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In spite of its grave consequences for the course of
the 20th century, “Stalinism” remains a fuzzy concept.[1]
The term is used in various publications to designate a
particular type of ideology, regime, state, society, civi-
lization, political religion or culture, a certain “order,” or
“a history of violence,” and in many its connotation is un-
clear.[2]

The fact that this uncertainty about “Stalinism” has
continued long after the archives have opened indicates
that the confusion about the notion derives not just from
decades of unavailability of crucial primary sources to re-
searchers, and the impossibility to exchange freely ideas
across the Iron Curtain. Basic elements of the concept of
“Stalinism” as a heuristic tool directing research–such as
its domain, genus proximum, place on the right-left spec-
trum, or origins–are still nebulous and contested. There
are, to be sure, somewhat similar controversies and mis-
understandings in related fields, such as in the study of
Italian Fascism and German Nazism.[3] Many of the lat-
ter disputes, however, seem to encompass a rather nar-

rower range of disagreement than the debates aboutwhat
“Stalinism” is, and where it came from.

In the 1990s, Chris Ward provided with Stalin’s Rus-
sia, and especially with its second edition of 1999, a well-
structured, useful textbook that should be welcome to
teachers of modern Russian history. His book sets an
example of historical writing that currently seems espe-
cially serviceable to the field of Stalinism studies. Ward
neither presents nor analyzes entirely new data. Nor
does he develop a truly novel interpretation of Stalinism.
His study essentially constitutes a long review essay on
the literature on Stalinism, and an extensive general in-
troduction to the field. This determines his structuring of
the book.

The chapters do not follow an exclusively chronolog-
ical line, but refer to the issues of contention and various
sub-debates in Soviet studies. After an outline, in the in-
troduction, of the changes in the source base of Stalinism
studies in pre- and post-glasnost Russia, the chapters dis-
cuss:

- various explanations of the rise of Stalin, 1917-29
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(ch. 1); - conflicting assessments of the industrializa-
tion campaign, 1924-41 (ch. 2); - contending accounts of
the reasons for, and results of, the collectivization drive,
1927-41 (ch. 3); - diverging views on the origins and na-
ture of the purges, 1928-41 (ch. 4); - different evaluations
of the sources, successes, and failures of Stalinist foreign
policy, 1922-41 (ch. 5); - opposing appraisals of the war
period and late Stalinism, 1941-53 (ch. 6); and - compet-
ing interpretations of the role of, and changes in, Soviet
culture and society during Stalin’s rule, 1928-53 (ch. 7).

The conclusion, “History and Stalin’s Russia,” juxta-
poses the consequences of different historiographical ap-
proaches for understanding the Stalinist period. It finally
gives an outlook where future research into Stalinism
may and should go.

The chapters are uniformly structured into sections
called “Narrative,” “Interpretations,” “Evaluations,” and
“Suggestions for Further Reading.” The first section links
the crucial dates, events, names, and numbers; the fol-
lowing two discuss diverging conceptualizations and ex-
planations of the data. The section “Interpretations” re-
constructs the respective debate in the–primarily aca-
demic English-language–literature. In “Evaluations,”
Ward criticizes the various approaches and presents
his own–sometimes reconciling, sometimes partisan–
solutions. In “Suggestion for Further Reading,” Ward lists
selected, important books and articles, and summarizes
their content or locates them within the debates. The
book is thus as much devoted to the historiography of
Stalinism as to the phenomenon itself. It is a guide-book
to the literature, as much as a textbook, on Stalinism.

Somemay argue thatWard’s focus on academic quar-
rels is not what serious historical writing should be
about: The historian’s craft is to write the history of the
countries and events she or he studies, and not of her
or his discipline. Yet, if one compares the literature on,
for instance, generic fascism with that on Stalinism, it
is striking how little academic self-reflection there has
been in the latter field so far–in spite of the fact that
some debates in Stalinism studies seem to have been at
least as intense as those in comparative fascism stud-
ies. There are dozens of articles and books concerned
less with the rise and fall of Nazism, Italian Fascism, etc.
per se than with different theories of the emergence of
fascist movements and regimes, and diverging conceptu-
alizations of fascist ideology and rule.[4] Seminal texts
have been reprinted in numerous collections (sometimes
several times), schools identified, paradigms delineated,
contradictions made explicit, the heuristic value of dif-

ferent concepts weighed, and the explanatory power of
different meta-theoretical approaches compared. The lit-
erature on Hitler’s biography and personality alone has
been already the subject of several comprehensive survey
books and review essays.[5]

To be sure there has been some writing in Stalin-
ism studies that did concern itself explicitly with com-
peting interpretations rather than with the phenomenon
itself.[6] Also, labels like “revisionist school” or “totali-
tarian school” have become widely used to conceptualize
a certain dimension of disagreement. Notably, a seminal
essay collection of the 1970s edited by Robert C. Tucker
on the interpretation of Stalinism has been recently re-
printed.[7]

In addition, one may contend that the appropriate
sub-discipline with which to compare Stalinism studies
would have to be, in linewith, for instance, Ian Kershaw’s
and Moshe Lewin’s suggestion,[8] the field of Nazism
studies rather than comparative fascism as a whole. One
could further hold that enough self-reflection concerning
research into the Stalin era is provided in the numerous
historiographic accounts and conceptual analyses within
comparative socialism, communism, and totalitarianism
studies,[9] as well as in general Sovietology.

However, as indicated by the appearance of sev-
eral new monographs, essay collections, and compara-
tive explorations of Stalinism, this phenomenon appears
too “big,” distinct, and peculiar to be merely interpreted
within more encompassing fields.[10] Stalinism studies
has produced a sufficiently large number of narrowly
focused scholarly and publicistic books and articles of
its own to warrant a special historiographic literature.
The distinctiveness of the regime’s structure, of state-
society relations, and of the cultural transformations un-
der Stalin have led researchers of different dimensions
of that period to consistently apply the term “Stalin-
ist” rather than more general terms like “communist”
or “socialist.” By making this terminological differenti-
ation, many scholars distinguish implicitly or explicitly
not only between Stalinist and other periods in Soviet
history as such, but also between the nature of the partic-
ular aspect of Stalin’s rule under scrutiny and the essence
of comparable features of Soviet history before and (to a
lesser degree) after Stalin’s rule.

Such a tendency seems to indicate that it may be less
problematic to conceptualize Nazism unequivocally as
a sub-type of generic fascism, i.e. as German fascism,
than to understand Stalinism as a Russian permutation
of generic Marxism, socialism, or communism. Robert C.
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Tucker argued as early as 1961 that the history of the So-
viet Union should, in general, be seen as a succession of
different regime types rather thanmerely as one regime’s
adaptation to different conditions.[11] The perestroika-
phase in Soviet history, and the subsequent transforma-
tion of many communist parties in Eastern and Western
Europe into social-democratic parties–one now headed
by the last General Secretary of the Central Commit-
tee of the CPSU himself!–seem to support such an ap-
proach.[12]

If one regarded Nazism–and not comparative
fascism–studies as the more appropriate other sub-
field to juxtapose Stalinism studies to, the state of self-
reflection within Stalinism studies would still compare
unfavorably to the discussion of various interpretations
of the Third Reich. As noted above, there are several
historiographic surveys of the debate over Hitler’s per-
sonality and role. Controversies within Nazism studies
have been examined not only in the historiographic lit-
erature on generic fascism, but also in numerous review
essays and surveys specifically on theories and concep-
tualizations of Nazi ideology and rule.[13] The famous
German Historikerstreit (quarrel of the historians) of the
1980s, in particular, focused attention on the theoretical,
interpretative, and normative aspects of research into
the Nazi era. Since then, this debate has been contin-
ued under different headings, in connection with such
events as an exhibition documenting the involvement of
theWehrmacht in crimes against humanity duringWorld
War II, the appearance of Daniel J. Goldhagen’s disputed
Hitler’s Willing Executioners, and other incidents raising
the issue of how the German should “come to terms with
their past” (Vergangenheitsbewaeltigung).[14] Since the
mid-1980s, Nazism studies has seen, almost every year,
at least one large update on its own historiography com-
ing out. The Historikerstreit itself has become the subject
of several historiographic analyses.[15]

Against this background, Stalinism studies appears
insufficiently self-reflective, which is why Ward’s study
would seem to be especially valuable. To German read-
ers, his book is even more welcome in view of the
growing controversy in German mass media, and Osteu-
ropakunde (East European studies), since the publication
of the German translation of the well-known Black Book
on Communism in spring 1998. Numerous review essays,
at least three collections of commentaries on the Black
Book by prominent German and some non-German au-
thors, as well as a special edition of Germany’s major
journal Osteuropa on the Black Book debate have been
published. In Germany nowadays, an appropriate in-

terpretation and evaluation of the crimes of Soviet-type
regimes, and especially those of Stalin’s, have become a
major subject of intellectual and public discourse.[16]

Ward’s historiographic account is particularly useful
in that it demonstrates the sophistication of the decade-
long scholarly debate on the nature and causes of the
Soviet Union’s massive population losses, “repressions,”
and brainwashing under Stalin. The very existence of,
and fundamental disagreements within, this debate are
not sufficiently reflected in the Black Book, which is why
it appeared to many scholars to be out-of-date.

Ward’s reading of the literature also indicates that
the Black Book failed to deal adequately with the conti-
nuities between Stalinist and pre-revolutionary Russian
policies, and with Stalinism’s similarities not only to the
administrative-practical aspects, but also to the ideologi-
cal foundations of other European political mass murders
in the 20th century. In his evaluation of the reasons, con-
text, and nature of the collectivization campaign, Ward
mentions, among others, Alec Nove’s location of its ori-
gins not only in the Bolshevik Weltanschauung but also
in “the cultural inheritance bequeathed by tsarist abso-
lutism” (p. 90). The Stalinist state’s reply to what was
seen as a “kulak sabotage” in the late 1920s was the “kind
of measures reminiscent of tsarism, though on a far more
brutal and aggressive scale…. All Russian governments
were aware of the intimate connection between agrarian
reform, domestic tranquility, economic strength and mil-
itary prestige, and no Russian government–least of all the
Bolshevik government–dared run the risk of neglecting
the country’s defences” (pp. 90 and 96). A Tsarist Minis-
ter of Finance once remarked: “[W]e ourselves might not
eat, but we shall export grain” (as quoted on p. 96).

The roots of other aspects of the disastrous Stalin-
ist economic policy can also not be located solely within
Marxist thinking. “[P]lanning (or at least state-directed
economic activity), though refracted through the ideo-
logical registers of emergent Stalinism, was a traditional
Russian response to the dilemmas ofmodernization…” (p.
67). The notorious internal passport system for peasants
introduced in 1932 had a predecessor in the internal pass-
ports once issued by the Tsar’s interior ministry (p. 83).

Unlike some other interpreters of Stalinist economic
thinking, Ward draws a clear line between, on the one
side, Molotov’s and Stalin’s ideas on the link between col-
lectivization and industrialization, and, on the other side,
not only Bukharin’s “right-wing,” but also Preobrazhen-
skii’s “left-wing” views. “Preobrazhenskii [though pro-
moting ”primitive socialist accumulation“] never advo-
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cated coercion” (p. 88). He, like Bukharin, did not antic-
ipate or desire the use of force on a massive scale (p. 89).
That Stalin’s later onslaught on his political foes on the
“right” and “left” in the party-leadership was rooted not
just in personal animosities or psychopathology seems
to be indicated by the fact that, in 1935, the so-called “old
Leninist guard” was also deprived of its institutional ba-
sis when the Society of Old Bolsheviks (founded 1921)
and the Society of Former Political Prisoners (founded in
1918) were disbanded (pp. 110-111).

Ward reminds us that Stalin as early as 1931 dis-
avowed egalitarianism in the treatment of different kinds
of employees (p. 48)–an approach thatwas later extended
to, among others, educational policy when fees were in-
troduced in secondary education in 1940 (p. 231). History
syllabi were rewritten in a nationalist fashion, and Rus-
sian language forcefully introduced as the lingua franca
of the Soviet Union. Family policies turned conserva-
tive, and male homosexuality was re-criminalized. Af-
ter the war, the Zhdanovshchina continued earlier trends
in Stalinist cultural policy promoting nationalism, xeno-
phobia, and ethnic bigotry. Soviet patriotismmerged fur-
ther with Russian nationalism, and an only thinly dis-
guised antisemitic campaign characterized the last years
of Stalin’s rule (pp. 228-243). A “new conservative ethos”
replaced militant radicalism, and “Russian nationalism
displaced socialist internationalism” (p. 247).

An interpretation of Stalinism focusing on these as-
pects adds a dimension of disagreement in the field
that stands somewhat apart from the totalitarian-
ism/revisionism dichotomy. It focuses, instead, on dif-
ferent approaches to the conflict in the Soviet leadership
between officially universalistic aspirations, on the one
side, and different kinds of–sometimes more, sometimes
less cryptic–particularistic tendencies (elitism, tradition-
alism, sexism, nationalism, racism, etc.), on the other.
Membership of scholars in these different camps of con-
ceptualization of Stalinist ideology may be crosscutting.
Supporters of the totalitarian interpretation, for instance,
might emphasize both the nationalistic-particularistic as-
pects, or socialist-universalistic aspects of the Soviet
regime under Stalin. Other issues of contention in the
interpretation of Stalinist rule, too, might cut across the
two classical camps of totalitarianism and revisionism.
It would be helpful for both specialists and newcomers
to the field if these different dimensions of disagreement
and their relation to each other were to become more
clearly identified, better known, and evaluated. More-
over, a new generation of Russian researchers that has
been joining the international scholarly community since

the late 1980s needs to be made quickly familiar with the
Western discourse. Chris Ward’s contribution makes an
important step in this direction.

Notes

[1]. Ian Kershaw and Moshe Lewin mentioned our
still relatively limited knowledge of Stalinism as a prin-
cipal problem in compiling their important comparative
exploration of Nazism and Stalinism; see their, eds., Stal-
inism and Nazism: Dictatorships in Comparison. New
York 1997. Stefan Plaggenborg has observed that “the
knowledge of Stalinism and its historical explanation are
inversely related to its importance in modern history.”
See his essay “Stalinismusforschung: Wie weiter?” in:
Stefan Plaggenborg, ed., Stalinismus: Neue Forschungen
und Konzepte. Berlin 1998, pp. 443-444.

[2]. “Civilization” refers to Stephen Kotkin’s cel-
ebrated Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as Civilization.
Berkeley/Los Angeles 1995. On the concept of “polit-
ical religion,” see Hans Maier, ed., Totalitarismus und
Politische Religionen: Konzepte des Diktaturvergleichs I.
Paderborn 1996; and Hans Maier and Michael Schaefer,
eds., Totalitarismus und Politische Religionen: Konzepte
des Diktaturvergleichs II. Paderborn 1997. “Order” refers
to a definition of Stalinism by Werner Hofmann as an
“excessively power-oriented order of domestic and for-
eign relations,” quoted in: Joachim Hoesler, “Sowjetis-
che und russische Interpretationen des Stalinismus,” in
Plaggenborg, ed., Stalinismus, p. 35. “A history of vi-
olence” refers to a recent interpretation of Stalinism by
Stefan Plaggenborg, “Stalinismus als Gewaltgeschichte,”
in: Plaggenborg, ed., Stalinismus. I ignore here the is-
sues of Soviet and post-Soviet Russian contributions to
the study of Stalinism, and of historiographic reflections
upon it–a problem that would seem to warrant special
treatment. It should be emphasized, though, that some
Russian contributions influenced Western debates sig-
nificantly (e.g., those of V. Danilov, R. Medvedev, or D.
Volkogonov). See, for instance, R. W. Davies, Soviet His-
tory in the Gorbachev Revolution. London 1989; Joseph
Schull, “The Ideological Origins of ’Stalinism’ in Soviet
Literature,” Slavic Review 51 (3), 1992; Elaine McClar-
nand, “The Debate Continues: Views on Stalinism from
the former Soviet Union,” The Soviet and Post-Soviet Re-
view 20 (1), 1993; John L. H. Keep, “Der Stalinismus in
der neueren russischen Literatur,” Neue politische Liter-
atur 40, 1995; and Hoesler, “Sowjetische und russische
Interpretationen des Stalinismus,” in: Plaggenborg, ed.,
Stalinismus.

[3]. For recent updates on the debates in comparative
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fascist studies, see, for instance, Wolfgang Wippermann,
Faschismustheorien: Die Entwicklung der Diskussion von
den Anfaengen bis heute. 7th edn. Darmstadt 1997; and
Roger Griffin, ed., International Fascism: Theories, Causes,
and the New Consensus. London 1998.

[4]. To give but a few examples as snapshots of the
general state of the art at different points in time, in
chronological order: Ernst Nolte, ed., Theorien ueber den
Faschismus. Koeln 1967; R. Opitz, “Ueber Faschismus-
theorien und ihre Konsequenzen,” Blaetter fuer deutsche
und internationale Politik 15 (2), 1970; A. James Gregor,
Interpretations of Fascism. Morristown, N.J. 1974, 2nd
edn., New Brunswick, Conn. 1997; Reinhard Kuehnl,
ed., Texte zur Faschismusdiskussion I: Positionen und
Kontroversen. Reinbeck bei Hamburg 1974; G. Schulz,
Faschismus -Nationalsozialismus: Versionen und theoretis-
che Kontroversen 1922-1972. Frankfurt am Main 1974;
Wolfgang Wippermann, Faschismustheorien: Zum Stand
der gegenwaertigen Diskussion. Darmstadt 1975; Henry
A. Turner, ed., Reappraisals of Fascism. New York 1975; R.
Saage, Faschismustheorien: Eine Einfuehrung. Muenchen
1976; Renzo De Felice, Interpretations of Fascism. Cam-
bridge, Mass. 1977; Francis L. Carsten, “Interpretations
of Fascism,” in Walter Laqueur, ed., Fascism: A Read-
ers Guide. Harmondsworth 1979; D. Eichholtz and K.
Gossweiler, eds., Faschismusforschung: Positionen, Prob-
leme, Polemik. Koeln 1980; Bernt Hagtvet and Reinhard
Kuehnl, “Contemporary Approaches to Fascism: A Sur-
vey of Paradigms,” in: Stein U. Larsen, Bernt Hagtvet, and
J. P. Myklebust, eds., Who Were the Fascists. Oslo 1980; B.
Weil, Faschismustheorien: Ein vergleichender Ueberblick
mit Bibliographie. Frankfurt am Main 1984; Reinhard
Kuehnl, Faschismustheorien: Ein Leitfaden. Heilbronn
1990; Griffin, ed., International Fascism. There are more
such surveys and review articles on general fascism stud-
ies, further outlines of the debates within certain schools
such as Marxism or psychological approaches, and dis-
cussions of particular interpretations such as those of
Ernst Nolte, Zeev Sternhell, or Renzo De Felice. A list of
Soviet and post-Soviet Russian historiographic accounts
of theories of fascism would occupy another page itself.
Most of these surveys might be found in the endnotes to
Iu.V. Galaktionov, Germanskii fashizm kak fenomen per-
voi poloviny XX veka: otechestvennaia istoriografiia 1945-
90-kh godov. Kemerovo 1999.

[5]. For instance, Karl-Dietrich Bracher, “The Role
of Hitler: Perspectives of Interpretation,” in: Laqueur,
ed., Fascism; Andreas Hillgruber, “Tendenzen, Ergebnisse
und Perspektiven der gegenwaertigen Hitler-Forschung,”
Historische Zeitschrift (226), 1978; Gerhard Schreiber,

Hitler: Interpretationen 1923-1983: Ergebnisse, Methoden
und Probleme der Forschung. Darmstadt 1984, 2nd edn.
1988; Alvin H. Rosenfeld, Imagining Hitler. Bloomington
1985; John Lukacs, The Hitler of History. New York 1997;
Ron Rosenbaum, Explaining Hitler: The Search for the Ori-
gins of His Evil. London 1998.

[6]. Ward, for instance, suggests, in his conclusions,
for further reading on the Western debates: V. Andrle,
“Demons and Devil’s Advocates: Problems in Historical
Writing on the Stalin Era,” in N. Lampert and G. T. Rit-
tersporn, eds., Stalinism: Its Nature and Aftermath: Es-
says in Honour of Moshe Lewin. London 1992; Michal
Reiman, “The Russian Revolution and Stalinism: A Po-
litical Problem in Its Historiographic Context,” in: J. W.
Strong, ed., Essays on Revolutionary Culture and Stalin-
ism: Selected Papers from the Third World Congress for So-
viet and East European Studies. Columbus, Ohio 1990; T.
H. von Laue, “Stalin Among the Moral and Political Im-
peratives, or How to Judge Stalin,” Soviet Union/Union So-
vietique (1), 1981; T. H. von Laue, “Stalin in Focus,” Slavic
Review 43 (3), 1983; T. H. von Laue, “Stalin Reviewed,”
Soviet Union/Union Sovietique (1), 1984. One could add,
among others, the contributions to the debate on Stal-
inism in Russian Review 45, 1986. Among recent con-
tributions are: Eduard Mark, “October or Thermidor?
Interpretations of Stalinism and the Perception of So-
viet Foreign Policy in the United States, 1927-1947,” The
American Historical Review 94 (4), 1989; Hans-Henning
Schroeder, “Stalinismus ’von unten’? Zur Diskussion
um die gesellschaftlichen Voraussetzungen politischer
Herrschaft in der Phase der Vorkriegsfuenfjahrplaene,”
in: Dietrich Geyer, ed., Die Umwertung der sowjetischen
Geschichte. Goettingen 1991; Sheila Fitzpatrick, “Con-
structing Stalinism: Changing Western and Soviet Per-
spectives,” in: Alec Nove, ed., The Stalin Phenomenon.
New York 1992; Kevin Tyner Thomas, “On the Politics
of Interpretation: Robert Conquest and the Historiog-
raphy of Stalinism,” Radical History Review (52), 1992;
Ronald Grigor Suny, “After the Fall: Stalin and His Biog-
raphers,” Radical History Review (54), 1992; T. R. Ravin-
dranathan, “The Legacy of Stalin and Stalinism: A Histo-
riographical Survey of the Literature, 1930-1990,” Cana-
dian Journal of History: Annales Canadiennes 29 (1), 1994;
Joerg Baberowski, “Wandel und Terror: Die Sowjetunion
unter Stalin 1928-1941. Ein Literaturbericht,” Jahrbuecher
fuer Geschichte Osteuropas 43, 1995; Stefan Plaggen-
borg, “Neue Literatur zum Stalinismus,” Archiv fuer
Sozialgeschichte 37, 1997; Manfred Hildermeier, “Inter-
pretationen des Stalinismus,” Historische Zeitschrift (264),
1997; Johannes Bauer, “ ‘Grosser Terror’ und ’Saeuberun-
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gen’ im Stalinismus: Eine Forschungsbericht,“ Zeitschrift
fuer Geschichtswissenschaft 45 (4), 1997; Plaggenborg,
”Die wichtigsten Herngehensweisen an den Stalinismus
in der westlichen Forschung,“ in: Plaggenborg, ed., Stal-
inismus; Jan Foitzik, ”Stalinismus und Totalitarismus in
Theorie und Praxis der Geschichtsforschung,“ Jahrbuch
fuer Historische Kommunismusforschung 1999. This list
is certainly incomplete, yet would, probably, not become
much longer, if the missing contributions were added.

[7]. The original edition is R. C. Tucker, ed., Stalinism:
Essays in Historical Interpretation. New York 1977.

[8]. Kershaw and Lewin, eds., Stalinism and Nazism;
see also Matthias Vetter, ed., Stalinismus und National-
sozialismus: Terroristische Diktaturen im Vergleich. Koeln
1994.

[9]. See, for instance, Hans-Henning Schroeder,
“Der ’Stalinismus’ - ein totalitaeres Regime? Zur Erk-
laerungskraft eines politischen Begriffs,”Osteuropa 46 (2),
1996.

[10]. Comparative explorations using the concept of
“Stalinism” rather than “communism” include Kershaw
and Lewin, eds., Stalinism and Nazism; Vetter, ed., Stal-
inismus und Nationalsozialismus. Stefan Plaggenborg ar-
gues that Stalinism “is the central theme not only of the
twentieth century, but of modern Russian history in gen-
eral […]. When looking back after the destruction of the
socialist experiment in Soviet Union, it appears that […]
even the revolutionary year of 1917 pales in comparison
to Stalinism. […] Not the October Revolution, but Stal-
inism has remodeled first the remainders of the Russian
Empire, and later Eastern Europe including everything to
the south of Finland and to the north of Greece.” See his
“Stalinismusforschung: Wie weiter?,” in: Plaggenborg,
ed., Stalinismus, p. 443.

[11]. R. C. Tucker, “Towards a Comparative Politics
of Movement Regimes,” American Political Science Review
55 (2), 1961.

[12]. Mikhail Gorbachev is the head of a new um-
brella organization of the social-democratic parties of
Russia created in 1999.

[13]. Some of the reviews of Nazism (published be-
fore, or not with an exclusive reference to, the Historiker-
streit) include, in chronological order: Reinhard Kuehnl,
“Der deutsche Faschismus in der neueren Forschung,”
Das Argument 78, 1973; Reinhard Kuehnl, “Der deutsche
Faschismus: Nationalsozialismus und ’Drittes Reich’ in
Einzeluntersuchungen und Gesamtdarstellungen,” Neue

Politische Literatur 15, 1970; Reinhard Kuehnl, “Der
deutsche Faschismus in der neueren Forschung: Beitrge
zur Kausalfrage und zum Herrschaftssystem,” Neue Poli-
tische Literatur 28 (1), 1983; J. Hiden and J. Farquarson,
Explaining Hitler’s Germany: Historians and the Third
Reich. Totowa, N.J. 1983; J. H. Grill, “Local and Re-
gional Studies of National Socialism: A Review,” Jour-
nal of Contemporary History 21 (2), 1986; M. Marrus,
The Holocaust in History. London 1987; M. Marrus, “Re-
flections on the Historiography of the Holocaust,” Jour-
nal of Modern History (1), 1994; M. Michaelis, “Fascism,
Totalitarianism and the Holocaust: Reflections on Cur-
rent Interpretations of National Socialist Antisemitism,”
European History Quarterly 14 (1), 1989; Uwe Backes,
Eckhard Jesse, and Rainer Zitelmann, eds., Die Schat-
ten der Vergangenheit: Impulse zur Historisierung des Na-
tionalsozialismus. Frankfurt/Main and Berlin 1990; P.
Baldwin, “Social Interpretations of Nazism: Renewing
a Tradition,” Journal of Contemporary History 25 (1),
1990; Hans-Ullrich Thamer, “Das Dritte Reich: Inter-
pretationen, Kontroversen und Probleme des aktuellen
Forschungsstandes,” in: Karl-Dietrich Bracher, Manfred
Funke, and Hans-Adolf Jacobsen, eds., Deutschland 1933-
1945: Neue Studien zur national-sozialistischen Herrschaft.
Bonn 1992; Karl Heinz Roth, “Historisierung des Na-
tionalsozialismus? Tendenzen gegenwaertiger Faschis-
musforschung,” Berliner Debatte INITIAL (5), 1995; Ulrich
Herbert, “Der Holocaust in der Geschichtsschreibung der
Bundesrepublik Deutschland,” in: Bernd Moltmann, et
al., eds., Erinnerung: Zur Gegenwart des Holocaust in
Deutschland-West und Deutschland-Ost. Frankfurt am
Main 1993; Karl Heiz Roth, “Revisionist Tendencies in
Historical Research into German Fascism,” International
Review of Social History 39, 1994; Wolfgang Wipper-
mann, Umstrittene Vergangenheit: Fakten und Kontrover-
sen zum Nationalsozialismus. Berlin 1997; Thomas Herz
and Michael Schwab-Trapp, Umkaempfte Vergangenheit:
Diskurse ueber den Nationalsozialismus seit 1945. Wies-
baden 1997; Karl Heinz Roth, “Revisionistische Tenden-
zen in der historischen Forschung ueber den deutschen
Faschismus,” in: Johannes Klotz and Ulrich Schnei-
der, eds., Die selbstbewusste Nation und ihr Geschichts-
bild: Geschichtslegenden der Neuen Rechten - Faschismus/
Holocaust/Wehrmacht. Koeln 1997; Wolfgang Wipper-
mann, “Verdiente Revisionisten: Alfred Schickel und die
’Zeitgeschichtliche Forschungsstelle Ingolstadt (ZFI)’,”
in: Klotz and Schneider, eds., Die selbstbewusste Nation
und ihr Geschichtsbild; Reinhard Kuehnl, “ ‘Holocaust’-
Forschung in Deutschland,“ in: Klotz and Schneider,
eds., Die selbstbewusste Nation und ihr Geschichtsbild;
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