ALA Intellectual Freedom Committee, Association of Research Libraries, American Book Publishers Council, the Library of Congress, and, interestingly, representatives from the Justice Department, Treasury Department, Post Office Department, and the U.S. Information Agency—these government agencies’ objections forming an interesting contradiction to their earlier actions.[endnoteRef:169]  [166:  Franklin, 1.]  [167:  See Fowler chapter 9 “Subversive Political Propaganda” for a discussion of bills and amendments proposed by the House and Senate from 1961-1962.]  [168:  See 76 Stat. 840 (1962) 840, 39 USC 4008; footnote to Sigler, 64.]  [169:  Germaine Krettek, and Howard W. Hubbard, “Washington Report,” ALA Bulletin 56.11 (December 1962): 989-992.] 

In 1965, in Lamont v. Postmaster General of the United States, the Postal Service and Federal Employees Salary Act of 1962, as applied, was declared unconstitutional in its requiring an addressee to submit a reply card indicating his or her wish to receive political propaganda—a superfluous barrier to information, in the words of the opining Justices, that “requires an official act (viz., returning the reply card) as a limitation on the unfettered exercise of the addressee’s First Amendment Rights.”[endnoteRef:170] This epoch in the history of mail detainment and censorship also came to an end.  [170:  381 U.S., 305.] 

Book Selection and Censorship in the Sixties anthologizes the Library Journal published in 1960 through early 1969, and offers a suitable “bookend” to the narrative of the professional and institutional logics of the library. According to the small case studies and articles contained within, the censorship combatted over the course of the decade focused on problematic titles within public and school libraries. Such a shift focused on surveying the presence of “problem” fiction and nonfiction in libraries in Raymond B. Agler’s “Problem Books Revisited,” where problematic titles were thematically bound, representing race, sex, and politics. In Agler’s particular study, the communism-related titles were either classic works such as Das Kapital and unanimously declared integral or indispensable by libraries, or the titles were domestically published texts. Past the post-war threat of Soviet Communism of the 1950s, and with profession-wide conferences and literature aligning with the distinctions made by Asheim in efforts to diversify library holdings, the push for censorship would come increasingly from outside the library and be steeped primarily in community-bound moralisms; the library, although perhaps still championing the “Great Books” model as evidenced by the use of Das Kapital as a recurring index of the presence of communist literature, (which could arguably be evidence of an ever-resilient paternalism) had strengthened its that such books had a secure place in the library. Appeals to the library to exercise some form of mediation, whether complicating location, restricted access, limits on availability, labeling, or demands for the removal now came almost exclusively from outside the library, and the profession had moved on to assessing its own progress.  
The development of librarians’ responsibility convictions were no longer held internally, but exerted from outside the library’s doors. In the era of events such as Banned Books Week, which prides itself on the liberal wherein readers, whether self-police in terms of preserving conservatism, rather than in response to pressure from school boards or special interest groups. These discussions and, largely, their responses are predicated on the delegation of choice—whether the library, the school district, the parents, or the individual is to be held responsible for controlling access to information. Implicitly, then, while these examples hold true for public and school libraries, where appeals are substantiated in the interest of children’s innocence or immaturity to deal with “mature” or troubling themes, similar appeals are made of academic institutions, although they may appear in slightly different manifestations.  
[bookmark: _Toc290548237]The Institutional Logics of Macro-Circulation

	As per the discussion of MezhKniga, the publishing industry within the Soviet Union produced a semi-finite pool of books, subject to the further limitation in the hands of postal or customs employees into the United States, whether the single case of a professor deprived of course materials in the early 50s, or affecting the availability and subsequent use of these materials to address historical research questions—each successive alteration of the fixed pool of materials has an effect on research productivity. While the logic of MezhKniga was arguably expansive, its efficacy was complicated by the restrictive logics of the Customs Bureau and Post Office, ultimately compromising the otherwise expansive nature of the library. In an age with an ever-surprising set of new approaches and fusions of fields to produce new questions, it is possible to extend this lament to contemporary conversations without waxing too idealistic, as it is impossible to anticipate future research questions or the pool of data deemed necessary for answering those questions. Fields as divergent as economics, communications, history, international relations, book history, and bibliography may take interest in these texts in the study of the rhetoric of the text or the books’ material construction, and this list is by no means exhaustive. 
The one element of the diagram not included in the above discussion is the individual, which cannot be duly accounted for in the context of institutional logics, but by virtue of the flow of materials in the macro-circulation, is necessarily affected by these institutions’ practices. While as a wholesaler, MezhKniga did not sell directly to individuals, certain serial publications were sent directly to individuals, rather than being routed through booksellers. While the above model does not account for these personal subscriptions to newspapers that were involved in such direct interactions, it does not preclude the individual from introducing materials into micro-circulation, or between the individual and the library; it is not uncommon for scholars, enthusiasts, laymen or their families to donate personal collections to research institutions. 
Within the narrative of the macro-circulation of Soviet texts, or that of the solidifying professional ethos of librarianship, exist certain individuals, such as Ralph Ulveling, Verner Clapp, or the hypothetical library donor, whose actions interrupted the practices and modus operandi of their respective institution. In the words of Friedland and Alford, “institutions are potentially contradictory and hence make multiple logics available to individuals and organizations. Individuals and organizations transform the institutional relations of society by exploiting these contradictions.”[endnoteRef:171]  [171:  Friedland and Alford, 232.] 

While the notions of restrictive and expansive logics gloss over the intrinsic and motivational differences than may exist between two institutions with expansive logics—i.e., both the Soviet export house and American libraries are, largely, categorized as expansive, despite their separate motivations—these classifications can serve as preliminary points of inquiry for future research.
[bookmark: _Toc290548238]Further Research

This paper has identified an oft-overlooked aspect of librarianship during the Soviet Era, recounting the narrative of the library’s conflicted history in terms of intellectual freedom during this time. The label of the Foreign Agents Registration Act, however indicative to (then) contemporary readers or curious to readers steeped in 21st-century notions of intellectual freedom, is merely symptomatic of the larger process of FARA. While the hermeneutics of the paratextual is one way to interpret FARA, it is the insidious and less overt processes of the act and its interpretation that constitute a form censorship preceding the libraries’ involvement. The “little attention... paid [to] labeling” at the Modern Book Store in Chicago, the Daily News reporter’s purchase of magazines with “hastily inserted mimeographed slips,” and Irving Fishman’s testimony in 1956 to having never seen “a single piece of political propaganda labeled” point to a probable chasm between mandate and practice in terms of FARA’s labeling requirement.[endnoteRef:172] The unstable implementation of labeling, which is the most visible manifestation of FARA, also undercuts the potential recuperative power of reassembling and retracing the circulation story to better understand the effect of these figurative passports. As FARA makes no stipulations on how such a label should be affixed, it is possible that librarians and cataloguers also exercised interpretative powers by excising, omitting, or disregarding those labels that may have at the time of acquisition been intact—any documented or anecdotal evidence of which would pose a powerful counter-narrative to complement the state-mandated branding process. The further evolution of libraries between the 1950s—the era subject to the greatest interference with the mails—and today allows for other deselection processes not necessarily motivated by anti-communism as by the restrictions of waning space, changing collection policies, and the lapse of timeliness of the content of these materials.  [172:  “The Red River of Ink,” 24; Investigation of Communist Propaganda in the United States—Part I (Foreign Propaganda—Entry and Dissemination): Hearing Before the Committee on Un-American Activities. 84 Cong., 2nd sess, (13 June 1956), 4698.] 

	Further research might delve into the story of a specific research institution, interrogating how the confluence of these logics affected the holdings of a particular research library. Grounded in the particulars of a given institution, the effects of FARA are reified by its material loss or the compilation of policies and practices regarding the “safekeeping” of its so-called communist materials. Methods for a continued study, then, might include inter-institutional questionnaires to survey the historical treatment of Soviet materials, complemented with interviews or archival materials that would elucidate institutional memory, as well as query the enduring presence of tagged materials today.
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