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National Defense Education Act

of 1958, as Amended

SEc. 601(a) The Commissioner is authorized to arrange
through contracts with institutions of higher education for the
establishment and operation by them, during the period begin-
ning July 1, 1958, and ending with the close of June 30, 1965,
of centers for the teaching of any modern foreign language
with respect to which the Commissioner determines (1) that
individuals trained in such language are needed by the Federal
Government, or by business, industry, or education in the United
States, and (2) that adequate instruction in such language is
not readily available in the United States. Any such contract
may provide for instruction not only in such modern foreign
language but also in other fields needed to provide a full
understanding of the areas, regions, or countries in which such
language is commonly used, to the extent adequate instruction
in such fields is not readily available, including fields such as
history, political science, linguistics, economics, sociology, geog-
raphy, and anthropology. Any such contract nifty cover not
more than 50 per centum of the cost of the establishment and
operation of the center with respect to which it is made, in-
cluding the cost of grants to the staff for travel in the foreign
areas, regions, or countries with which the subject matter of
the field or fields in which they are or will be working is con-
cerned and the cost of travel of foreign scholars to such centers
to teach or assist in teaching therein and the cost of their return,
and shall be made on such conditions as the Commissioner finds
necessary to carry out the purposes of this section.
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Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act

of 161

SEC. 102(b) In furtherance of the purposes of this Act,
the President is further authorized to provide for

* * * *

(6) promoting modern foreign language training and area
studies in United States schools, colleges, and universities by
supporting visits and study in foreign countries by teachers
and prospective teachers in such schools, colleges, and universi-
ties for the purpose of improving their skill in languages and
their knowledge of the culture of the people of those countries,
and by financing visits by teachers from those countries to the
United States for the purpose of participating in foreign lan-
guage training and area studies in United States schools,
colleges, and universities.
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Introduction

IN RECENT YEARS American higher education, like the society
of which it is a part, has come to realize that non-Western areas

have become as important as Europe once was to an understanding
of the cultural, economic, and political developments that affect our
future.

Already the movement in non-Western studies has inspired many
graduate schools and a significant number of liberal arts colleges to
reassess student interests and faculty skills, modify curriculums, shift
library acquisition policies, emphasize research and study abroad,
and drastically alter their attitudes toward the uncommon & modern
languages of the world. The last of these changes is perhaps the most
important, for the uncommon languages are the essential means by
which we learn to understand those parts of the world we have
hitherto neglected.

Although the universities made these change. on their own initiative,
they were substantially aided by support from foundations and,
during the last 5 years, from the Federal Government. The principal
contribution of the latter has been made under title VI of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA) which encourages and
supports language development in a variety of ways. Section 601(a)
authorizes the U.S. Commissioner of Education to arrange, on a
matching fund basis, for the establishment and operation of language
and area centers by means of contracts with institutions of higher
education. It is the intent of the Act that such support, judiciously
administered in keeping with the objectives and wishes of the academic
community, should assist institutions in safeguarding the accomplish-
ments they had made and at the same time encourage them to improve
instruction in the uncommon modern languages.

While title VI is generally concerned with language development,
section 601(a) also authorizes support for instruction in area studies,
including such academic disciplines as history, anthropology,
geography, political science, sociology, linguistics, and economics,
all of which were properly considered germane to language develop-
ment. Thus language and area studies were combined in the Act,

I The term "uncommon" Is used throughout to refer to those languages in which Instruction is not readily
available throughout American higher education.
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2 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

as indeed tlic.7 n.lready were in the curriculums of those few universities
which offered instruction in the uncommon languages prior to its
passage. With the support afforded under title VI, the NDEA
language and area centers program has contributed strength and
momentum to the movement in non-Western studies. Under NDEA,
area studies, as they were originally called, soon came to be known as
language and area studies, emphasizing the relationship between the
two but at the same time indicating the basic role that language was
to play in the development of non-Western studies.

What the Federal Government has contributed to the improvement
of language and area studies is reported in the following pages. But,
while the report deals specifically with the activities undertaken with
Federal funds, it cannot but be concerned also with the larger role of
language and area studies in higher education. Since the NDEA
program is only one element among many in this nationwide move-
ment, it can scarcely be isolated from other related developments.
Nor would it be desirable to do this. Such a separation would ignore
other important contributions to the advance of language and area
studies and at the same time needlessly minimize the indirect stimulus
NDEA has given to educational effort and thought.

The financial resources allotted to the language and area centers
program, as authorized under title VI, were fully committed in fiscal
year 1962, about halfway through the 7 years for which support has
been authorized. The Federal funds available under the title VI
appropriation have been insufficient to meet the expanding needs of
the language and area centers program since that time.

Nevertheless, two fundamental conclusions have become readily
apparent. First, as this report clearly shows, non-Western studies
have received material assistance under IDEA without which the
present high level of scholarly activity at 55 language and area
centers would not have been possible and without which the increase
in manpower trained in modern foreign languages would not have
been effected.

Second, all this has been accomplished without suggestion of Fed-
eral interference. Of particular relevance here is the statement
(see app. B) made by the 53 representatives of the 33 colleges and
universities which had, by the fall of 1962, obtained Federal support
for language and area centers. One part of this statement, which
constitutes perhaps the most accurate summation yet made of opera-
tions during the first years of the program, underscores the harmonious
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REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS, 3

relationship existing between these universities and the Federal
Government in the following passage:

Every dollar of federal money that supports the centers is matched by a
dollar of university funds; in fact, universities have spent considerably
more than the matching requirement. In this way, government funds
have stimulated the universities to expand their own activities and at the
same time have enabled the universities to accomplish a task wholly be-
yond their own resources. Thanks to the statesmanlike and educationally
informed way in which Title VI of the Act has been administered by the
Language Dcvelopmnt Branch, government funds have made it possible
for the univer,,itied to make a major contribution to the nation's language
resow ;es while preserving their own freedom of action and maintaining
their own distinctive character.

Earlier in 1962, Logan Wilson, president of the American Council
on Education, had come to a similar conclusion as evidenced by his
statement that "the Federal Government, has provided its share of
the financing of language and area centers without impairing the
autonomy of the institutions receiving the funds; in short, Federal
funds have been given without Federal control."

In its assessment of the impact of NDEA on non-Western studies
this report has drawn heavily on the considerable body of literature
now available on this subject. The publications listed in the bibliog-
raphy (see pp. 64-67) indicate the sce a of this material, the progressive
development of the movement since the early area studies of the
1920's and 1930's, and something of the outlook for future non-
Western language and area studies.

The report has drawn in particular on the 1960-81 inventory of
NDEA language and area centers reported by Joseph Axelrod and
Donald N. Bigelow in Resources for Language and Area Studies,
published by the American Council on Education, and on three
publications by the U.S. Office of Education: the Report on the
National Defense Education Act: Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1959;
the Report on the National Defense Education Act: Fiscal Ycar Ending
June 30, 1960; and the Report on the National Defense Education Act:
Fiscal Years 1961 and 1962.

The present report covers the first 5 years of the NDEA language
and area centers program, although for the fifth year (1963-64)
some of the data are based on advance estimates rather than on final
reports. The first 5 years of operation do not coincide with the first

10



4 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

5 years of NDEA. Since the original appropriations were made
during the academic year 1958-59, it was not until the academic
year 1959-60 that the first 19 centers began receiving Federal support.
This time lag resulted in what is known as forward financing (by
which funds appropriated in one year are committed in advance and
spent on activities actually carried out in the next), and thus, when
the Act was subsequently extended, first for 2 years (to June 1964)
and later for 1 more year (to June 1965), the language and area
centers program was automatically extended through the academic
year 1965-66.

11



Concept and Practice in
Non-Western Area Studies

THE
VIGOROUS PURSUIT of non-Western studies in our

colleges and universities began in the post-World War II period,
during which the involvement of the United States in global affairs
reached a new level of intensity and impressed itself more clearly
on the consciousness of most Americans. It was no coincidence that
the resulting academic absorption in non-Western subject matter
became identified with the area studies approach to the curriculum.
The area approachalthough developed before 1941had first been
widely adopted in wartime in response to a sudden realization of the
need for training in the understanding of alien societies and cultures,
a need that, under the circumstances, could be met only by combining
rare skills from among several disciplines. Similar postwar needs,
which found the country scarcely better prepared, suggested a con-
tinuation of the approach that had lately revealed such promise.

Academic Antecedents of Area Studies

The constituent elements of the area study concept as it relates
to NDEAnon-Western emphasis, application of varied disciplinaor
skills, contemporary focus, concern for total societies and cultures,
field study, and language proficiency (the most important postwar
addition to the concept)all have their antecedents in American
academic tradition.

Non-Western studies 2 have long had scholarly devotees. Sinolo-
gists, Indologists (or Sanskritists), and Arabists have always played
a role in the academic world. They have traditionally been the
scholars who studied, partly out of interest and partly for lack of
colleagues, the totality of those'cultures and civilizations. Stemming,
however, largely from the fields of classical language and literature,
archaeology, and the history of art or religion, they did not typically

Defined as including Latin America and Eastern Europe bemuse these areas share the contemporary
problems of social and economic development of the geographically non-Western world and because they
have resided outside the mainstream of American academic attention.

5
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6 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

apply the insights of social science or manifest the interest in con-
temporary developments which have come to be associated with area
studies. And they were usually not concerned with the modern
languages spoken in their areas.

A parallel case is that of the classicists, long a mainstay of the
curriculum of American higher education. Likewise noncontempo-
rary in focus but not of course associated with the non-Western world,
classicists have commonly embraced the whole of a civilization as their
subject. This they did before the present-day departments had fully
established themselves and thus accomplished the seemingly definitive
division of knowledge along disciplinary lines. Such specialists nec-
essarily embodied classical language proficiency in their approach,
either because their subjects were literary or because they required
access to sources in the so-called exotic languages. Field study was
often just as necessary, most obviously so in the case of archaeology;
but it was never contemporary in emphasis and thus seldom involved
an encounter with either a modern society or its languages.

With the emergence of anthropology, both field study and language
skill received new impetus. Anthropology achieved recognition as an
academic discipline during the last part of the 19th century and
acquired departmental status on many campuses in the 20th. It
became par excellence the exponent of fieldwork and oral communica-
tion. Furthermore, many of its favorite topics for investigation were
located in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Still, anthropology was
only secondarily concerned with modern industrial societies and cul-
tures and usually concentrated on primitive groups remote from the
contemporary global arena.

This concentration, as it manifested itself in anthropological study
of the American Indians, had an additional significance for the sub-
sequent emergence of language and area studies. For the resulting
attention to Indian dialects gave rise to an American school of struc-
tural linguistics which has played a central role in the postwar flower-
ing of language learning in the context of non-Western studies.

Such fields as comparative government, international relations, and
the economics of foreign trade were accustomed, on the other hand,
to concentrate on contemporary subjects, but paid relatively little
attention to the non-Western world. And language teachers, though
manifestly concerned with proficiency in their subject, also gave the
bulk of their attention to the European or "common" languages:
Latin, French, German, Spanish, and Italian.

Perhaps the most pointed antecedents of all were the handful of
area programs which existed before World War II. One or two
modest programs started as early as the World War I era, with Latin

13



REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS 7

America the most prominent area of study. By the early 1930's,
however, there were distinctive programs of area research, notably
those originated by W. Norman Brown (University of Pennsylvania)
on South Asia, Raymond A. Kennedy (Yale University) on Southeast
Asia, and Philip K. Hitti (Princeton University) on the Middle East.
These and others that evolved before World War II typified the aim
of integrating disciplinary viewpoints to provide more comprehensive
understanding of non-Western regions or localities.

Area Studies in the Postwar Curriculum

Despite the many precedents for the constituent elements of the
area approach, the emergence of area studies on a broad scale in the
postwar period was seen as a challenge to traditional departmental
organization. Certain of the more enthusiastic proponents of area
studies regarded the new fashion as a replacement for the Accepted
disciplines, a view which evoked a correspondingly extreme reaction
among traditionalists. The ensuing debate over the validity and
merits of the area approach, even now not fully resolved in the aca-
demic community, tended, therefore, to be irrelevant to the actual
area programs that finally found their place in the major universities.
For the more moderate proponents of area studies saw in the programs
they initiated merely a device for supplementing departmental offer-
ings and making a comprehensive attack on hitherto neglected non-
Western subject matter in such a manner as to repair existing short-
comings as rapidly and easily as possible.

These moderates pointed out that the disciplines, the so-called
"vertical pillars of knowledge," left "twilight zones and vales of com-
plete ignorance" between them. Area focus, said Robert B. Hall,
chairman of the Committee on World Area Research, would "not only
help to fill the now unknown interstices, but also bring about an
exchange of the particular knowledge and peculiar insights of the
different disciplines, to the general enrichment of research." When
it was conceded that area work lacked the "hard core" and specific
methodology by which it could challenge the disciplines on their own
ground, it became apparent that the real argument turned neither on
the appropriate way of carving up knowledge nor on the presumed
benefits in the realm of research. Rather, the important question
concerned the manner in which departments could be interrelated
within a university structure to produce a set of integrated course
offerings focusing on a specific world region.

14



8 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

The area programs which emerged in the late 1940's and 1950's
represented varying patterns of organization. The most rudimentary
type was a collection of courses bearing on a particular world area
and already offered in the various departments. From within the
elaborate curriculums of the larger universities it was often easy to
obtain professors from as many as half a dozen departments whose
courses dealt in whole or in part with a single global area. In such
cases, there might be a single interested faculty member responsible
for whatever integration and student guidance were provided. Or
there might be a more formal structuring, with a committee rep-
resenting and mediating among the several disciplines. But such
combinations of existing courses seldom achieved more than separate
listings by world area in the institution's catalog: the possibility of
developing any systematic or professional approach to area studies
was usually ignored.

Other area programs, some dating from the prewar period, were
aimed primarily at undergraduates and took the form of an integrated
course on a non-Western areaa single major country such as India
or China, or a world region as large as Asia. Among the better
known examples that could be cited are the University of Chicago
program in non-Western civilizations and the University of Michigan
course on Asia for undergraduates. Such courses would be taught
by teams of faculty members from the various disciplines which
happened to be represented. They necessitated coordination, often
to the extent of evolving collaborative textbooks and other course
materials, and were frequently offered with great enthusiasm by the
instructors who taught them.

Still another version of the area approach was the formation of
separate institutes or "centers" to deal with one )r another world
area, as exemplified by the several institutes at Columbia University.
A large measure of administrative autonomy was necessary to enable
a director and his staff to attain a high level of research and graduate
instruction. The faculty had to be cohesive and distinguished enough
to attract students. Such programs did not ordinarily compete in
any functional way with the academic departments. On the contrary,
except for a few purely research centers, the faculty and students
customarily maintained their departmental ties. However, this type
of structure permitted a certain amount of influence on faculty
recruitment so that area gaps might also be considered when depart-
mental vacancies were being filled. As this system gradually took
hold, faculty appointments became joint ventures and students had
increasingly to fulfill the requirements of both the department and
the area center:

15



REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS 9

A final organizational form, more conventional in the sense that most
programs so organized were of long standing, was the department
built around an area focus, such, as the Department of Oriental
Studies at Princeton University or the Department of Near Eastern
Studies at the University of Michigan. In such cases historians and,
more rarely, social scientists might be found along with language
and literature specialists in a single department functioning in the
same manner as a department consisting of a homogeneous discipline.
Comparatively few new programs copied this arrangement, but some
of .the older ones which had proved workable on this basis retained
the departmental form.

All of these organizational devices, al_ring with further variants,
served the purpose of area studies through the 1950's. During this
decade several trends were apparent. A growing body of faculty
members became identified with the various centers of non-Western
studies, fostering a distinctive professional focus of both research and
instruction but also maintaining the traditional disciplinary credentials
and enjoying equality of status in the academic community. Pro-
grams of study, particularly for higher degrees, grew noticeably longer
as students had to satisfy both departmental and area requirements
while at the same time acquiring the language skills enabling them to
work in their area effectively. The area concept became more
firmly rooted in the curriculum of higher education as the high caliber
of its results gradually overcame the residual opposition to any crossing
of departmental lines.

Throughout this period and into the 1960's, the granting of degrees
was increasingly acknowledged to be a departmental prerogative.
Except for the so-called area departments, which retained their
regular degree-granting functions, most area studies programs de-
ferred to the disciplines on this score, and the area Ph. D. almost
disappeared. While the A.B. and M.A. in area fields remained
more common, even at these levels the area programs contented
themselves more often than not with the maintenance of the require-
ments for an area specialization within the framework of a degree
in one of the disciplines. The balance that was being struck in this
respect satisfied all concerned, especially as it also simplified the
problem of placement for graduates who might otherwise have been
handicapped by an unconventional, nondepartmental oegree.

If any objection to the area concept was left unanswered, it con-
cerned sources of funds., The traditionalists' initial fear that area
programs would drain budgetary support away from the depart-
ments abated in the face of strong foundation support for non-Western
studies. Although the departments might envy the area centers

16



10 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

such support, university funds themselves were not diverted to any
unreasonable extent. Indeed, just because of this arrangement, it
was the area programs, with their comparatively weak claim on
university resources, that were in the long run left in a financially
precarious position. In practice, however, the personnel of depart-
ments and area centers overlapped to such an extent that the issue
of source of support was less critical than expected. The sphere
of neglect that did appear lay elsewhere---in the disciplines not
associated with area programs, particularly in the language depart-
ments. These were becoming increasingly aware of both their stake
in, and their potential contribution to, area instruction.

The Growth of Area Studies Programs

In the period from 1946 to 1962 several surveys were conducted to
determine the number of area programs in operation at a given time.
Certain of these surveys also explored the standards by which area
programs could be defined. The first was undertaken in 1946 by
Robert B. Hall under the auspices of the Social Science Research
Council. Excluding the programs dealing with North American
and European areas, he listed 22 universities with 45 instructional
programs either in operation or planned. Of the active programs,
more were aimed at undergraduates than at graduate students.
At that time, regional ranking placed Latin America (16), the Far
East (14), and Russia and Eastern Europe (11) far in the lead.

By 1951 it was possible for the next surveyor, Wendell C. Bennett,
in his study for the Social Science Research Council, to apply more
qualitative distinctions on the basis of the 5 years' intervening
experience and to identify the solidly grounded undertakings. The
concept of an "integrated area program" which he used has since
been employed in the Department of State surveys to identify or-
ganized and well-planned programs and exclude mere collections of
course offerings. The criteria Bennett proposed were:

1. Official university recognition and support of the program
2. Adequate library resources both for teaching and for research on thearea
3. Competent instruction in the principal languages of the area
4. Offerings in at least 5 pertinent subjects in addition to language in-

struction
5. Some specific mechanisms for integrating the area studies6. An area research program
7. Emphasis on the contemporary aspects of the area

17



REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS 11

Except for the fifth criterion, these characteristics avoided the
more problematical aspects of integration in either area instruction or
area research. The delimitation of a geographical area does not,
of course, provide any automatic integrating principle. As far as
area research is concerned, integration is usually achieved by focusing
the ielevant disciplinary viewpoints on a particular problem that
is significant in the context of a global area or region. In the in-
structional realm, as Sidney Mintz observed in his survey for the
Human Relations Area Files in New Haven, integration may occur
in essentially two ways: By bringing diverse disciplinary approaches
to bear on an area problem in the presence of students, thereby
exposing them to a variety of disciplinary treatments of area subject
matter and permitting integration to take place in their minds;
and by collaborative multidisciplinary preparation of text material
to be presented in integrated form by practitioners of the several
pertinent disciplines. Both of these approaches have been used
successfully, singly or in combination, and were presumably the
mechanisms intended in Bennett's fifth point, although his enumera-
tion as a whole referred rather to planning, coordination, and the
permanence of institutional commitment. These more visible
characteristics enabled Bennett and others who surveyed the field
to rule out the more ephemeral area programs and provide a rough
index of growth in the serious adoption of the area studies approach
in American higher education.

Excluding the European programs, Bennett found 25 integrated
area programs in operation and 19 potential (planned or incipient)
programs, with the following global distribution:

Area Integrated
programs

Potential
programs

Russia 5 3
Far East 8 3
Southeast Asia 2 1

South Asia 1 2
Near East 2 4
Africa 1 0
Latin America 6 6

Total 25 19

733-291 0-64-2

18



12 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

The number of faculty personnel engaged in area instruction
reflected the leading position of the Far Eastern, Russian, and Latin
American programs; but in numbers of students the Latin American
programs were a poor third, well out of proportion to the number
of centers and faculty.

The 28 universities covered by Bennett's survey reported an im-
pressive range of language offerings and enrollments but, except for
Spanish, Russian, Chinese, and Japanese, advanced instruction in
language was scanty and not well distributed. Offerings and enroll-
ments in the less common languages were limited. Language study
had not kept pace witl- the development of area instruction despite
nearly universal recognition of the vital importance of language
proficiency in area specialization.

Bennett's findings were particularly significant with respect to
the degree of involvement of the several disciplines in area programs,
and they merit recapitulation. Anthropology was poorly represented
in programs dealing witb Russia, the Near East, and South Asia, but
strong in areas where "primitive" people still resided. Art specialists
played a major role only in Far Eastern studies. Economics was
especially deficient in programs on Southeast Asia, South Asia, the
Near East, and Africa. The study of education had only potential
value for area programs. Geography, "though presumably one of
the basic subjects of area study," was poorly represented for nearly
all areas. While history was basic to many programs, it was deficient
for Southeast Asia, South Asia, and Africa. International relations
provided few specialists in any area. Law was generally unrepre-
sented in all areas. Literature was strong in all but Southeast and
South Asian studies. Philosophy was seldom represented. Political
science was weakest in its contribution to Southeast Asian, South
Asian, Near Eastern, and African programs. Psychology was found
to be "an important field which is not yet involved in area studies."
Sociology was needed everywhere, but particularly in Near Eastern
and African studies.

The Department of State issued reports on area study programs in
three successive editions (1954,1956, 1959) under the title Area Study
Programs in American Universities; a further revision entitled Language
and Area Study Programs in American Universities was produced in
1962; and a revised and augmented edition will appear in 1964.
Limited by what institutions report and by uncertainty as to what
programs should be included, these State Department reports still
provide the best indication of higher education's growing acceptance
of the area approach to non-Western studies. Their findings are
summarized in the following table.

19



REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS

Region
Number of Programel

1954 1956 1959 1962

Africa 3 6 6 13
Asia (general) 6 16

10 24 (23) (28)
East Asia 17 12
Southeast Asia 4 9

(10) (15) 12 14
South Asia 6 6
Latin America 11 28 19 29
Near East 7 12 13 18
Soviet Union and East

Europe 14 23 19 34

Total 55 108 92 136

I Certain editions combined areas that were listed separately in other editions. Figures in
Parentheses in the table are supplied for purposes of comparison.

13

Despite certain fluctuations, the general pattern of growth is appar-
ent. Among the subsidiary tendencies, the marked rise in African
and Latin American programs should occasion no surprise. Nor is
the continued dominance of Far Eastern and Russian and East Euro-
pean programs unexpected. Within individual programs, the State
Department surveys showed significant growth not only in the avail-
ability of language instruction but also in the strength and variety of
disciplinary representation.

The opportunities for such notable growth were provided in large
measure by tha foundations, as Axelrod and Bigelow emphasize in
chapter 1 of their report. With the Rockefeller Foundation taking
the lead in 1933, followed by Carnegie and then by Ford (on a large
scale after 1951), foundation support allowed for the development of
academic instruction organized on an area basis. These efforts were
decisive in assisting the universities to surmount their previous neglect
of the non-Western world. While there is no doubt that area pro-
grams have won acceptance in the academic community since the
1950's, there is also no doubt that area studies would have died at
birth had such continued support not been forthcoming.

The Role of Language Instruction

The outstanding weakness in the area approacu by the end of the
1950's was in language instruction. Most languages which were
offered were taught with less than optimum effectiveness, owing
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14 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

partly to scarcity of teachers and partly to lack of instructional
materials. Many important languages were not taught at all. What
had been accomplished in the non-Western languages had been the
work of a few leading scholars starting before World War II. The
war indicated both the importance of what had been started and the
inadequacy of the effort up to that time. Yet as late as 1958 many
students otherwise qualified as area specialists were graduating with-
out language proficiency adequate for either fieldwork in their areas
or satisfactory library research at home.

Nevertheless, the vital place of language in area studies had become
clear. The addition of the word "language" to the title of the are progr tm
survey made by the Department of State in 1962 was symbolic of
this recognition. Despite shortcomings in practice, it was recognized
in theory that indigenous languages were essential for area specialists,
whether social scientists or humanists. If there were exceptions, they
involved Africa and SoutheaSt Asia where the methods of descriptive
linguistics were often advocated as a key to the multitude of indige-
nous languages, either instead of, or as a supplement to, the learning
of one or two uncommon languages that might or might not prove
useful in an individual's research. The same two exceptions also
pointed up the importance of the common languagessuch as English,
French, German, and Italianin non-Western studies.

The Emergence of the Center Concept

If was generally accepted by the late 1950's that language and area
studies could not, and should not, attempt to supplant the disciplines.
Each of the several related disciplines had a unique contribution that
could be realized only if its separate identity and character were
retained. As a device for organizing curricular offerings pertinent to
a given world area and for assisting the student to become an area
specialist, the language and area center was recognized as a focal point
for these various skills and ,:iewpoints.

The undergraduate might be offered only an introduction to an
alien culture through an integrated area course. Or he might be
prepared in more comprehensive fashion by higher levels of specializa-
tion leading to graduate study. The master's degree might be earned
in an area field; it was sometimes retained as a useful device, particu-
larly for students with nonacademic career goals such as Government
service or international commercial activity. But the doctorate was
almost universally granted on a departmental basis with concentration
on the candidate's chosen area.
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While the dispersion of authority and direction among departments
often imposed difficulties on the administration of language and area
centers, it allowed specialized talent recruited for the center's inumdiate
purposes to be incorporated into the traditional departmental struc-
ture. In the words of a report prepared by the South Asian Language
and Area Center of the University of Chicago, it assured "that Center
development is at every point rooted in the normal University
structure." The supportilig conviction of that faculty was that
language and area studies "are best pursued, not as a field independent
of the usual academic disciplines, but rather through specialization
in one or two disciplines, which may be applied to the area "

The report of the Conference on Japanese and American Studies,
held in Ann Arbor, Mich., in May 1963, emphasized a similar concept
of area studies as "an association among disciplines for their mutual
gain." The effect of center-style organization of instruction and
research, the report stated, "is to make the area specialist aware of
the important actual or potential contribution of other fields of learn-
ing to problems that -,,re of interest in his own discipline, at the same
time that he learns t.' apply his own discipline's viewpoint and methods
to a chosen world area."

The area specialist, a faculty member belonging at once to a
department and a language and area center, has emerged as a bridge
between these two complementary forms of academic organization.
Whether in research or teaching, he is the agent of fruitful and
mutually strengthening interaction between his discipline and his
area concentration. He is the logical outcome of a center concept
that harmonizes rather than competes with customary university
structure and mode of operation.

As already stated elsewhere (see Donald N. Bigelow, "The Center
Concept and the Changing Curriculum," listed under "Selected
Bibliography," p. 64), "The center concept can no longer be regarded
as an esoteric matter; it has entered the national scene, not only
because of the NDEA but because of its immediate relevance to higher
education." The relevance of centers extends further, however, for
they are reservoirs of knowledge and skills needed by the community
and the country. They offer unique competence in advice and
leadership to neighboring institutions, in programs open to com-
munity participation, and in specialized knowledge at the service of
the Nation in its overseas commitments and relations. All this is in
keeping with the American academic tradition of community service.
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The Language and Area Centers Program

BY 1958 THE MARKED POSTWAR GROWTH of area studies
programs in higher education was coinciding with a rising aware-

ness of the deficiencies of the country's educational system in training
its students in science, mat.ematics, and language. Soviet achieve-
ments in education and technology served to heighten a concern that
was already lively in certain e.-3ucational groups and in some Govern-
ment circles. Appropriate legislation had in fact already been drafted
before the advent of Sputnik, with the specific aim of providing Federal
encouragement to a nationwide educational effort. In the language
field, this effort was spearheaded by the ideas of the American Council
of Learned Societies and the Modern Language Association of America
which had long been ai tempting to modernize language learning.

Legislation was developed during 1958 to make public funds
available in the field of education on a national scale without
encroaching on State and local autonomy. The National Defense
Education Act (NDEA), which was passed in September 1958,
incorporated several distinct features which were related to each other
by their common relevance to the goal of strengthening the educational
system at its strategic points. One broad category of activity,
language development, was authorized under title VI with responsi-
bility vested in the U.S. Commissioner of Education.

Title VI embodied two separate approaches to the problem of
language development. Part A, Centers and Research and Studies,
incorporated a three-pronged instrument of aid to the study of modern
foreign laguages at the higher educational level: Support for the
establishment of language and area centers by contracts with institu-
tions of higher education (sec. 601(a)); fellowship stipends to students
taking advanced training in modern foreign languages and related area
subjects (sec. 601 (b)); and research on all modern foreign languages
and the areas in which they are used, together with preparation of the
instructional materials needed (sec. 602). The Act authorized
appropriations for these programs not to exceed $8 million in any
one fiscal year. Part B, Language Institutes, provided sumnier and
academic year programs of study in modern instructional techniques

16

23



REPORT ON TETE FIRST 5 YEARS 17

and materials for elementary and secondary school teachers of modern
foreign languages.

Policies and Criteria for the Establishment of Centers

One of the first tasks of the U.S. Office of Education was to identify
the institutions of higher education which had both the capacity and
the desire to participate in realizing the objectives of the Act. Al-
though responsible for the effective employment of the funds, from the
outset the Office was alive to the need for circumspectprocedures that
would guarantee the autonomy of the universities against any sug-
gestion of Federal interference. Title I of the Act contained the
provision that:

Nothing contained in this act shall be construed to authorize any depart-
ment; agency, officer, or employee of the United States to exercise any
direction, supervision, or control over the curriculum, program of instruc-
tion, administration, or personnel of any educational institution or school
system.

Moreover, only by relying on the voluntary cooperation of universities
in furthering the development of language and area studies could the
objectives of the legislation be served. Institutions of high caliber
would be interested in Federal support f n. the advancement of edu-
cational aims that were genuinely their own. At the same time,
because the Act required the universities to match any Federal con-
tribution, they would hesitate to open their doors to any activity they
regarded as extraneous, certainly if any question of external coercion
were present.

Given these limitations on the role of the Office and given the fact
that language and area centers would necessarily operate within the
framework of the total educational missions of the universities, a
question immediately arose as to the meaning of the term "establish-
ment" as used in the Act. If the term were construed narrowly to
mean support c.11y for completely new centers, the relatively small
number of faculty specialists in non - Western languageS and areas would
be enticed to !Pave existing programs for the new ones created with
Federal support; the result would be merely a dispersion of existing
specialists. Such a course would also sacrifice much of the experi-
ence accumulated at institutions which already had centers and fore-
close any possibility of fruitful collaboration or sharing of experience
between "old" non-NDEA centers and such new centers as might be
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18 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

created with NDEA support. At the same time, it was recognized
that the basic intent of the law was to assist in the expansion and im-
provement of the coverage of all world areas and their languages.
The problem was resolved by interpreting "establishment" to cover
"new and/or expanded activities," either at existing centers or at new
centers. The latter could be supported by reason of the need to
round out the nationwide distribution of centers and to enlarge the
total national capability for language and area instruction.

The principal criteria applied to proposals from institutions of higher
education for the creation of new or the expansion of old language and
area programs under NDEA were these:

1. Federal funds could only be expended to support new and/or
expanded activities on a matching basis and could not exceed 50 per-
cent of the total sum involved.

2. Primary consideration would be given to shortcomings in the
field of language, with priority assigned to those languages in which
the most critical shortages of trained personnel existed. Secondary
consideration would be accorded the "other fields needed to provide
a full understanding of the area, regions, or countries" where the criti-
cal languages were used.

3. Geographically, the centers should be widely distributed in some
approximate relation to student population, for the sake of accessi-
bility and in order to make optimum use of available faculty specialists
dispersed over the Nation's campuses.

4. Supported programs should form integral parts of total institu-
tional offerings in accredited degree-granting institutions of higher
education, and should be long-term undertakings with the continuing
support of their universities.

5. As among the major world a: eas, relative national needs for
trained manpower and increased academic capacities should be
weighed to determine the number of programs that could be sup-
ported with optimum benefit.

In the period between the passage of the Act and the signing of the
first language and area center contracts for the academic year 1959-60,
a more specific and refined set of policies had to be worked out to guide
the Office of Education in its allocation of Federal funds to achieVe
optimum effectiveness. Early statements by the Commissioner of
Education stressed the determination to leave the universities a free
hand in deciding what form of center organization would best fit local
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REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS 19

needs and the structure of the institutions. At the same time it was
evident that more sharply defined criteria would have to be applied
in order to select wisely among proposed centers and to obtain the
greatest possible impetus in the directions intended by the Act. It
was clear at the outset that primary emphasis would be upon graduate
instruction, inasmuch as most potential centers and faculty specialists
were already operating mainly at this level. Furthermore, it was this
emphasis that promised earliest returns, in terms of graduat; students,
from what was at best a long-range undertaking. This implied, how-
ever, no discouragement of language and area offerings for under-
graduates. Indeed, as the program developed it became apparent
that the NDEA centers were serving at least as many undergraduate
as graduate students.

The Critical Languages

The Commissioner of Education issued two statements of policy in
the first half of 1959 concerning the factors governing the choice of
centers. (See app. A, 1 and 2.) Foremost among these was the need
for expansion and improvement of training in languages critically
needed by the Nation. Once the importance of language had been
established, the task of the Office of Education was to identify which
of some 3,000 languages were "critical languages."

On the basis of a study conducted by the American Council of
Learned Societies, the Commissioner issued an announcement on
March 10, 1959, listing Arabic, Chinese, Hindustani, Japanese,
Portuguese, and Russian as being among the country's most needed
languages. French, German, Italian, and Spanish, although needed,
appeared to be "readily available" in terms of "adequate instruction."
Despite the relatively widespread availability of instruction, Russian
was left in the critical category because of the need to improve the
quality of instruction, both in higher education and on the secondary
level. One line of approach for the six critical languages "where
the evident need is for relatively large numbers of trained persons"
would be to designate a number of centers offering each language,
recognizing that each center might also offer other regional languages.
Other goals for these six would also include the promotion of intensive
course offerings, the improvement of teaching materials, and the
availability of related studies in the social sciences and humanities.

The statement by the Commissioner also covered a second category
of languages, for which the need was less acute. These were not
identified but included the official languages of national states. The
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20 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

goal was to strengthen offerings in these languages by at least two
centers in different parts of the country. The statement also rec-
ognized, without enumerating them, a third category of critical
languages not currently in great demand but which might grow in
importance. For most of these, adequate teaching materials were
lacking. The statement recommended that instruction in these
languages should be made available to the extent of perhaps one in-
tensive course every 2 years in each and proposed the preparation
of adequate teaching materials, defined as including a basic course with
elementary textbook and tapes for oral practice, a reference grammar
based on a sound structural analysis of the language, a set of graded
readers, and a contemporary dictionary suitable for student use.

The second announcement by the Commissioner concerning modern
foreign languages, dated June 17, 1959, enumerated 18 languages
found in the course of study and consultation to belong in the second
category of priority, but recognized that subsequent study might alter
the listing. These languages were: Bengali, Burmese, Finnish, Mod-
ern Hebrew, Hungarian, Indonesian-Malay, Khalkha, Korean,
Marathi, Persian, Polish, Serbo-Croatian, Singhalese, Swahili, Tamil,
Telugu, Thai, Turkish. The announcement called for at least
one annual intensive course in each of these languages, with pro-
vision for advanced training in both language and area study.

By the second year of the centers program, the lists of 6 languages
in the most critical and 18 languages in the less critical categories
remained the same; and an additional 59 languages had been enumer-
ated as belonging in the third priority group of critical languages.
When Spanish was later added to the first priority group, it joined
Russian as a language of critical importance though commonly
taught. (See app.. A, 4.) All others on the three lists were hence-
forth regarded as the "uncommon" or "neglected" languages.

The whole problem of emphasis and priority among neglected lan-
guages remained a vexing one throughout the first years of NDEA.
Although the actual lists were modified at times, the specific enumera-
tion of languages and their division into categories gradually receded
before the practical requirements of establishing centers, assigning
research contracts, and granting fellowships. Moreover, newly
acquired experience quickly brought about an awareness of other
and partially unexpected considerations. In the first place, the
needs and urgencies for some languages were so great that support
of instruction could not wait upon the development of adequate
teaching materials Ln all languages. Existing facilities, as well as
the existing interests of student applicants, had to be exploited im-
mediately; this meant unevenness in the coverage of language fields
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REPORT ON THE FIRST 6 YEARS 21

previously announced as vital. For many languages, the desired
development of advanced instruction had to wait upon the emergence
of a clientele trained in the elementary phase of instruction. Further,
it had to be recognized that training of numbers of people in some of
the more obscure languages whose importance was mainly potential
would be plagued by the problem of employment, that is, that careers
would not be abundantly open to students who had specialized in
them.

On the other hand, as was pointed out at the Conference on the
Neglected Languages held in 1961, for the many African languages
both facilities and student candidates were so limited that an effort
should be made to provide instruction in any African language for
which there was a demand, without reference to priorities determined
in advance. This conference also reflected the increasing conscious-
ness of linguistics as an ancillary field of special importance not only
to future language teachers but also to future specialists in areas
where many languages were spoken but a lingua franca was lacking.

Finally, and perhaps most important, the Office of Education
could not consider the national language need in a vacuum but had
rather to adjust its viewpoint to the position taken by the universities,
for they retained the primary role in implementing instructional
programs. Thus, although the emphasis upon more intensive lan-
guage instruction remained a fixed point in trying to improve perform-
ance, the academic community was not united on this point, and,
especially since "intensive" came to mean all things to all men, support
was given to both conventional and intensive language programs. At
the same time, an existing language and area program could be en-
couraged to move toward more intensive instruction by treating
the introduction of intensive courses to replace or augment con-
ventional offerings as a new and hence supportable activity.

Nevertheless, in the ae:ual negotiation of contracts with universities
for the establishment or expansion of language and area programs, the
original goals and policies of title VI were closely reflected. The
coverage of the six most critical languages by the centers was com-
plete,.and wide geographical distribution was achieved. In addition,
the centers proved able to offer many of the languages composing the
second and third categories of importance. Advanced training fol-
lowed naturally on the development of a constituency of students
trained in the elementary phase. Intensive coursework, meaning
more hours of instruction plus drill and laboratory sessions, gradually
won increasing numbers of adherents as it proved not only possible
but beneficial to incorporate it into the academic schedule, particularly
in- the form of slimmer programs conducted in connection with the

28



22 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

academic year curriculuman arrangement which became increasingly
popular by the summers of 1962 and 1963.

The Implementation of the Centers Program

The first step in the actual contracting procedure was taken when
a university submitted a proposal for a language and area center and
furnished detailed information about the existing program, if any, and
plans for future development. Ideally, the proposal had four ele-
ments: (1) A description of the program, including its history, re-
sources, special research projects, goals, and specific plans for the
academic year and/or summer; (2) a list of existing and proposed
faculty and courses in the language and area field; (3) plans for new
or expanded activities, including, for example, changes in administra-
tion, use of the language laboratory, library plans, and travel; and
(4) an estimated budget with explanatory notes.

By May 1959 the Office of Education had considered more than
100 proposals submitted to it by universities for the establishment or
expansion of language and area centers. A panel of consultants
drawn from Government, universities, and educational organizations
reviewed the proposals. When selected proposals had been approved,
the Office entered into negotiations with the universities concerned as
to the precise terms of the contracts in order to satisfy the require-
ments of the Act and to determine the appropriateness of projected
expenditures.

The contracting institutions were expected to supply annual tech-
nical and fiscal reports to assure that the terms of the contract had
been observed. These annual reports were in due course supple-
mented, as means of communication, by two meetings of center
directors in Washington (in 1960 and 1962), and by periodic visits to
the centers by staff members of the Office of Education.

Designated recipients of funds within the universities might be
language departments, special administrative organizations such as
institutes, or interdepartmental area programs, or departments that
were coterminous with language and area study centers. In all cases
the program of instruction represented a balance between language
and area subjects in terms of the institution's current offerings and
needs. The amounts allocated represented the outcome of negotia-
tion designed to assure that contracts specified amounts that could be
used effectively in the given situations:

In June 1959 the Commissioner announced that 19 centers had been
selected for support in the academic year 1959-60. The total alloca-

29



REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS 23

tion for the centers was almost $500,000; and, with the provision for
university matching of the Federal funds, this meant that $1 million
in new money was being injected into the nationwide language and
area study effort. (For amounts of allocations to individual centers,
see app. E, table 1.)

The distribution of these centers by world area reflected both the
national educational needs as perceived at the time and the availability
of facilities for effective offerings: East Asian (4 centers), Southeast
Asian (1), South Asian (3), Middle Eastern (3), Uralic-Altaic (1),
Asian-Slavic (1), Slavic and East European (3), African (1), Luso-

TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $499,653

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE

586,887
17.5%

Figure 1.Al location of Federal Support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world

region: Academic year 1959-60
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24 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

Brazilian (2). (See app. E, table 3.) The six most critical lan-
guages were each offered at a number of centers: Russian (3 centers),
Hindi-Urdu (3), Chinese (5), Japanese (3), Arabic (3), Portuguese (2).
(See app. E, table 5.) A substantial number of less critical languages
were taught in the same centers with or without Federal support.

During the first year of center operation, the attention of the Office
of Education was concentrated on ways to round out tLe program so
as to provide for adequate coverage of global areas and critical lan-
guages while achieving a proper geographical distribution in theUnited
States. The designation of 27 more centers and the allocation of three
times as much money ($1,575,000) to the center program for the
academic year 1960-61the only year in which large-scale expansion
took placewas to make possible considerable progress toward these
goals. In addition, other factors were brought under consideration
by the gathering moment 7M of the undertaking. A memorandum
issued on December 1, 1959 (see app. A, bulletin 3), stated forthrightly
the following criteria for a successful language and area program:

1. A clearly defined global area
2. For this area, attention to both langue.ge and related ap,a study
3. In the area study, inclusion of both humanities and social sciences
4. Interrelated programs of research and instruction
5. An adequate library in the language and materials relevant to the area

of study
6. Long-term institutional backing for the program

This made it quite definite that Federal support could properly be
assigned to the several aspects of language and area study and that
specific allocations would be in accordance with the peculiar needs of
a given institution.

Soon after the end of the first year of center operation, experience
had crystallized sufficiently to allow a description of the language and
area centers program as being "basically a fiscal partnership between
the Office of Education and operating institutions of higher education
for the purpose of developing adequate instructional programs in
those modern foreign languages which are necessary to the national
interest but which have been inadequately studied in the past, and
in subjects and studies concerning the areas, regions, or countries
where these languages are used."

It was also becoming clearer to what extent the research and fellow-
ship programs meshed with center activity. Many of the research
contracts for the development of instructional materials in critical
languages were negotiated with staff members at the centers. All of
the materials so produced added steadily to the teaching arsenal of
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the centers and of other institutions. A high proportion of National
Defense Foreign Language Fellowship holders (77 percent in 1960-61)
were enrolled at the centers, thus simultaneously putting them to use
and contributing to their strength.

Finally, the experience gained with the undergraduate center that
was established at the University of Kansas in the first year of the
program encouraged a fuller exploration of language and area studies
at the undergraduate level. Clearly the role of the language and area
center in undergraduate education had yet to be developed. Equally
clearly there was a vital role to be played. As the memorandum of
December 1, 1959, had stated, "It must be recognized that advanced
language and area work in graduate centers cannot attain optimum
effectiveness unless there are opportunities for prospective students
to be recruited and given preliminary training at the undergraduate
level." The obstacles of crowded curriculums, interwoven course
requirements, and postponed undergraduate specialization were
recognized, but the desirability of starting language end area prepa-
ration early in a student's academic career was held to be overriding.
Accordingly, contracts were negotiated for support of 3 wholly
undergraduate centers in 1960-61. These were at the University of
Arizona, the University of Iowa, and at Portland State College.

After some 70 additional proposals had been submitted in 1960, 27
new centers were selected for the ensuing year, bringing the total to
46 centers at 3,1) institutions of higher education in 19 States and the
District of Columbia.' The resulting array of centers for 1960-61
provided not only a much-improved coverage of the world areas and
languages but also a better distribution around the country, except
for the southeastern States where no center had as yet been desig-
nated. In the second year, as in the first, approximately 60 percent
of Federal funds was used for support of language offerings and 40
percent for area courses. In 1960-61 not only were the most critical
languages being taught at more centers (Russian-11, Hindi-Urdu-6,
Chinese-13, Japanese-9, Arabic-7, Portuguese-2), but all of the
second-priority group of neglected languages were offered at centers.
A total of 44 languages were being taught with Federal support and
7 others were offered at NDEA centers without Federal aid. Instruc-
tion in another 6 languages was available if needed.

At this point programs at the 46 centers were divided among world
regions as follows: East Asian-11, Southeast Asian-3, South
Asian-6, Middle Eastern-8, Uralic-Altaic-1, Asian-Slavic-2,

It was at this stage, in the folio( 1280, that the inventory of NDEA centers was conducted by Axelrod
and Bigelow. Chapter 2 of that report describes the oenters program as it existed then.

32



26 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CIJNTERS

Slavic and East European-9, African-4, Luso-Brazilian-2. (See
app. E, table 3.)

TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $1,515,000

SLA /IC AND
El bT EUROPE

5373,868
24%

Figure 2.--Al location of Federal support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world

region: Academic year 1960-61

After the first 2 years of activity, the benefits that seemed capable
of realization were: (1) The development of a larger cadre of higher
education personnel in the language and area fields; (2) adequate pro -.
grams for degree candidates, preparing them effectively in the skills,
knowledge, and research techniques needed as background for spe-
cialized careers in teaching or public service; and (3) a strong new
potential in higher education for serving the specialized manpower
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needs of the Nation and, indeed, of the free world. These gains were
as clearly acceptable to higher education itself as to the officials
charged with administering the program.

For the academic year 1961-62, the third year of center operation,
the allocation of funds was raised only slightlyfrom $1,575,000 to
$1,750,000. One Russian center was added at Vanderbilt University,
partly in order to strengthen the representation of the centers pro-
gram in the South and partly to fortify Russian language and area
coverage. Beyond this, fiscal limitations permitted only modest in-
creases in some centers, a condition which was to remain substantially
unchanged for the next 3 years.

This stringent limitation of NDEA funds permitted additional
support to only the most vital aspects of language and area instruc-
tion. Once that concentration of resources had been achieved, how-
ever, the centers were ready for an expansion which has had to rely
almost entirely on university support for its achievement.

Following the announcement of the Alliance for Progress in 1961,
and in accord with the growing academic interest in Latin America,
Spanish was included in the list of most critical languages, with the
special qualification that emphasis be placed on graduate area train-
ing rather than language per se. (See app. A, 4.) A survey was
made to find the appropriate Latin American centers which would
supplement the two Portuguese centers already supported at New
York University and the University of Wisconsin. Thus, in spite of
the limited funds available and after careful deliberation and con-
sultation with experts in the field, midway through the academic
year 1961-62 five new centers were designated to begin their activities
in the spring semester of 1962. The five new Latin American pro-
gramsat the Universities of Texas, Florida. and California (Los
Angeles), and at Tulane and Columbia Universitiesreceived support
in the amount of $20,000 each as of February 1, 1962, for the second
semester of the academic year 1961-62. With the designation of
these five new centers, the total expenditure for 1961-62 rose to just
over $1,850,000. To make this possible, $100,000 was pro visionally
committed from the next year's funds.

Although the final allocation of $2,110,000 for the academic year
1962-63 constituted a significant increase over the total for the
previous year, for the 47 centers, with which the program had started
the academic year 1961-62, the benefit was almost negligible. The
five new Latin American centers designated halfway through that year
were now operating through the full academic year 1962-63 and were
receiving support in the amount of $40,000 each; the Luso-Brazilian
Center at the University of Wisconsin was receiving increased support

788-291 0 GI 8
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TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $1,851,001

Figure 3. Allocation of Federal support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world
region: Academic year 1961-62

to enable it to embrace all of Latin America; and a new center had
been designated at Indiana University for the conduct of a second
Uralic-Altaic program, thus bringing the number of NDEA centers
up to 53. The result was that a substantial portion of the increase
in available funds was already obligated. Moreover, because support
once allocated to a given center was not as a matter of policy either
withdrawn or reduced (except at university request), this obligation
of funds amounted to a comxthtment for future yeti,rs as well. Thus,
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the bulk of the costs of expansion and rising expenses at the original
centers was borne by the universities themselves.

In many cases, NDEA support had never amounted to the 50
percent of the cost of a center operation as permitted by law; after 2
years, duri ig which levels of NDEA support remained almost fixed,
the proportion of the cost borne by Federal funds fell even further.
Indeed, Federal funds constituted only 20-30 percent of the collective
operating budgets of a group of 24 centers which voluntarily submitted
comparisons between the amounts of NDEA support and their total
operating budgets for either 1961-62 or 1962-63. The willingness of
these universities to bear the financial burdens of expansion seemed to
demonstrate the extent to which the center concept had found
acceptance in the academic community. Their ability to continue
to do so, however, remained uncertain. As the director of Stanford's
Chinese-Japanese Language and Area Center stated in his technical
report submitted in July 1963:

While the Fellowship program and the Center program under Title VI have
played a major part in the development because of the financial assistance
that has become available from the Office of Education, it should be pointed
out that this has given an impetus that goes beyond the level of Govern-
ment support. This is shown by the increase in the University's contri-
bution to East Asian studies. The University's contribution has been
growing even faster than the Government's and is now more than five
times the amount the Office of Education contributes to the Center. It
is difficult to see how the University after the next few years can find the
resources to continue this rate of growth.

Owing in large part to the designation of the new Latin American
centers in the southeastern United States, the 53 centers operating in
the fourth academic year of the NDEA centers program provided a
much improved geographical distribution of centers in the country.
As regards distribution by world area, the 53 centers are now divided
as follows: East Asian-11, Southeast Asian-3, South Asian-6,
Middle Eastern-8, Uralic-Altaic-2, Asian-Slavic-2, Slavic and
East European-10, African-4, and Latin American-7. (See
app. E. table 3.)

On the basis of a rough comparison between the capacities of
existing programs and national needs, the most serious deficiencies
concerned Africa and South and Southeast Asia. In planning for
academic year 1963-64, the fifth year of the program, an increase of
funds, provided by a transfer from the fellowship program, made it
possible to strengthen the African and the South Asian areas. A
new center for South Asian studies was designated at Duke Univer-
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TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $2,110,000

Figure 4.Al location of Federal support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world
region: Academic year 1962 -R3

sity, further improving the situation in the South. Support was
provided for a fifth African center at Columbia University; and
existing support to the large African center at UCLA was nearly
doubled.

The final distribution of NDEA support for 1963-64, a total of
$2,520,000, placed the. Slavic and East Asian areas at the head of
the list; each enjoyed approximately 20 percent of the available
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support. Latin America, the Middle East, and South Asia each
received from 12 to 15 percent. The African share had risen to 7
percent and the other global regionsSoutheast Asian, Asian-Slavic,
and Uralic-Altaiceach received 5 percent or less. (See app. E,
table 3.)

TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $2,520,000

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE

$513,034
20%

Figure 5.Allocation of Federal support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world
region: Academic year 1963-64
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TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $8,555,660

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE
S1,860,229

22%

Figure 6.Al location of Federal support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world
region: Academic years 1959-64

The Summer Programs

In contracting for language and area centers the Office of Education
at first made no distinction between summer programs and the regular
academic year programs. Annual contracts were written and auto-
matically .renewed to preserve continuity and enable institutions to
plan ahead with some sense of security. As no attempt was made
to differentiate what took place in the summer from what happend
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during the balance of the year, Federal support was initially given
for summer session instruction at some centers on the same basis as
for academic year instruction. In 1960, the first time summer pro-
grams were supported, somewhat less than $40,000 was allocated to
10 programs. The following summer 15 programs received nearly
$55,000 out of a total center allocation of $1,851,007. During both
summers other prograrns were also offered by language and area
centers but without Federal support.

By 1961 it was apparent that this method of contracting did not
make the most of the value of summer for language learning. The
academic profession was becoming painfully aware that too often
graduate students had to commence learning an uncommon language
late in their academic career, to the detriment of their particular
discipline. At the same time, the revolution that was taking place
in the method of language learning, together with the development of
many summer intensive courses which compressed into 8 to 12 weeks
academic work that had previously often taken a full year, was
becoming apparent even to some skeptics. While it was obvious
that the academic year program played the more substantial part in
the long-range development of language and area studies, the summer
was peculiarly suited to, and offered unique possibilities for, language
learning. Hence, in 1962 plans were made to utilize the summer
more fully as an ancillary development of the language and area
centers program.

In 1962, NDEA funds allocated to center programs for that summer
rose abruptly to over $140,000. This was divided among 24 summer
programs, and accounted for 7 percent of the total annual centers
expenditure as compared with 3 percent in 1961. Four of these
1962 summer programs broke new ground by being the subject of
separate contracts which gave a high priority to intensive language
instruction. Many of the supported summer sessions had, of course,
always involved language courses, and sometimes these had been
intensive. But the separate contract system now made it possible
to put summer programs to a special use. The need to master dif-
ficult languages while fulfilling the other basic degree requirements
saddled many graduate students with unduly burdensome academic
programs. The summer programs, by offering special language
courses and providing students with the opportunity to concentrate
on their language needs, were aimed directly at this problem. It
was found that by employing an intensive approachusually 15 to
20 contact hours per week for 8 to 12 weeks plus work in the language
laboratory-2 semesters of "regular" language instruction could be
telescoped into a single intensive summer session. The advantage

40



34 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

to the student, whether graduate or undergraduate, especially in
those cases where language mastery is strictly ancillary to the re-
quirements for a degree in another discipline, is all but universally
recognized.

By the summer of 1963 nearly all summer programs were the sub-
ject of separate contracts. The result was that their offerings could be
planned on a nationwide scale, with support allocated in such a manner
as to insure reasonable geographical distribution of offerings and
appropriate representation of the critical languages. Summer pro-
grams from then on were to be selected for support each year with-
out reference to previous support. Each summer thus became the
occasion for an independent competition among centers wishing to
offer summer language instruction. This system was in marked
contrast to that used for the academic year centers which were
assured of continuing support.

The summer of 1963 saw the same number (24) of programs sup-
ported as in 1962; but this year only the 4 which had been included
in the contracts for the new Latin American centers were holdovers
from the earlier system of contracting. The other 20 represented
an unprecedented investment of $211,338 in summer intensive lan-
guage instruction at NDEA centers, testimony to the expanding
demand for such offerings. Of the 24 programs, 6 were East Asian,
5 were Latin American, and 4 were Slavic and East European. Soutli
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa had 2 programs each; Southeast
Asia, Uralic-Altaic, and Asian-Slavic had one each. (See app. E,
tables 9 and 10, for distribution by world region and fiscal allocation,
1960-1964.)

Plans for the summer of 1964, crystallized in the fall of 1963,
provided for 22 programs of intensive language instruction at 20 uni-
versities. Federal support totaled approximately $250,000, somewhat
less than half of the total cost of all the programs. Thirty-two
critically needed languages (plus Sanskrit) were offered to about
1,500 students, over half of them graduate students. Undergraduate
enrollments, which are steadily increasing, accounted for the balance.
Of the 22 programs, 5 fell in the East Asian area, 5 in Slavic and East
European fields, 3 each in Soutb Asian, Middle Eastern, and Latin
American, 2 in Southeast Asian, and 1 in the African area. (See
app. E, table 11.)

Several groups of universities alternate in offering joint or coopera-
tive summer programs. Although many institutions prefer to operate
their own programs, the advantages of a rotating summer school have
been persuasive. Nationwide enrollments in some of the critically
needed languages are too small to justify duplication of courses. In
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addition, joint effort allows concentrated use of the skills of the limited
number of faculty members available for instruction and at the same
time gives teachers greater freedom and thus more time for research.
Moreover, in a joint or rotating summer program the student usually
has a larger number of courses from which to arrange useful combi-
nations of language and area courses, although for the most part a
student taking an elementary intensive course has no time for any-
thing else.

Several cooperative programs received NDEA support for summer
1964. The Inter-University Program for Near Eastern Languages, the
pioneer among such ventures, was held at UCLA after a summer
(1963) in which it received no NDEA funds because it was held at
Georgetown University where there was no NDEA center. The
second of five rotating Far Eastern Language Institutes sponsored in
the Midwest by the Committee on Institutional Cooperation was
held at Indiana University, also a non-NDEA center and thus without
Federal support under title VI, although the first year's program at
the University of Michigan was conducted with NDEA matching
funds. The Inter-University Rotating Summer School on South
Asia, held at the University of Chicago in 1963, moved to the Univer-
sity of California (Berkeley) in 1964 with the participation, in addition,
of the Universities of Wisconsin, Michigan, and Minnesota. The
alternating Southeast Asian language program was conducted at
Cornell after a summer at Yale in 1963. The Universities of Kansas
and Colorado cooperated in sponsoring two programs, one in Russian
and Polish and the osier in Chinese and Japanese; in 1963 the former
was at Colorado and the liter at Kansas, and they reversed their
locations for 1964. Finally, although there is no formal structure of
cooperation in the African fields, since 1962 NDEA funds have sup-
ported one major African program each summer; the one for 1964 was
held at Duquesne University.

The significance of the summer language programs has been attested
by reports from the institutions themselves, by a preliminary appraisal
conducted in 1962 which helped to set goals for summer language
instruction (see app. C), and by a seminar held at the University of
Chicago in August 1963 and composed of center faculty members who
had visited or were involved in teaching in 1963 summer programs
(see app. D). The testimony, however, also draws attention to un-
resolved problems, such as the placement of students, the articulation
of summer instruction with academic year coursework, the limited
subvention available to students, and the high cost of instruction.

The summer intensive program remains the major device currently
available for minimizing the burden of uncommon language learning
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in academic year curriculums and the resulting prolongation of degree
programs. The summer also provides optimal conditions for single-
minded application to language learning and permits maximum
utilization of the still limited resources of instructional talent in the un-
common languages. Furthermore, the new NDEA concentration on
intensive summer programs, illustrated by the allotment to centers of
100 undergraduate awards for summer language study in 1963 (doubled
in 1964), may be contributing to the current general tendency to en-
liven and intensify summer study for both graduate and undergraduate
students.
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Impact of the Centers Program

OTHER PARTS of this report view the centers program conducted
under the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in the larger

context of a nationwide educational movement stressing language and
area studies of non-Western regions of the world. This section focuses
more narrowly on the contractual relationships between the U.S.
Office of Education and the 55 federally supported language and area
centers, on actual expenditures of public funds for the support of these
centers, and on some of the overall achievements of the program.

Financial Support, Center Distribution, and Global Coverage

The Federal Government will have spent just over $8,500,000 on
language and area center operations by June 30, 1964, the end of the
first 5 years of the centers program. In 1959-60 the program started
modestly with an allocation of $500,000. In the following year ex-
penditures rose to $1,575,000; in 1961-62, to about $1,850,000; in
1962-63, to $2,110,000; and in 1963-64, to $2,520,000. (See app. E,
table 1.)

With the prescribed 50 percent university contribution to the financ-
ing of the new and/or expanded activities eligible for NDEA support,
the new funds infused into language and area programs by the end of
the fifth academic year, 1963-64, could not total less than $17 million.
Since many of the universities were contributing far more than 50
percent of total center budgets, with some providing as much as 80
percent, the total size of the investment was, of course, substantially
higher.'

In the original planning of the centers program it was thought that
some 50 centers could reasonably be expected to achieve the goal of
adequate coverage both of world regions and of domestic enrollments
in higher education. The 55 centers established by the beginning of

Funds currently being allocated for academic year 1964-66, including the 1964 summer program, will
add another $2,650,000, thus bringing the grand total to over $11 million by June 30, 1965, Because of the
overmatching et Federal funds by the universities, not less than $25 million will have been invested in
language and area studies since 1958.
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academic year 1963-64 were thus not far wide of the number origi-
nally postulated.

Meanwhile, however, the growing acceptance of the center concept
in higher education generally, fostered in part by the example of the
federally supported centers and in part by the momentum of non-
Western studies, had rendered an expansion of the original target
entirely feasible except for budgetary limitations. Increasing num-
bers of non-NDEA language anc area programs had appeared across
the academic map by 1963-64, constituting a large potential clientele
for Federal support in the event that larger resources should become
available. As the 53 center directors observed in a statement (see
app. B) formulated in fall 1962: "Many critical languages are not yet
taught in this country; others are taught only at the introductory
level. In spite of the training of new specialists under provisions of
the Act, we lack sufficient faculty with competence in all the areas c:
importance to the U.S. Upon us will now fall a large share of the duty
of training the teachers who will introduce languages in much earlier
stages of school and college education. The same considerations of

national interest whi:th led to the enactment of ti -i National Defense
Education Act in 1958 are more pressing now than then."

Geographical distribution of centers through the various regions of
the United States was achieved only in the early part of 1962 by the
designation of new Latin American centers, some of which were lo-
cated in the previously unrepresented Southern States. With the
exception of the Russian Center at Vanderbilt University and the
newly designated South Asian Center at Duke University, however,
the Southern States east of Texas are still without centers for other
parts of the world. Otherwise, however, while centers are not spread
evenly over the map by States, the distribution accords quite closely
with student population. (See map, frontispiece.)

As for distribution by global region (see app. E, table 3), the para-
mount weaknesses at the end of 5 years of NDEA still appear to be
chiefly in Africa and South and Southeast Asia. The designation of
new centers for 1963-64 at Duke University and Columbia University,
for South Asian and African studies respecti, ely, was but a modest
remedy for the deficiency. This is not to say that expansion in other
regions appears unwarranted, but only that these areas seem more
seriously underrepresented. With respect to other regional arrange-
ments, some sentiment has also been manifested for combinations of
regions at a given center where this appeared to offer economies and,
on the other hand, for attention to more compact subareas, such as
Fest Africa, the Caribbean, or the Balkans, on which a center might
concentrate its work.
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There is of course no single pattern on which all centers must model
themselves. It is entirely proper that some centers be large and
ambitious, others modest in size and objective. Some may wish to
enlarge their purview geographically, others to focus more narrowly.
Some may already have attained their desired coverage and scale,
whether modest or ambitious, while others still find themselves in an
early stage of growth and expansion. It was with some such idea of
functional diversification among centers in mind that one center
director was prompted to ask: "Might it not be wiser if the centers
of hitkh soecialization and great resources cooperated with the smaller
center's within given regional groupings for the purpose of promoting
commonly agreed upon objectives?" Future center development
may well reflect an increasing differentiation of roles such that the
small center will, in his words, "not feel it necessary to be exactly like
the big one."

Student Enrollment, Eaculty, and Balance of Courses

Assessment of the impact of NDEA support on either enrollments or
faculty personnel at the centers cannot be exact. "While statistics
might show how many students are enrolled in center courses and how
many instructors are supported by NDEA funds for teaching those
courses, it would be misleading to assume that there is any way of
measuring absolute gains over the situation that would now prevail
had NDEA not been enacted. The trend in the direction encouraged
by this section of the Act was already strong, and some of the activities
now supported by Federal funds would probably have been effected
in any case through the use of university or other resources---although
this would certainly have entailed commensurate sacrifices, partic-
ularly in such expensive undertakings as the introduction of new
language offerings into the curriculum.

Basically, what NDEA support has accomplished is the reinforce-
ment of. other resources in such a way that language and area studies
could move ahead more rapidly and on a broader front. Federal
support has assured the maintenance of a balance between language
and area courses, between instructional and other costs, and among
the several world regions. Without NDEA, the advance could have
been neither so steady, so balanced, nor so widespread. The NDEA
centers program has helped language and area studies to become a
regular and accepted activity on at least 34 major campuses through-
out the United States:
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While no single yardstick is available by which all aspects of the
language development program can be measured, and while the
responsibility for the growth of the program belongs in many places,
the fact that there has been a broad gain on every front is clearly
evident. It would appear that from 1958-59 (the academic year
preceding the implementation of title VI) to 1963-64 (for which, at
this writing, no definitive statistics are available), the number of
uncommon modern foreign languages offered at institutions of higher
learning rose from fewer than 20 to more than 80. In the same 5-year
period, at NDEA centers alone, the number of teachers offering
instruction in these languages grew from less than 80 to well over 200.
And the number of college and university students in the country
learning these uncommon languages (that is, foreign languages other
than Russian, Spanish, French, German, and Italian) more than
trebled.

Basic to this trend has been the Federal support which has enabled
NDEA centers to originate offerings in languages previously untaught
and to bear the initially high costs of these courses while enrollments
remained small. The effects of this are evident in the steady climb
in the total number of languages offered with Federal support from
25 in 1959-60 to 44 in the next year, to 48 in 1961-62, to 52 in 1962-63,
and, finally, to 56. But NDEA support has also contributed indirectly
to a corresponding, though less momentous, increase in the centers'
capacity to offer critical languages without Federal support. By
1963-64, the total of supported and unsupported languages offered
at centers had reached approximately 75. (See app. E, tables 4
and 5.)

In fall 1962 the combined total of language courses offered at all
centers was over 700, as compared with nearly 850 courses in area
subjects. In terms of course enrollments, some 40 percent were in
language and the rest in area courses. (App. E, tables 6 and 7
show area courses by discipline but the totals there are cumulative
for the full academic year.)

A crucial point concerns the relationship between language instruc-
tion and offerings in the related area disciplines. Nearly all concepts
of area studies have included acknowledgement of the need to main-
tain an equilibrium between language and area. More than half of
all center support under the Act has gone into language instruction
in order to help establish this equilibrium and to insure that area
specialists, whether primarily language or social science students,
should be able to acquire proficiency in the main language or lan-
guages of their areas. The net result of title VI support has been to
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foster and strengthen langdage study wherever it was deficient and
especially to encourage the offering of courses in many more lan-
guages than had been taught before. (See app. E, table 5.) On
the other hand, where area offerings were the weaker element, they
have often received greater support.

Without taking account of variables such as the amount of time
given to center courses or the duplication which results when the
same individual teaches both language and area courses, the following
table shows the number of teaching personnel, exclusive of informants
(native speakers) and assistants, supported in whole or in part from
program funds in the first 4 academic years of NDEA:

Field
Number of teaching personnel supported

1959-60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63

Language
Area

83
48

199
129

228
154

212
246

With respect to faculty appointments, NDEA centers have been
encouraged, within the limits of available funds, to make needed
appointme' fq to fill out their programs of language instruction in the
assurance that such new activities would have high priority as allow-
able expenses. In this way, not, only has the recruitment of highly
qualified scholars been assisted, but the employment of personnel for
the drill work involved in intensive language teaching and for the
operation of language laboratories has also been stimulated.

In the same way the inclusion of specialists in related disciplines
not previously represented in center course offerings has always been
an allowable expense. By allocating portions of their. NDEA funds
to help support newly appointed specialists in the appropriate depart-
ments, canters have often been able to streligozn area bfferings in
economics, sociology, linguistics, art, and other disciplines.

With respect to faculty, two additional tendencies can be mentioned.
One is the growing inclination, reflecting the enhanced status and
permanence of centers, to appoint to tenure positions those faculty
members whose principal responsibilities lie within a center program.
The other is the greater opportunity which centers afford faculty
specialists to give an increasing portion of their teaching time to the
subjects of their specialization. As offerings in more specialized
subjects increase, faculty members are often able to devote more
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time to the fields in which they have invested their training; this is
particularly rewarding to them when these courses are also clearly
within the boundaries of the discipline in which they wish to maintain
their credentials.

Finally, the gathering of scholarly strength within the centers has
had demonstrable value in connection with the research program
conducted under the terms of title VI of the Act. This program has
given high priority to the preparation of basic instructional materials
for the neglected languages. And the centers have been at once
primary users of these materials, along with the many other institu-
tions benefiting from this research, and repositories of language
skills which could be employed in the development of the materials.
Approximately 70 NDEA language research projects have been or
are being conducted by some 50 persons associated with the centers.

The extent to which the purpose of the Congress has been fulfilled
is evidenced by the record of growth in student enrollments in modern
foreign language courses. Annual reports by the Modern Language
Association of America (MLA) on college language enrollments have
amply demonstrated that, for the country as a whole, student enroll -
mentsehave increased much more rapidly than have overall college
and university registrations. From 1958 to 1961, for example, lan-
guage course enrollments grew abont twice as fast as did registrations
in higher education. And for those early years, within the general
increase in language enrollments, the rate of growth for graduate
students exceeded the rate for undergraduates; from 1960 to 1961,
for example, graduate language enrollments rose steeply by 27.5
percent, while undergraduate enrollments rose by 12.8 percent.

Concentrating more directly on the critical languages supported
at centers, the MLA findings show still more striking increases in
uncommon language enrollments, particularly among graduate stu-
dents. Whereas the uncommon languages accounted for only 1.9
percent of all modern foreign language enrollments in 1958, the figure
had risen to 2.4 percent by 1961. And the following table, extracted
from the MLA reports, shows the extent of growth for certain un-
common languages:
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Higher Education Enrollments by Language, Fall Semesters, 1958-67
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Language 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962

Afrikaans 3 5 6 3 10
Alaskan-Athapaskan 6
Albanian 1 8 5 4
Altaio 3
Amharic 2 1 3
Arabic 371 426 525 693 721
Armenian 35 21 20 35 72
Bambara 7 3
Bantu 2 5 4 7
Bengali 9 12 23
Berber languages 1 3 7
Bulgarian 9 23 34 32
Burmese 1 25 12 18
Caucasian 2
Chinese 585 799 1, 763 2, 200 2, 165
Creole (African) 2
Czech 42 49 95 192 171
Egyptian 3
Eskimo 7 11
Estonian 2 1 8
Ewe 1 4 5
Finnish 4 11 20 9 39
Gafat 1
Geez 1 ...

Georgian 7 3 3
Gio 1
Gurage 1
Harari 1
Hausa 2
Hawaiian 48 41 50 33 71
Hindi_ .Hindistani

8
6

20
33

106 168 177

Hungarian 18 8 69 78 92
Ibo 3
Icelandic 5 4 17 33 15
Ilocano 4
Indonesian (Bahasa) 2 13
Indonesian (Malay) 11 23 24 184 186

Iranian_ 17 13
Japanese 837 1, 153 1, 539 1, 976 2, 368
Javanese 3
Khalkha 2 4
Korean_ 26 23 168 190 188
Kp elle 4
Krio 20
Kurdish 1 2
Lettish 2 2
Lithuanian_ 14 17 31 26 26
Malay 1 4 5
Malayalam 2
Manyrika 3 3
Marathi 2 1 1 3
Mayan 3
Mongolian___ 6 6 9 3 18
Nepah 3
Nepali 1 2
Persian 23 17 62 97 152
Polish 309 347 539 628 733

788-291 0-64----4
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Higher Education Enrollments by Language, Fall Semesters, 1958-62Continued

Language 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962

Portuguese 598 800 1, 017 1, 307 1, 802
Quechua 9 3 5
Romanian_ 1 23 26 36
Samoan 5
Serbo-Croatian 36 47 149 145 102
Siamese 3
Singhalese 1 3
Slovak 1 2 26 74 68
Slovene_ 4 5 5
Swahili 4 28 22 48 96
Tagalog 1 1 1 4
Tamil 3 4 11
Telugu 4 7 14
Thai 3 7 48 98 74
Tibetan 6 8 13 13 9
Tigrinya 1
Tswana 5
Turkish 36 61 76 111 126
Twi 2
Ukrainian 1 11 59 55 106
Urdu 1 7 7 15
Uzbek__ 4 5 4
Vietnamese 38 16 153
Yoruba 3 3 23 10 17
Zulu 3

Total enrollment 3, 071 4, 008 6, 679 8, 513 9, 927
Total number of students 1 2, 047 2, 672 4, 453 5, 675 6, 618

Estimates of number of students are based on the MLA formula, 14i course enrollments=1 student.

The situation has been somewhat different for Russian and Spanish,
the two languages commonly taught but also eligible for support at
NDEA centers because of their critical importance in non-Western
studies. Spanish enrollments were already high at the beginning of
NDEA, and growth has therefore been modest in percentage termsa
9.2 percent increase in 1959 over 1958, and a 13.3 percent increase in
1961 over 1960. But Spanish has consistently accounted for over a
quarter of both the college modern foreign language enrollments and
of the total increase in these enrollments. Russian, on the other
hand, underwent its period of dramatic growth at the beginning of
NDEA when enrollments rose by 56.5 percent in 1959 over 1958.
Since that initial spurt, Russian enrollments have leveled off to a more
modest rate of increase (10.9. percent in 1961 over 1960), accounting
for just over 5 percent of all modern foreign language enrollments
in 1961.

In a general way it is clear, since many uncommon languages are
taught almost exclusively at the NDEA centers, that these centers
have accounted for a large portion of uncommon ?anguage enrollments
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and a lesser share of Russian and Spanish enrollments. In fal11962,
for example, NDEA centers reported a total of 9,553 language enroll-
ments in 714 courses, representing over 6,000 students. The largest
single portion fell to the Slavic and East European centers with 3,759
course enrollments, predominantly in Russian. East Asian centers
reported 2,148 course enrollments, mainly in Chinese and Japanese.
Latin American centers reported 1,841 course enrollments, almost
entirely in Spanish and Portuguese. For the remaining world regions,
course enrollments at centers ranged from 1,000 in Middle Eastern
languages downward to 130 in African languages. Each of these
totals represented a large share of national enrollments in the languages
of the world areas concerned.

Approximately 2,421 center students were degree candidates in
1962-63, most of them in traditional disciplines with area specializa-
tion but some in area programs as such. About a fourth of the
candidacies were for undergraduate degrees, and the rest were for
unspecified graduate degrees, whether M.A., Ph. D., or other.

The general pattern of growth in both language and area course
enrollments at NDEA centers is illustrated by figures from six
randomly chosen centers for which full statistics are available. In
1958-59, the year before any NDEA center was designated, these six
programs recorded about 1,000 enrollments in area and fewer than 500
in language courses. By 1962-63, these figures had risen to over
2,000 for area and nearly 1,000 for language. In general, the pattern
for these six centers was a doubling of enrollments in both language
and area courses. But two of these centers were mainly concerned
with Spanish and Russian. If they are excluded, the remaining four
register more than the trebling of uncommon language enrollments
that the above MLA table shows for the country as a whole.

Other Categories of NDEA Support to Centers

Language and area instruction, including such allowable expenses
as instructional salaries, native informants' salaries, and language
laboratory costs, has claimed over half of the Federal funds allocated
to NDEA centers. Indirect or overhead costs and retirement pay-
ments have taken roughly a quarter of the appropriations for centers.

The other activities included as allowable expenses in center
contracts are: Library acquisitions and processing, administration,
travel (discussed in the subsection "Overseas Activity," p. 46), and
special lectures and conferences. (See app. E, table 8, for detailed
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breakdown of support.) Library support has been the largest of these
items and has included expenditures both for book purchasing and
for personnel to process the acquisitions. This item has accounted
for from 12 to 15 percent of NDEA support and has been significant
in enabling even those universities with large libraries to increase
their collections dealing with non-Western areas to a point adequate
for both instruction and research. For smaller institutions with less
imposing libraries, library support has been even more important,
undergirding them for new fields of instruction in both language and
area. From the national viewpoint, the stimulus has been equally
important in increasing the Nation's library resources in fields where
research libraries are rare. The greatest weakness in the pattern of
library growth is the shortage of library personnel with command of
the uncommon languages. Efforts are being made both to provide
library training for persons already in possession of the needed lan-
guage skills and to strengthen the language component in library
training, but the buildup to this combination of skills is necessarily
slow.

A center, like any other administrative unit, involves organizational
expenses that cannot easily be absorbed elsewhere in a university
budget. The time of the center director is the most important single
item within this category, fo the functions of leadership and coordi-
nation are in most cases der. Landing in themselves and crucial for the
program's success. The larger the program, the more directional and
secretarial time is usually required. The tendency has been for the
administrative item to increase, though it has thus far remained under
10 percent of the total allocation.

A minute portion of NDEA funds, about 1 percent in all, has gone
for special events such as guest lectures, conferences, and colloquiums.
The support given for outside lecturers has enabled centers to diversify
their programs by inviting distinguished foreign and domestic scholars
to lecture on their specialties. Conferences have usually been devoted
to the exploration of, and sharing of experience about, the special
problems of the various non-Western fields of study. And colloquiums
or center seminars, whether limited to faculty or more broadly con-
ceived, have often proved a useful device for welding together the
disparate disciplinary viewpoints and departmental in+ crests repre-
sented within a single program.

Overseas Activity

Another aspect of the burgeoning postwar emphasis on the inter-
national dizmnsions of education has been the acceptance, at all
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levels of training, of the benefits of study abroad. Direct overseas
experience, while regarded as generally useful, is of particular im-
portance to those specializing in non-Western language and area
studies, especially at the graduate level. The beginner in language
study may derive from residence in a non-Western country no benefits
that he could not equally well obtain in the classroom and language
laboratory at home. But the more advanced language student can
hardly fail to profit from the opportunity to use and hear the language
in question at every turn. And the student in any of the other area
disciplines can obtain from overseas study advantages not available
in the classroom at home.

Much the most important advantage of study abroad to language
and area studies is the opportunity this affords candidates for ad-
vanced degrees to pursue research in their area of concern. It
follows naturally that centers have shown a growing awareness of the
benefits of the overseas 'aspect of their work, and that some have
sought to increase the number of openings for individual students to
acquire direct experience of their areas and languages. More far-
reaching still have been the efforts by the centers to found institutional
adjuncts abroad. The resulting overseas centers serve both students
and faculty needs and promise to become an important feature of
the language and area center programs.

Opportunities for study abroad by language and area center students
have increased notably since the beginning of NDEA. Stanford
University, for example, conducts in behalf of an inter-university
group a Center of Japanese Studies in Tokyo and a Center of
Chinese Studies in Taipei for qualified students, including National
Defense Foreign Language Fellows. Students from the Luso-Brazil-
ian Center at the University of Wisconsin have attended summer ses-
sions at the University of Rio Grande do Sul in Porto Alegre, Brazil.
The American Institute of Indian Studies is a means of fostering
research in India by staff members of the institute's 27 member
colleges and universities; senior fellows pursuing postdoctoral study,
graduate students, and faculty fellows may avail themselves of
institute facilities. A similar institute is being organized in Cairoas
in the case of the institute in India, through the State Departmen t
and with the use of counterpart fundsand is initially sponsored
by several American colleges and universities, most of which possess
NDEA centers of Middle Eastern studies.

There are also overseas programs supported by associations and
foundations which students at language and area centers may use
for the advancement of their language studies and degree programs.
The Associated Colleges of the Midwest and the University of Wis-
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consin sponsor a year abroad in India for undergraduates of member
colleges and universities. The Carnegie Corporation provides funds
for the National Undergraduate Program for Study Abroad at
Shim lan, on the outskirts of Beirut, Lebanon. The students are
selected by Princeton University, through a national competition,
for further intensive training in Arabic.

Ir. this regard, Princeton University has originated a "fifth" year for
its students. Princeton undergraduates who have had at least 2
years of a modern foreign language may go abroad for a year of
study, not in place of oboe of the 4 undergraduate years but as an
extra year. Another development at Princeton is a new program
in which undergraduates from cooperating colleges may attend
Princetor. for a year in order to study the Arabic, Chinese, Japanese,
Russian, and Turkish languages and related regional studies. This
"junior year" program was designed to offer courses not available
on the home campus to students from other liberal arts colleges.
It was announced late in the spring of 1963 and had over a dozen
students in 1963-64.

No less valuable in the overall scheme is the growing emphasis
upon faculty travel abroad. This may involve either an actual
exchange of faculty members between American and foreign insti-
tutions or simply the engagement of visiting faculty from abroad
or the provision of opportunities for native American faculty to
teach and pursue research abroad. Visiting scholars enrich and vary
both the curriculum and intrafaculty relationships; and the overseas
experience of a center's own faculty members is fed back into the
program upon'their return. As Robert Byrnes of Indiana University
_ecently stated:

The shrinking of the world, the nature of knowledge and of scholarship,
and the quality of research completed in other countries all indicate that we
must insure that at least our very best students leave our training centers
fully qualified to enter the ranks of international scholarship.

This comment applies equally well to faculty members. One of the
best means of strengthening the qualifications of both students and
faculty members of the centers is to provide as many opportunities
as possible for serious study and research abroad and for exposure
in the centers Here at home to the best scholars from abroad.

Title VT of the NDEA makes specific provision for foreign travel
by center personnel, and support has consistently been allocated for
this purpose under center contracts. This support has always been
small, dropping to around 2 percent of available funds in 1963-64;

but the number of center kculty that have gone abroad has been
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largeeven though not reflected fully in center budgets owing to
fiscal limitations. For 1963-64 the Office of Education, utilizing
funds under the Mutual Educational and Cultu al Exchange Act of
1961 (Fulbright-Hays Act) and acting in cooperation with the Depart-
ment of State, made 23 travel awards to enable center faculty to go
abroad and foreign scholars to come to NDEA centers.

An amplified program of awards for 1964-65 covering travel and
subsistence for NDEA center persornel in accordance with Section
102(b) (6) of the Fulbright-Hays Act was administered entirely by the
Office of Education. About 50 .awards, of 2 to 12 months' duration
and providing support at rates of as much as $15,000 per year, were
made to selected faculty members at NDEA-supported centers for
periods of study and research abroad.

This program of awards is designed to strengthen center operations
by providing overseas research opportunities which could be planned by
center directors on a long-range basis and in terms of the best interests
and needs of the centers. The awards ai a thus conceived not merely as
assistance to individuals, but as contributions to institutional pro-
grams, and are intended to meet acknowledged needs without dis-
rupting center programs on campus.

The idea of an international community of scholarship turns
attention again to the matter of language proficiency. It is un-
doubtedly highly important to have well-trained language teachers
in both secondary and higher education, to have center graduates
equipped for all types of service, whether at home or abroad, for
which language skills are essential, and to have our scholars endowed
with language proficiency sufficient to enable them to unlock the
sources of research. But over and above this, the NDEA emphasis
on language provides a basic undergirding fo? scholarly communica-
tion on a global basis. The entire centers program has enhanced
American awareness of scholarly work produced in other countries
and thus contributed to the interchange of ideas and research across
national boundaries; at tho same time it has helped to render foreign
scholarship, both present and past, accessible to increasing numbers of
American academicians.

The importance of this by-product of center activity lies not only
in its contribution to the instructional and research capabilities of
American higher education but also in its provision of a serious
scholarly scaffolding for international exchange activities. A firm
academic foundation for the educational and cultural exchange
movement may well emerge in direct proportion to the growing
strength and influence of the Nation's programs of non-Western
studies.



Outlook

By way of summary, the first 5 years of the NDEA centers program
have coincided with a general nationwide process of refinement and
maturation of the concept of language and area studies. Partly
because of Federal support, these studies have assumed a far more
fixed and definite place in the curriculum. Thanks to foundation
and Government cooperation with the universities, language study
has assumed a proper position in equilibrium with other disciplines
in preparation for area specialization. A language and area program
has been defined as "a nexus among the several disciplines . . .

drawing from them scholars who focus on a specific world region,
each in his own fashion, and, in some instances, in collaboration."
At once more modest but also more relevant to instructional needs
than some of the early formulations concerning area studies, this
center concept has won its place in American higher education. Its
great contribution lies in the improved training .of personnel needed
by our society to deal effectively with the non-Western world.

The extent of graduate training and the number of graduate
students in the critical languages have grown dramatically. The
impact on the undergraduate level has been almost equally great.
Summer intensive language programs have proliferated to the point
that many of the uncommon languages are now commonly available.

On the strength of these achievements it becomes possible to
delineate certain needs previously less clearor even unknown.
If what has been begun by the language development program is to
become fully rooted, accomplishments so far are more useful as
pointers to emerging need and as stim'ili to future planning than
merely as evidence of the fulfillment of past directives and policies.

Under the language and area centers program valuable precedents
have been set. The device of matching funds has been found useful;
its preservation would continue to help make adequate means avail-
able to provide adequate instruction. The emphasis on graduate
training was well chosen; it should continue to be the basis of future
developments in the field. Summer intensive programs have helped
to accelerate language learning as well as academic year programs;
they, too, should be continued.

SO
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The national interest would be well served by enabling many of
the present NDEA centers to expand as rapidly as the student de-
mand and the availability of faculty specialists permit. Furthermore,
conditions are ripe for the designation of a few additional and much
needed graduate centers, especially two or three in the African field
but also one or two for Southeast Asia and Latin America. In
these and other areas faculty talent is available and student interest
has been awakened.

Similar conditions are becoming evident at the undergraduate level
as well. Not only has the center concept included undergraduate
instruction at all graduate centers but, in a modified version, it has
proved applicable to the needs of those undergraduate colleges not
associated with a graduate school. Here the Ford Foundation has
given help and encouragement by providing funds for faculty sem-
inars and by helping administrators to learn something about non-
Western studies.

As the first 5 years of NDEA have shown, the centers program
has made a substantial contribution to the undergraduate experience
and has already provided some of the actual models. Originally
only 4 of the present 55 centers were thought of as solely under-
graduate centers. In 1959-60 the first of the four was established
at the University of Kansas, a successful pioneer in this field. During
the next academic year the remaining three were designatedat
the University of Arizona, the State University of Iowa, and Port-
land State College in Oregon. Yet all centers offered courses for
undergraduates. And some of those not originally thought of as
undergraduate centers have still to award a Ph. D. degree. All
this is but evidence that, although the centers program has focused on
graduate study, undergraduates have also profited from it to almost
as great a degree as graduate students.

An early and excellent example of how a large center combines all
levels of students is the East Asian Language and Area Center at
Columbia University. Under its leadership general education courses
have been offered in the undergraduate college in the major civili-
zations of Asia and are taken usually by sophomores or juniors.
Undergraduates may also major m oriental studies where emphasis
is placed on appropriate language as well as on some mastery
of a single discipline. After a student receives his B.A., he may take
regional or "area" work for the M.A., usually on a multidisciplinary
basis, while continuing his work in the uncommon language. When
a student with such a background becomes a Ph. D. candidate, he
is able to do the specialized research demanded of him instead of
taking basic, elementary courses in either language or area.
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With refinements and modifications, the smaller undergraduate
r.ollege may also provide a student with specialized training within
the framework of the B.A. He may obtain a minimum of 2 years'
study in an uncommon language as well as knowledge of a particular
discipline. A unique example of such an institution is Portland
State College where the Middle East Studies Center has successfully
shown that area specialization and language learning go hand in hand
with a liberal arcs education, without apparent loss to either.

When considering the center concept and the undergraduate
curriculum, it is obvious that certain valid and important conclusions
have already been demonstrated and should be underscored: (1)
For 5 years, all NDEA centers have been providing coursework for
undergraduates. (2) During this same period, area studies have
also frequently formed a part of general education in the under-
graduate curriculum on many campuses. (3) Because language
courses are normally open to undergraduates, more undergraduates
than has been realized have taken uncommon languag-'s presumably
supported for graduate students. A survey made in the United
States during the fall of 1960 showed that 75 percent of all enroll-
ments for study of the Japanese language were undergraduate. Two
years later it was also found that, of the total enrollments at all NDEA
centers, 62.5 percent were undergraduate. (4) With the growing
awareness and acceptance of the need for language competence among
academicians, language teaching has arrived at a relatively high degree
of sophistication which makes it possible to consider the addition
at 1-he undergraduate level of the appropriate non-Western languages
along with non-Western studies. (5) Inclusion of all such non-
W,Jstern courses in the undergraduate curriculum is indeed properly
part of a liberal arts education.

Undergraduate development at two levels, one in connection with
established graduate programs and the other at liberal arts colleges,
can flourish only with outside support. Small colleges must compete
with the universities for faculty. Someday, perhaps, there may be
an adequate supply of teachers available. But the instructor of
Chinese is needed now, as is the teacher of Indian or African history.

There are increasing opportunities to help train such teachers.
Since many college administrators appear to be interested in helping
scholars to develop area courses in their particular disciplines, re-
training programs offer some hope that a shortcut does exist. In
1963, for instance, the Office of Education announced a pilot post-
doctoral fellowship program for teachers at undergraduate colleges
who wished to study an uncommon language and related area work.
Over 35 applicants indicated an interest in taking an intensive sum-
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mer program in uncommon language followed by a year's work at
one of the NDEA language and area centers in 1964-65. Fourteen
teachers were selected for these awards; their study commenced in
June 1964.

With the inability of most undergraduate colleges to offer even ele-
mentary courses in an uncommon language, much less advanced work,
there will be greater need to call upon the services of the larger centers.
The "junior year" at Princeton, started in 1963-64 and described
on p. 48, is an example of how existing resources can be utilized.
But, most significant of all perhaps, there will be need to recognize
and to use the more flexible summer programs to greater advantage
then heretofore. One hundred National Defense Foreign Language
Fellowships for summer intensive language work at the undergrad-
uate level were offered in 1963; and the number was doubled for 1964.
By these and other methods, including cooperation among colleges,
some of the more specialized prerequisites for language and area
instruction may be provided without undue pressure on the small
college.

The liberal arts college not affiliated with a graduate school faces
special problems in seeking to incorporate an appropriate measure of
non-Western subject matter into its curriculum. For most such
schools a language and area center modeled on the larger graduate
programs is probably not the answer. Only a few, such as the one
at Portland State College, have been able to make the requisite com-
mitment and to muster the necessary range of faculty skills. The
majority of undergraduate colleges are still unable or unwilling to do
this.

One approach that has been proposed, and is increasingly practiced,
is to inject non-Western subject matter into existing course offerings.
The shock of discovering that the three largest social science depart-
ments at one well-known New England college offered 94 separate
courses, 88 of which were properly classified in a Western European-
American cultural context, may be stimulus enough for colleges to
begin doing something along these lines. While this requires some
fortification of faculty competence and a buildup of library resources,
on the surface little change in actual course listings or in the compo-
sition of the faculty is needed. But this is only the beginning and
leads to another approach, one that is more demanding but still
involves no distortion of the basic curriculum. A college may select
one particular word region for concentration and begin the gradual
development of a small staff, usually two or three faculty members,
to teach the key language and to offer a few area courses directly
bearing on the particular non-Western area. Such faculty seminars
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as have been encouraged by the Ford Foundation have often been a
feature of this kind of action; but until a specific commitment to both
language and area has been made, emphasis on non-Western affairs
must be thought of as relatively unambitious.

A favored means of providing such a program without weakening
college resources has teen the collaboration of several neighboring
colleges in providing students with language and area work. Exam-
ples of such cooperative arrangements include: The Great Lakes
Colleges Association whose 12 member colleges divide the task of
providing instruction in non-Western languages and area subjects;
the Connecticut Valley collaboration among the University of Mas-
sachusetts, Mount Holyoke, Amherst, and Smith; and the Hill
Center of Area Studies which in, elves four colleges in St. Paul, Minn.

A further variation on the cooperative theme, indicating the manner
in which large graduate centers can assist the liberal arts colleges,
was the so-called "flying carpet" arrangement in 1962-63, whereby
members of the South Asia Language and Area Center at the Univer-
sity of Chicago lectured on India at Haverford, Bryn Mawr, and
Swarthmore.

A survey conducted by the Association of American Colleges in
1962 showed that more than hall its members, about 400 colleges,
had already made some move in the direction of non-Western studies
and that language training was often included, especially Russian.
Coupled with the report of the Committee on the College and World
affairs, a second survey made by the association during the academic
year 1963-64 will allow the undergraduate demand to be more precisely
analyzed. With increasing manpower needs, however, it is already
clear that only a coupling of the undergraduate effort with the con-
tinuation of graduate programs will suffice to maintain the momentum
that NDEA has so largely helped to generate.

Most instruction in the uncommon languages still has to occur at
the college level or beyond, and such instruction must, if it is to be
effective for serious purposes, be intensive and therefore time con-
suming. As William Riley Parker, author cf The National Interest
and Foreign Languages, has said: "We have somehow never
learned . . . that sufficient time must be allowed the language
learning process if anything like functional proficiency is going to
result." It is still not understood that it takes as long to make an
area specialistone who has learned the requisite languagesas it
does to make a doctor or lawyer. Given the present limitations on
the amount of language instruction that can be packed into the
undergraduate years, the most promising development for the imme-
diate future is the summer language program.
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Until our educational system becomes so sophisticated in the matter
of language that graduate schools and centers can take proficiency
for granted, at least in the 1, 2, or 3 languages that might be needed
for area specialization, summer programs afford the best available
means of helping students to meet ever-increasing requirements and
thus protecting them from continued prolongation of graduate study.
Only when students begin to obtain this language competence earlier
in their academic careers will their need to use summers for this
purpose during graduate study decrease. At that point, summer
language programs will have a correspondingly increased capacity
for serving undergraduates. But this day is not yet in sight.

The following 5 challenges still face the language and area centers
program: (1) The scarcity of fully competent teachers of the critical
languages; (2) the still limited number of specialized courses in the
several disciplines which constitute area work; (3) the continued need
to strengthen research at centers; (4) the lack of any language pro-
gram aimed directly at the college level; and (5) the need to reinforce
the interlocking features (fellowships, research, and centers) of lan-
guage development.

The Scarcity of Language Teachers

At most graduate language and area centers the teachers of Jap-
anese, Chinese, ,Russian, Arabic, and many other languages come
from the country in which the language is spoken. (Of course, this
is always true of native informants.) In addition an amazingly high
proportion of the American specialists at these centers were born
or trained abroad. As long as these and other programs can draw
upon such groups, there is no crisis and certainly no complaint.
But such a fortunate condition cannot be depended upon to last
indefinitely. It is therefore important to make certain that American
students can and will master the uncommon languages to the point
where they can form the next generation of language teachers. Evi-
dence exists that some students are training for such a career; but
the irend is neither so rapid nor numerically so strong as it should be.

About 60 percent of title VI graduate fellows take their degrees in
one or another of the area disciplines (excluding literature) while
learning the uncommon language or languages of their choice. The
balance major in languages, but usually this means their emphasis is
on literature. It cannot be determined exactly what this latter group
will elect to do, but it is safe to assume that few will remain language
teachers. Generally speaking, most able teachers escape from the
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mundane chore of teaching languages by taking refuge in literary
scholarship or, lately, linguistics. Good language teachers at the uni-
versity level have always beca scarce, for the prestige value is low, the
monotony high, and the particular abilities rare.

Part of the difficulty in getting students to become teachers of
language may be attributed to the development of linguistics. With-
out any doubt linguistics, as it has been practiced since World War II
by the present generation of linguists, has provided the new students
of language with tools they badly needed, and linguistics helps to lure
able students into language. Like literature, linguistics has become
an interesting and scholarly way into the art of language. But lin-
guists usually do not become language teachers.

A problem still more basic perhaps is the difficulty not infrequently
faced by language teachers and their departments in securing promo-
tions and tenure. To the extent that excellence in teaching languages
is independent of the research and publications often regarded as
necessary credentials for promotion, potential language teachers have
apparently been deterred from entering a field in which rewards seem
remote.

Whatever the causes, the American graduate student is not often
attracted to language teaching. That he should not be diverted from
his desire to become a historian or a linguist or a philosopher goes
without saying. But still every effort must, be made to find the lan-
guage teachers the country needs. Undergraduate programs may, by
reaching a wider range of students earlier, prove to be a major factor
in the solution of this problem.

Improved Representation of the Area Disciplines

Although the future may bring shifts and realignments in area focus,
disciplinary participation, and center organization, and will almost
certainly see the addition of the still neglected world regions and
languages, the validity of the center concept has been recognized.
The day is apparently past when the traditional disciplines could feel
that area studies might eihtir challenge their preeminence as focal
points of training for advanced degrees or threaten the rigor of aca-
demic standards by dilutin; requirements. The disciplines have
maintained their position in connection with most advanced degrees,
and language and area centers have in fact only imposed more stren-
uous requirements on students by adding their standards to those of
the disciplines rather than substituting one set for another.
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There have been significant gains for faculty and students alike in
the association promoted by the centers among practitioners of the
several disciplines. The concept of area studies, mainly fostered in
the early postwar years by the social sciences, has grown more meaning-
ful by the addition of language as an essential ingredient. It is hardly
possible any longer to conceive of an area specialist who is not in
command of at least some portion of the language tools he needs for
his teaching and research. By the same token, the integration of
studies around the center's geographical focus is exposing language
teachers and specialists more and more to the insights of the social
sciences. Both language and area specialists are gaining a larger and
more effective framework.

At the same time it is surprising how relatively few disciplines are
playing a major role in the work of the centers. Along with language
teaching and linguistics, the fields most often involved in the area
approach are history, literature, political science (and international
relations), anthropology, geography, sociology, and economics. The
last two are perhaps weaker than the rest in the overall picture. But
such fields as education, law, social psychology, archaeology, philos-
ophy, social work, public health, comparative religion, art and music
history, folklore, and even the natural sciences have an obvious rele-
vance far in excess of their occasional involvement in center programs
It is unlikely that these and other disciplines or the centers themselves
will continue to ignore the manifold possibilities for constructive inter-
action. Indeed there are already signs of an increase in the number
of disciplines and professional fields participating in center programs

Strengthening Center Research

Another aspect of the language and area centers program, as it has
developed, is research activity. It is impossible to identify precisely
the trends or tendencies in research that are directly attributable to
the centers. The growing volume of scholarly output dealing with
the non-Western world is quite evident, and a goodly share of it comes
from the faculty and graduates of centers. But since the academic
community has never evolved a generally accepted formula for area
research that would enlist and depend upon the multiple skills of a
typical center staff working in concert, research remains largely an
individual matter.

Although it is difficult to differentiate between research identified
in some sense with the centers and research carried on elsewhere,
certain general conclusions are warranted. The research under-
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written by title VI funds, so Nr largely devoted to the production of
essential tools for instruction in the critical languages, has been
conducted to a large extent in the NDEA centers. The very posi-
bility of finding the skills appropriate for such research has depended
in part on the awareness of language needs fostered in the centers
and on the gathering of these skills for center purposes.

Beyond this limited range of research, the centers represent a
growing American capacity for scholarly contributions to the under-
standing of the non-Western world. Whether or not this capacity
is expended in explicitly multidisciplinary group projects is less
important than the intrinsic features of a center's composition. Tile
focusing of varied disciplinary backgrounds and viewpoints on
geographically circumscribed area of center concern permits, indeed
encourages, the application of the same varied viewpoints to a given
research problem. The historian's work is subject to assessment not
by his fellow historians alone, but also by economists and anthro-
pologists likewise interested in his topic. And the sociologist will be
criticized by political scientists and geographers as well as by other
sociologists. So long as the most pressing research problemssuch
as those of economic development, international communication,
processes of modernization, and the like continue to occur on the
boundaries of the traditional discipline's, just such interpenetration
of disciplinary skills and methods as the centers offer will be necessary
to significant scholarship and will, in the final analysis, strengthen
the disciplines themselves by making their unique contributions more
relevant to the concerns of the entire scholarly community.

The Problem of Language at the College Level

The attack on the problem of modern foreign language learning, as
it originated in the American Council of Learned Societies, the
Modern Language Association of America, and at certain universities
has tended to become bifurcated. Because of given needs and specific
opportunities, for action, the effort has had its principal effects at the
secondary level and at the graduate level. Title VI of NDEA is
itself an illustration of this divided approach. Summer institutes for
elementary and secondary scool language teachers, along with
improved textbooks and teaching materials, have made the chief
contribution at the lower level; and the center and fellowship programs
have concentrated on graduate training.

Before considering language at the college or undergraduate level,
however, a distinction must be made. As has been shown, many
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undergraduates are learning the uncommon languages at the presently
established language and area centers; for instance, in ±e fall semester
1962, ON er 60 percent of the students taking one or more courses in
the uncommon languages were undergraduates. Most of these under-
graduates, however, were not in the small undergraduate colleges but
the large universities. When speaking of language learning at the
college level, the emphasis here is on the thousand or so liberal arts
colleges not normally associated with graduate work.

The college or undergraduate level, even in this narrower definition
of the term, has assuredly not failed to profit from the general situa-
tion. Indeed, the aforementioned efforts aimed at high school and
graduate students have consistently affected the liberal arts colleges,
which have benefited from the improved preparation of incoming
students, from new teaching materials, and from course offerings
which could only exist because of the presence of faculty members
trained in some phase of non-Western studies. But the college
student has not yet been the object of any massive effort in the un-
common languages or in non-Western studies.

While much that is needed here must be provided by other means,
it would be a logical next step for the language and area centers
program to offer some of the stimulus needed to enable the colleges
to undertake the curricular expansion in non-Western studies for
which they have shown a clear desire. A parallel step might well be
the extension of summer language institutes to serve college teachers.
Not only would this constitute an absolute gain on the uncommon
language front; it would also help to complete the continuum of non-
Western languages and subject matter running through the various
educational stages. Such a development would substantially fortify
the position of existing graduate centers as regards student recruit-
ment.

The Interlocking Elements of Language Development

The entire language development program authorized undlr title
VI of NDEA is implemented by the Office of Education through four
subprograms of institutes, fellowships, research, and centers.
Because these are functionally different and have rather disparate
modes of operation, it is not always evident to what degree they
interlock and reinforce each other.

The NDEA institutes for elementary and secondary school teachers
form the most nearly separate and self-contained program of the four.
But they touch the center program at several points. Several of the
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languages with which the institutes are concernedRussian, Spanish,
Chinese, Japanese, and Hebreware of equal concern to the centers.
Moreover the institute format has lent itself to partial adaptation for
the special purposes of summer intensive language programs at
NDEA centers. The format would surely have equal relevance if
the future were to bring an expanded authorization for similar pro-
grams to upgrade college language teachers' qualifications, whether
conducted at NDEA centers or L.wher.e. Most important of all, the
institutes, by using university faculty on the college campus for in-
struction in modern methods of language learning, have provided a
major if still inadequate link between secondary school and university
language teachers.

NDEA-supported research in both the common and the uncommon
languages has been unprecedented in its impact on language instruc-
tion at all educational levels. Its interaction with the centers pro-
gram has been both manifold and apparent. Center faculty mem-
bers have been responsible for much of the preparation of instructional
materialsgrammars, readers, and dictionariesin the uncommon
languages. Center classes and the specialized skills gathered at
centers have been used to test and refine text materials devised under
the research program. On the other hand, the research program has
acted as a valuable spur to centers, both by providing support for
teachers in fields expensive to maintain owing to sill modest enroll-
ments and by stimulating center research in languages and linguistics
to a higher degree of output and effectiveness.

The title VI fellowship program is even more closely bound up with
the centers. Of the 2,027 individuals awarded fellowships from
1959-60 through 1963-64, roughly 70 percent studied at NDEA
centers. These fellowships have been indispensable to the growth
and improvement of language and area center programs.

Two sets of special awards have further linked the fellowship and
centers programs. Both the title VI summer fellowships for under-
graduates with advanced standing in certain uncommon languages
and the postdoctoral awards for faculty members from liberal arts
colleges wishing to strengthen their non-Western offerinr in language
and area work have been tied directly to the NDEA centers. Under-
graduate awards have been assigned to centers offering the appropriate
languages in their supported summer programs, and the applicants
have been screened at the centers. Similarly, candidates for the post-
doctoral awards have submitted their applications to the center pro-
grams of their choice for transmission, with recommendations, to the
Office of Education.
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Thus language and area centers have never been isolated from the
rest of the language development program, nor were they so con-
ceivedeither by the Congress in its enactment, or by the Office of
Education in its implementation, of NDEA. At the same time in
the early years, while the terrain of language development was still
largely unmapped and the needs were of gross proportions, the four
programs could proceed in serniautonomy to attack the most pressing
and obvious problems. However, as these programs have grown
both in scope and refinement, it has become increasingly necessary
to coordinate planning among them and thus take fuller account of
their interrelationships. The needs of higher, particularly graduate,
education in non-Western studies have not diminished; but they have
taken on greater definition and subtlety. This imposes on the lan-
guage development program a still greater necessity to keep its several
components in concert. The graduate schools will continue to make
the deepest imprint on American education. To the extent that three
of the programsfellowships, research, and centerssucceed in cor-
relating their efforts at the graduate level, to that extent will they
have their greatest impact.

Conclusion

Language and area centers have been described is a product of
the well-nigh revolutionary awakening of American higher education
to the non-Western world. As such, they have tended to concentrate
their attention on graduate education, simply because the first and
continuing need has been to strengthen faculty resources for increasing
non-Western curricular offerings to growing numbers of students.

The centers may also be viewed in the wider setting of the nation-
wide shift of American interest and concern at all educational levels
to the world overseas. Thus at the graduate level centers for inter-
national studies emerged more or less concurrently with the develop-
ment of area centers. Indeed several NDEA centers are either
lodged within or closely related to such international studies pro-
grams. It is logical to expect such relationships to prosper, owing to
the complementary nature of the two approaches. In addition it is
coming to be realized that study of the growing complexity of formal
and informal diplomatic relationships among nations requires a
multipronged academic instrument. In this respect particularly, the
language and area centers have a greater range of disciplinary in-
volvement than the international studies programs and hence have
much to offer the latter in breadth of approach.
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In general, however, international studies have not been as pre-
occupied with the graduate level as have area studies. Interest in
international affairs has largely affected the undergraduate curricul iin
and has also been strongly felt in secondary schools and in adult
education. So far as language and area programs have been designed
to foster a high degree of specialization, including competence in
critical languages for which teaching personnel are still in short
supply, they have tended to remain clustered at the graduate level
rather than to follow international studies down the educational
ladder. Yet it has been acknowledged that language and area pro-
grams too can be adapted to different objectives, that they can in
fact contribute to the richness of undergraduate curriculums and even
with modifications, to still less specialized levels of instruction. All
indications are that international studies and language and area
studies will continue to develop hand in hand, the more so as the
center concept is taken over and developed at the small undergraduate
college.

The aspects of center programs at the universities which lend
themselves to the interests of the wider community, that is, to adult
or continuing education, are assuredly not the most crucial ones.
But many NDEA centers have consciously made selected features of
their programs available to the community by means of public
lectures, exhibitions, informal social occasions, and formal course-
work. Such services may be less important in terms of volume or
numbers reached than in their substitution of soundly based academic
offerings for the too frequent emphasis on the merely exotic.

Government and business as well as academic institutions have all
benefited as the concept of language and area studies has evolved and
NDEA language and area centers have continued to grow. Notable
gains have been made in trained manpower. More uncommon
modern foreign languages are being taughtand taught betterto
more students. More area specialists have been trained and are now
available. The center concept has registered an impact on people as
well as ideas. Perhaps the greatest gain, difficult to weasure at this
stage of history, has been the effect of both the center concept and the
centers program on non-Western studies generally and, in turn, on the
liberal arts.

In spite of all this, however, there is every indication that the
continuance of Federal funds for non - Western studies is as essential
today as was the initial stimulation provided by the Congress in 1958.
The very nature of the National Defense Education Act suggested,
subject of course to subsequent legislative action, not a shot-in-the-
arm approach but a :ong-term attack on a problem of unknown
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magnitude and duration. While the needs have increased, they have
also become more susceptible of treatment.

The first 5 years of the centers program have disclosed a viable
method of dealing with certain national needs heretofore undefined.
In this short time it has been shown how Federal funds, given for
purposes of instruction, may allow institutions of higher education to
serve national along with academic goals without jeopardizing either.
At the same time, this emphasis on the affairs of the non-We3tern
world has given a major challenge to a cultural bias which the country
can no longer afford.
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APPENDIX A

U.S. Office of Education Policy Bulletins on the NDEA Language and Area
Centers Program

Bulletin 1 March 10, 1959

To: All Persons Interested in Language and Area Centers

From: L. G. Derthick, U.S. Commissioner of Education
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Subject: A Statement of Policy
Language Development Program
Centers and Research and Studies

As a basis for the establishment of federally supported language and area
centers the U.S. Commissioner of Education is required by section 601 a) of
Public Law 85-864 to determine (1) the modern foreign languages "needed" by
individuals in the Federal Government, business and industry, and educat on in
the United States (hereinafter "needed languages"), and (2) of these languages,
which ones are not now "readily available" in terms of "adequate instruction"
(hereinafter "critical languages").

Needed Languages

Although linguistic needs are to some extent unpredictable, and even recognized
ones are relative, there is clearly a present, continuing need for individuals trained
in the national or "official" languages of all the sovereign nations with which the
United States has business or diplomatic relations, ami atso in some of the un-
official languages spoken by many millions of inhabit,-.e.ts a foreign country
or territory.

Determining the priority of needs, not only in Governn. business, and indus-
try, but also in education in the United States, is another matt.er. Priorities vary
with time and circumstances. Nevertheless, without attempting a complete
and recognizing the necessity for a thorough, continuing swrovey, it seems e% ident
that, among the languages now most needed by Americus citizens, are Arabic,
Chinese, French, German, Hindustani, Italian, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian,
and Spanish.
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However, federally supported language and area centers are to teach "needed
languages" which are not now "readily available" in terms of "adequate instruc-
tion." Pending further study, and despite some criticism of current teaching
methods and objectives, these criteria would seem to eliminate French, German,
Italian, and Spanish as languages to be taught at the centers to be established.
Instruction in these four languages is widely available. Much of it is adequate.
Insofar as it is still inadequate to national needs, the remedy lies largely in the
recognition of those needs by educational administrators and by language teachers
themselves.

Determining "adequacy" of instruction is a complicated matter involving, not
merely methods and objectives, but also the availability of properly trained
teachers and the effectiveness and availability of such indispensable instructional
materials as (1) a basic course, with an elementary textbook and tapes for oral
practice, (2) a reference grammar, based on a sound structural analysis of the
language, (3) a set of graded readers with useful content, and (4) a contemporary
dictionary suitable for student use.

For many of the important languages of the world, including a number of
"official" languages with many millions of speakers, none of these essential instruc-
tional tools now exist for English-speaking students. In other cases, one or two
such tools exist but the others are lacking. In still other cases, materials exist
but the teachers who must use them question their reliability and effectiveness.
In sum, the provisions of section 602 of Public Law 85-864, authorizing the de-
velopment of specialized teaching materials, are indispensable to the implementa-
tion of section 601, which authorizes the establishment of centers. No amount
of money spent on the hiring of teachers of critical languages can produce "ade-
quate instruction" that is "readily available" until effective instructional materials
are first produced. The Congress was therefore wise in recognizing "research and
studies" as a corollary of the establishment of centers.

The Office of Education has been helped in its initial planning by a quick, pre-
liminary study conducted, under contract, by the American Council of Learned
Societies. This survey did not concern itself with the important matter of area
study programs, which must therefore be the subject of later surveys. It at-
tempted, instead, to ascertain as quickly as possible the language needs of Govern-
ment, business and industry, and education, and to review the current situatio
in regard to personnel and instructional materials, in the teaching of all the
needed languages. The report revealed enough alarming facts about our present
linzuistic deficiencies to make clear the need for a further, more thorough survey,
to be followed by periodic stocktaking of our resources and requirements.

The national problem of achieving "adequate instruction" in critical languages
will meanwhile, therefore, have to be attacked simultaneously on several different
fronts. It is not simply a matter of establishing centers in as many languages
(and related areas) as funds will permit. Title VI of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act is explicitly a contracting, not a grant-giving program. The implementa-
tion of sections 601 and 602 will therefore develop simultaneously along the
following three lines, the extent of development in each to be determined by the
funds appropriated.

1. For some languages where the evident need is for relatively large numbers of
trained persons, a number of centers for each language must be expanded and
strengthened or, when necessary, created, in order to make adequate instruction
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more widely available. Six languages which, at the outset, will be considered as
belonging in this category are: Arabic (in its chief dialects, and with the modern
written language stressed), Chinese (in its chief dialects, with Mandarin given
the highest priority), Hindustani (or Hindi-Urdu), Japanese, Porguguese, and
Russian. Hindustani is the only one of these six "critical languages" which is
not currently taught in at least 20 American colleges and universities. Russian
is the most widely taught of these, but it seems doubtful that the instruction is
yet adequate to the needs. One reason is the current movement to introduce
Russian into American secondary schools; Russian will therefore figure also in
the Institutes program under title VI.

Federally supported centers in the six critical languages listed above should
achieve certain objectives at present lacking in the case of all of them. Among
these goals are (a) intensive courses available frequently and et geographically
distributed locations, (b) the production of several complete sets of reliable and
effective teaching materials, and (c) adequate instruction in related area studies.
At centers in this category there should also be variety in the length of intensive
courses, and in the content of intermediate and advanced courses, so as to pro-
vide training for various kinds of assignment and at various levels of competence.

For reasons explained in the section below, centers in this first category will be
encouraged to add other critical languages which are linguistically related or
have significance in the area program.

2. For other languages where the evident need is for smaller numbers of trained
persons, at least two geographically separated centers should be strengthened or,
when necessary, created. Needed languages which, at the outset, will be con
sidered as belonging in this second category fall into two groups: (a) the e-
maining national or "official" languages of sovereign nations, and (b) a small
group of unofficial languages spoken by many millions of inhabitants of a nation
or territory. Examples of the latter group are Javanese (spoken by approxi-
mately 42 million in Indonesia, where the "official" language is Indonesian)
and several widely used Af :can languages such as Hausa (13 million) and Swahili
(10 million). Examples of "official" languages are Afrikaans (Union of South
Africa), Cambodian (Cambodia), Laotian (Laos), Pashto (Afghanistan; Pakistan),
Singhalese (Ceylon), and Tagalog (Philippines)none of which seems to be
currently taught in any American universityas well as Amharic (Ethiopia),
Burmese (Burma), Bengali (Pakistan; India), Tamil (Ceylon; India), Thai
(Thailand), and others taught at only a few institutions.

With the present uncertainty about the extent of financial support to be
provided by the Congress, the most efficient way of coping with the 40 to 50
"needed languages" in this category is not yet clear. Ideally, for each there
should be at least annual availability of intensive courses (with provision for
language-and-area training beyond the basic course) continuing to intermediate
and advanced study. Ideally, for each there should also be at least two geo-
graphically separated centers in language and area, for the training of experts
and teachers, for research, and for the preparation (in a number of instances)
of a complete set of basic instructional materials.

Further study should enable us to proceed wisely with available funds by
establishing priorities within this category. For some of these languages it
may also prove most efficient to have a single major center for advanced, in-
tensive training and the education of experts, and several "minor" centers offering
only the basic course in the language. Moreover, it seems probable that many
of the languages in this category can be taught along with other languages of a
common geographical area or culture, or with languages of the same linguistic
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family. Thus, a federally supported center in Near Eastern languages and area
might offer intensive instruction, not only in Arabic, but also in Turkish, Kurdish,
Berber, Pashto, Persian, and modern Hebrew.

3. For still other languages where the evident need is for even smaller numbers
of trained persons, but where the need may someday be greater and urgent, we
should look now to the strengthening of, or, as will be necessary in most cases,
the creation of our linguistic resources. The languages in this category perhaps
fall into two groups, depending upon funds available.

For some of them there should be at least one center in +.he language and area
(or involving the language among others in its area program), mforing at least
biennially an intensive course, and with resources to guarantee greater frequency
in an emergency. Such a center should also prepare basic instructional materials
as needed. Examples of languages in this group are Azerbaijani (U.S.S.R.),
Ilocano and Visayan (Philippines), Quechuan (Bolivia; Eduador; Peru), Yoruba
(western Africa), Tibetan, Mongolian, and a number of languages of India, such
as Gujerati, Kanarese, Malayalam, and Nepali. Only a few of the languages in
this group are now taught in any Americaa university.

Also depending upon funds available, for other languages there is need, not
so much for a center in the sense hitherto used, but rather for a center of basic
research, leading to preparation of instructional materials which might be re-
quired in an emergency. Presumably an important factor in the establishment
of 'iuch a center would be standby availability of personnel for teaching. Ex-
amples of languages in this group are Twi-Fanti (west Africa), the Berber
dialects (north Africa), Byelorussian and Georgian (U.S.S.R.), Kashmiri and
Oriya (India), and many others not now taIght in any American university.

At least 50 languages, each spoken by more than 2 million people (14 of them
spoken by between 10 and 42 million), arr not now taught in any American insti-
tution of higher education. It may seem impractical to try to teach (or get ready
to teach) all of them, in addition to improving instruction in those already taught.
But the real question, in view of the rush of events and the contracting of time
and space, is whether the United States can afford not to make the attempt.

Bulletin 2 June 17, 1959

To: All Persons Interested in Language and Area Centers

From: L. G. Derthick, U.S. Commissioner of Education
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Subject: A Statement of Policy
Language Development Program
Centers and Research and Studies

This is a sequel to a Statement of Policy on the same subject datcd March 10,
1959.

As a basis for the establishment of federally supported language and area centers
the U.S. Commissioner of Education is required by section 601(a) of Public Law
85-864 to determine (1) the modern foreign languages "needed" by individuals
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in the Fe-1-^c1 Government, business and industry, and education in the United
States, and (2) of these languages, which ones are not now "readily available" in
terms of "adequate instruction."

In the earlier Statement of Policy it was determined that six "critical languages"
would, at the outset of the Language Development Program, be given highest
priority. These six a: ": Arabic (in its chief dialects, and with the modern written
language stressed), Chinese (in its chief dialects, with Mandarin stressed), Hindu-
stani (or Hindi-Urdu), Japanese, Portuguese, and Russian. The choice of these
six critical languages followed recommendations growing out of a survey, con-
ducted under contract with the Office of Education, by the American Council of
Learned Societies.

In making the determination required by law, however, it was emphasized that,
pending further study of our nation's linguistic resources and requirements, the
implementation of sections 601 and 602 of the National Defense Education Act
would develop simultaneously on three different lines, the extent of development in
each to be determined by the funds appropriated. More can now be said about
the second category discussed in the earlier Statement of Policy.

It was explained that, beyond the six languages given highest priority, for other
languages, where the evident need is for smaller numbers of trained persons,
centers should also be strengthened or, when necessary, created. Such other
languages, it was further said, fall into tao groups: (a) the remaining national or
"official" languages of sovereign nations, and (b) a small group of unofficial lan-
guages spoken by many millions of inhabitants of a nation or region. It remained,
however, to establish priorities among the 40 to 50 needed languages in this
category.

Thanks now to study by the staff of the Language Development Section and it
consultants, and thanks to helpful recommendations made by groups of specialists
representing various language families, determination of additional priorities can
be at least provisionally made. Ibr purposes of implementing sections 601 and
602 of title VI, the following critical languages will be considered as having second
highest priority:

Bengali (India; Pakistan)
Burmese (Burma)
Finnish (Finland)
(modern) Hebrew (Israel)
Hungarian (Hungary)
Indonesian-Malay (Indonesia)
Khalkha (Outer Mongolia)
Korean (Korea)
Marathi (India)

PerP'an (Iran; Afghanistan)
Po h (Poland)
Serbo-Croatian (Yugoslavia)
Singhalese (Ceylon)
Swahili (East Africa)
Tamil (Ceylon; India)
Telugu (India)
Thai (Thailand)
Turkish (Turkey)

It should be emphasized that this list of 18 languages (like that of the 6 lan-
guages of highest priority) is tentative and provisional, announced only to clarify
the implementation of title VI in its first stages. Later it may be necessary to
take such steps as moving Portuguese from the first to the second category, or
moving Bengali from the second to the first. Moreover, after further study the
above list of 19 may have to be either reduced or augmented by the inclusion of
such languages as Amharic (Ethiopia), Dutch, modern Greek, Hausa (Central
and West Africa), Icelandic, Pashto (Afghanistan; Pakistan), Tagalog (Philip-
pines), or Vietnamese (Viet-Nam).
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The earlier Statement of Policy gave the staff of the Language Development
Section some flexibility in following these priorities while contracting for the
establishment of centers. It was there recognized that a center might offer
instruction, not only in a high priority critical language, but also in other critical
languages which are linguistically related or have significance in the related
"area" program. Thus, one of the first centers actually established will offer
instruction in Hindi-Urdu (first priority), Marathi (second priority), and Gujcrati
(not yet classified, but a language spoken by about 20 million people in India).

It is perhaps appropriate to reiterate the criteria recognized for centers in the
first and second priority categories. Federally supported centers in the six most
critical languages should achieve, among other goals, (a) intensive courses available
frequently and at geographically distributed locations, (b) the production of
several complete sets of reliable and effective teaching materials, and (c) adequate
instruction in related area studies. At centers in this category tht.re should also
be variety in the length of intensive courses, and in the content of intermediate
and advanced courses, so ar to provide training for various kinds of assignment
and at various levels of competence.

Federally supported centers in the second priority languages should, ideally,
offer at least annually intensive courses (with provision for language-and-area
training beyond the basic course) continuing to intermediate and advanced study.
For each such language there should also be at least two geographically separated
centers in language a- rea, for the training of experts and teachers, for research,
and for the preparattun (in a number of instances) of a complete set of basic
instructional materials.

Subsequent bulletins will not only determine additional priorities (and perhaps
modify hose now announced) but also make clearer the implementation of the
third catery of languages spoken of in the initial Statement of Policy: those
evidently needed today by even smaller numbers of trained persons, but upon
which much research is needed lest an urgent demand for instruction in them catch
us totally, even tragically, unprepared.

Bulletin 3 December 1, 1959

To: All Persons Interested in Language and Area Centers

From: Kenneth W. Mildenberger, Acting Chief, Language Develop-
ment Section, U.S. Office of Education

Subject: Language and Area Centers: The Curriculum

A shrinking world aas brought the United States into closer contact with
uther nations than it has ever been before. Closer contact demands of us the
understanding of other peoples and their cultures on a vastly increased scale.
Our effective communication with them presupposes language competence on the
part of scholars, Government officials, businessmen, and all others whose work
reflects these increased contacts. It is one of the functions of language and area
centers to provide the language competencies and the cultural understanding of
other peoples.
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A language and area center should afford the student an opportunity to learn
to understand, speak, read, and, for those languages with alphabetical writing
systems, to write the language with which he is concerned. It should also pro-
vide him with the means of studying the behavior, both present and past, of the
people who speak it, as well as the factors which have influenced such behavior,
and the system of values by which it is judged. Control of the language is the
basis of an Intimate and integrated knowledge of a culture in all its many aspects.

In order to realize these aims, centers for the high priority languages should
have a battery of language courses organized on three levels: elementary, inter-
mediate, and advanced. For languages of a less critical nature, the offerings
need not be quite so extensive, but the potential for a full-scale operation should
be developed. In view of the national need which the National Defense Educa-
tion Act is designed to meet, at least the elementary course should be intensive,
stressing the audio-lingual (or aural-oral) approach. As the transition to the
study' of written materials is achieved, the student should be confronted with
authentic material from the language itself.'

It is recognized that, for the great majority of the world's languages, trained
and experienced instructors are not available, and that native competence in a
language is not in itself a sufficient qualification for teaching that language. The
use of native speakers, while desirable, will ideally be supplemented and guided
by a specialist in descriptive linguistics and language pedagogy. The earlier and
more rapidly proficiency in the language is attained, the more rewarding area
studies will becole.

The subjects providing a full understanding of the areas, regions, or countries
in which a language is used were considered by the National Defense Education
Act itself to include "such fields as hidtory, political science, linguistics, economics,
sociology, geography, and anthropology." This listing was not meant to be ex-
haustive. Literature, art, music, education, religion, philosophy, and law might
be added. Subjects such as these, dealing with a particular nation or people,
may be organized as separate units, may be grouped, or may even be synthesized
in a single seminar or integrated course. The important consideration is that
there be enough of them to provide a well-rounded view, including the contribu-
tions of both the humanities and the social sciences. Insofar as possible the
medium of presenting these will be the target language of the learner. When-
ever feasible the curriculum should include a stay in the country where the lan-
guage is used, in order to assure a more complete understanding r.r both language
and area.
A language and area center of the highest quality will also carry on research

which is characterized by the same sort of integration and cross-fertilization
among the various disciplines that should be evident in the course work. This
is not, of course, intended to suggest that the researcher should not be firmly
grounded in a specific discipline. It is important that both the teaching and the
research programs of a center reflect the ideal of a community of scholars.

Language and area curricula in the undergraduate college pose a number of
special problems. Although there are notable exceptions, in many institutions
it is difficult for the student to embark upon such study before the beginning of

For some areas of the world, whers there is no single official or major indigenous language, a more flex-
ible sort of proficiency may be a valid goal. A semi-intensive course might be offered in one important
language, possibly supplemented by an introduction to one or more additional languages, and/or Instruc-
tion in the language typology of the area and in principles of acquiring limited competence in a new
language by oneself.
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his j ear. This may result in his acquiring the language at the same time
that he takes work in the area, whereas it would be more desirable if he began his
language study first. Moreover, area work is quite likely to be given in an inte-
grated fashion, but it must necessarily follow some basic work in the disciplines
involved, again tending to delay the student's entrance into his field of concen-
tration. Despite these difficulties, it must be recognized that advanced language
and area work in graduate centers cannot attain optimum effectiveness unless
there are opportunities for prospective students to be recruited and given prelimi-
nary training at the undergraduate level.

For large universities, the principal problem in connection with developing and
carrying on language and area work is that of cooperation and coordination
among the many people who represent the various disciplines. In small colleges
the difficulty may well arise through inadequacy of staff and the inability to se-
cure and maintain enough persons who are expert in the various aspects of the
region in question. Here some thought may well be given to the possibility of
combining or integrating the resources of two or more nearby institutions. In
most institutions there is without question an obvious necessity for building up
library resources in the area to be studied.

In summary, the characteristics of a successful language and area program may
be stated as follows:

1) A clearly defined geographical area.

2) For this area, attention to both language and related area study.
3) In the area study, inclusion of both humanities and social sciences.

4) Interrelated programs of research and instruction.

5) An adequate library in the languages and materials relevant to the
area of study.

6) Long-term institutional backing for the program.

Bulletin 4 June 1, 1961

To: All Persons Interested in Language and Area Centers

From: Sterling M. McMurrin, U.S. Commissioner of Education,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Subject: Determination that Latin American Spanish is Eligible for
Financial Aid under Title VI, Section 601(a) of NDEA

Background

As a basis for the establishment of federally supported language and area cen-
ters the Commissioner of Education is required by section 601(a) of Public Law
85-864 to determine (1) the modern foreign languages "needed" by individuals
in the Federal Government, business and industry, and education in the United
States, and (2) of these languages, which ones are not now "readily available"
in terms of "adequate instruction."

788-291 0--64----0
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Although linguistic needs are to some extent unpredictable, and even recog-
nized ones are relative, there is clearly a present, continuing need for individuals
trained in one of the national or "official" languages of all the sovereign nations
with which the United States has business or diplomatic relations, and also in
some of the unofficial languages whether because of considerable numbers of
speakers, cultural significance, strategic geographical location, or other reasons.
Obviously, any determination of United States needs for persons trained in specific
languages must involve a scale of priorities which will vary with time and circum-
stances. Certainly among languages which are now most needed by American
citizens are Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Hindi-Urdu, Italian, Japanese,
Portuguese, Russian, and Spanish.

However, under terms of section 601(a) "need" is only one dimension for
determining the eligibility of a language for support at a language and area
center. Additionally, the language must not now be "readily available" in
terms of "adequate instruction." Accordingly, earlier announcements have
designated Arabic, Chinese, Hindi-Urdu, Japanese, Portuguese, and Russian
as languages requiring special attention under the language and area center
program, and 77 other languages have been designated eligible for support.
Regarding certain notable omissions from this list of eligible languages, an an-
nouncement of March 10, 1959 stated:

Pending further study, and despite some criticism of current teaching
methods and objectives, these criteria would seem to eliminate French,
German, Italian, and Spanish as languages to be taught at the centers
to be established. Instruction in these four languages is widely available.
Much of it is adequate. Insofar as it is still inadequate to national needs,
the remedy lies largely in the recognition of those needs by educational
administrators and by language teachers themselves.

Time, events, and circumstances have dictated a reappraisal of the position
of Spanish in regard to support in language and area centers.

Latin America and Its Languages

The significance of Latin America to the national interest was recognized from
the beginning of the NDEA when Portuguese, the national language of Brazil
with its population of 65 million and its great natural potential, was designated
eligible for center support. Two Portuguese language and area centers have
been established, and title VI graduate fellowships have been awarded for ad-
vanced study of Portuguese and related studies.

Spanish is the national language of some 18 Latin American countries with
an estimated population of 100 million. Several Amerindian languages play
important roles, notably Quechua, with four to five million speakers in Argentina,
Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, and Colombia, and Guarani, which shares official status
with Spanish in Paraguay. Quechua is one of tue 83 languages now designated
as eligible for support, though no federally aided center yet offers it. Among
other languages with official status are English, Dutch, and French, principally
in the Caribbean region.
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The United States and Latin America Today

It is clear that the United States is now entering a new and intensive era of
mutual cooperation with the peoples and governments of Latin America. The
President of the United States has recently drawn the general principles of a
broad program he terms Alliance for Progress, and the Congress has just appro-
priated $600 million for special aid to Latin America. It seems inevitable that
the technical and intellectual resources of the United States will become involved
in sustained and varied efforts to assist Latin American peoples in social, economic,
educational, and cultural development.

It is equally clear that in the field of Latin American studies the kind of ad-
vanced educational resources for which the NDEA language and area center
authorization was created are seriously lacking. This is the finding of the Con-
ference on Latin American Studies in the United States (sponsored by the
American Council of Learned Societies and the Newberry Library in 1958),
the Report of the Committee on the University and World Affairs (sponsored
by the Ford Foundation during 1959-60), and the Conference on the Status of
Latin American Studies in the United States (sponsored by the Council on Higher
Education in the American Republics and the University of California at Los
Angeles in 1961). Other sources in and out of the Government support this
testimony. Notwithstanding the widespread study of Spanish in U.S. schools
and colleges, in the national interest there is urgent need for a limited number
of fully developed graduate and post-doctoral centers of advanced instruction
and research in the Spanish and Portuguese languages and in related Latin
American studies. The exact role of Amerindian languages at one or more
such centers requires further study.

Designation of Latin American Spanish

In view of the circumstances, Spanish is hereby designated as a language
needed by Government, business, industry, and education and in which adrluate
advanced instruction is not presently available. This designation is cl, ected
specifically to the Spanish spoken in Latin America, and authorizes Federal aid,
as conditions dictate, for the strengthening of a limited number of Latin American
language and area centers both in advanced, intensive language instruction and
in advanced area instruction. Further, a limited number of title VI stipends,
under section 601(b), will be offered for specified advanced training in Latin
American Spanish and related studies.
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APPENDIX B

Statement of 53 University Foreign Language and Area Center Directors on Title Vi of
the National Defense Education Act

October 14,1962

Title VI of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 was enacted
in order to make good the nation's educational deficiency in modern
foreign languages. Many languages of national importance were
found not to be available in American education, others were in
seriously short supply, others were ineffectively taught. America's
commitments during and after World War II made these deficiencies
glaringly apparent. As directors of the 53 language and area centers
supported under title VI of the Act, we feel it proper to express our
judgment on the working of the Act in its first four years, and on the
need for its extension.

Title VI established three programs on which we can speak with
authority. It has made possible the development of 53 centers in
33 universities, offering instruction in 66 critical languages and
related area studies. Each center provides regular courses, fre-
quently through existing university departments, along with special-
ized library and teaching materials, suppleliientary lectures, and
frequently supporting research. The faculty assembled in these
centers, comprising 212 language specialists and 246 specialists in
the culture or institutions of the foreign areas, is a national resource
of great value.

New language teaching methods and materials have been prepared,
largely through university research supported by the National
Defense Education Act. As a result, language learning is being
accelerated, and adapted with precision to the students' needs.

About 1,600 graduate students have been supported in learning the
critical languages and the related area subjects through National
Defense Foreign Language Fellowships. They will, on completion of
their training, help fill the nation's increasing needs for language-
trained personnel at home or overseas.

Every dollar of federal money that supports the centers is matched
by a dollar of university funds; in fact universities have spent con-
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siderably more than the matching requirement; In this way, Govern-
ment funds have stimulated the universities to expand their own
activities and at the same time have enabled the universities to
accomplish a task wholly beyond their own resources.. Thanks
to the statesmanlike and educationally informed way in which title
VI of the act has been administered by the Language Development
Branch, government funds have made it possible for the universities
to make a major contribution to the nation's language resources
while preserving their own freedom of action and maintaining their
own distinctive character.

These results demonstrate the wisdom of the decision four years ago
to enact the National Defense Education Act, incorporating Title
VI. The need to extend and enlarge the provisions of the legislation
will in 1963 present the Nation and the Congress with a similar oc-
casion for far sighted decision. Not only is there need for instruction
in critical languages and related area courses to grow in proportion
to university enrollments: many critical languages are not yet taught
in this country; others are taught only at the introductory level.
In spite of the training of new specialists under provisions of the Act
we lack sufficient faculty with competence in all the areas of im-
portance to the U.S. Upon us will now fall a large share
of the duty of training the teachers who will introduce languages
in much earlier stages of school and college education. The same
considerations of national interest which led to the enactment of the
National Defense Education Act in 1956 are more pressing now than
then, and call for its extension and enlargement by the next Congress.

Earl H. Pritchard, Professor of Far Eastern History and Institutions,
University of Arizona, Language and Area Center in Oriental Studies

Thomas C. Blaisdell, Jr., Professor of Political Science, University of
California at Berkeley, South Asian Language and Area Center

Francis J. Whitfield, Professor of Slavic Languages and Literatu .es,
University of California at Berkeley, East European Language and
Area Center

James S. Coleman, Professor of Political Science, U.C.L.A., African Lan-
guage and Area Center

Henry Bruman, Professor of Geography, U.C.L.A., Latin American Lan-
guage and Area Center

Gustave E. von Grunebaum, Professor of History, U.C.L.A., Near East-
ern Languages and Area Center

Edward A. Kracke, Jr., Professor of Middle Chinese Literature and
Institutions, University of Chicago, Far Eastern Language and Area
Center

Milton B. Singer, Professor of Anthropology, University of Chicago,
South Asia Language and Area Center

S. Harrison Thomson, Professor of History, University of Colorado,
Center for Slavic and East European Studies
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Charles Wag ley, Professor of Anthropology, Columbia University, Latin
American Language and Area Center

Alexander Da llin, Associate Professor of Intrnational Relations, Columbia
University, Soviet and East European Language and Area Center

Wm. Theodore de Bary, Professor of Chinese and Japanese, Columbia
University, East Asian Language and Area Center

Robert Austerlitz, Assistant Professor of Linguistics and Uralic Studies,
Columbia University, Uralic-Altaic Language and Area Center

Frank H. Go lay, Associate Professor of Economics, Cornell University,
Southeast Asia Language and Area Center

Gordon H. Fairbanks, Professor of Linguistics, Cornell University, South
Asia Language and Area Center

Harold Shadick, Professor of Chinese Literature, Cornell University,
East Asia Language and Area Center

Geza Grosschmid, Professor of Economics, Duquesne University, African
Language and Area Center

J. V. D. Saunders, Associate Professor of Sociology, University of Florida,
Latin American Language and Area Center

Walter C. Jaskievicz, S.J., Associate Professor of Russian Languages and
Linguistics, Fordham University, Russian Language cnd Area Center

James R. Hightower, Professor of Chinese Literature, Harvard University,
Language and Area Center for East Asian Studies

D. W. Lockard, Professor of Anthropology, Harvard University, Center
for Middle Eastern Studies

Horace G. Lunt, Professor of Slavic Languages and Literatures, Harvard
University, Slavic Language and Area Center

Ronald S. Anderson, Professor of Education, University of Hawaii, Lan-
guage and Area Centers in Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Indonesian
Javanese, Thai

Mark Hanna Watkins, Professor of Anthropology, Howard University,
African Language and Area Center

Ralph T. Fisher, Jr., Professor of History, University of Illinois, Center for
Russian Language and Area Studies

William B. Edgerton, Professor of Slavic Languages and Literatures,
Indiana University, Slavic Language and Area Center

Thomas A. Sebeok, Professor of Linguistics, Indiana University, Uralic
and Altaic Language and Area Center

Y. P. Mei, Professor of Oriental Studies, State University of Iowa, Chinese
Language and Area Center

Majid Khadduri, Professor of Middle East Studies, Johns Hopkins (SAIS)
Middle East Language and Area Center

Thomas R. Smith, Professor of Geography, University of Kansas, Center
for East Asian Studies

Joseph K. Yamagiwa, Professor of Japanese, University of Michigan,
Far Eastern Language and Area Center

Herbert H. Paper, Associate Professor of Near Eastern Languages and
Linguistics, University of Michigan, Language and Area Center for
Near Eastern Studies

John Mersereau, Jr., Associate Professor of Russian Literature, Uni-
versity of Michigan, Slavic Language and Area Center

Charles Hughes, Professor of Anthropology, Michigan State University,
African Studies Center
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John Edwin Fagg, Associate Professor of History, Now York University,
Portuguese Language and Area Center

W. Norman Brown, Professor of Sanskrit, University of Pennsylvania,
South Asia Language and Area Center

Alfred Senn, Professor of Germanic and Balto-Slavic Philology, Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, Slavic Language and Area Center

Yi-t'ung Wang, Professor of Chinese, University of Pittsburgh, Chinese
Language and Area Center

Frederick J. Cox, Professor of History, Portland State College, Middle
East Studies Center

T. Cuyler Young, Professor of Persian Language and History, Princeton
University, Language and Area Center for Near Eastern Studies

Theodore H. E. Chen, Professor of Asiatic Studies, University of Southern
California, Soviet-Asian Studies Center

Donald H. Shively, Professor of Japanese, Stanford University, Chinese-
Japanese Language and Area Center

Winfred P. Lehmann, Professor of Germanic and Indo-European Lin-
guistics, University of Texas, South Asia Language and Area Center

Walter Lehn, Associate Professor of Germanic Languages, University of
Texas, Middle East Language ant' Area Center

Fred P. Ellison, Associate Professor of Spanish and Portuguese, Uni-
versity of Texas, Language and Area Center for Latin American Studies

Bernard Gicovate, Professor of Spanish, Tulane University, Language and
Area Center for Latin American Studies

Aziz S. Atiya, Professor of Languages, University of Utah, Middle Eastern
Language and Area Center

Josef Rysan, Professor of German and Russian, Vanderbilt University,
Russian Language and Area Center

George E. Taylor, Professor of Far Eastern History and Politics, Uni-
versity of Washington, Far Eastern and Russian Language and Area
Center

Gerald B. Kelley, Assistant Professor of Linguistics and Indian Studies,
University of Wisconsin, South Asian Language and Area Center

Norman P. Sacks, Professor of Spanish and Portuguese; Alberto Machado
da Rosa, Associate Professor of Spanish and Portuguese, University of
Wisconsin, Language and Area Center in Latin American Studies

Karl J. Pelzer, Professor of Geography, Yale University, Southeast Asia
Language and Area Center, represented by Harry Benda, Associate
Professor of History
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VII. Examinations
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I. Introduction

This report on intensive courses in the uncommon languages conducted
at 22 American colleges and universities during the summer of 1962 is
based on a survey undertaken by Henry M. Hoenigswald of the University
of Pennsylvania, Richard B. Noss of the Foreign Service Institute, and
Ernest N. Mc Carus and Joseph K. Yamagiwa of the University of Michi-
gan. By intensive courses are meant those which cover an academic
year's work during a summer session. Institutions and language programs
visited include:

*Californi at Berkeley (Russian)
*Chicago (Bengali, Tamil)
*Columbia (Japanese, Chinese, Portuguese, Spanish, Hungarian)
*Cornell (Indonesian, Thai)
Duke (Hindustani)

*Duquesne (Swahili)
*Fordham (Russian)
*Harvard (Arabic, Persian, Turkish)
*Hawaii (Chinese, Japanese, Indonesian, Thai, and Korean)
*Indiana (Russian)
*Kansas (Japanese)
*Michigan (Chinese, Japanese, Russian)
*Michigan State (Hausa, Ibo, Swahili, Yoruba)
Middlebury (Russian)

*Pennsylvania (Hindi-Urdu, Nepali)
*Pittsburgh (Chinese)
*Stanford (Chinese, Japanese)
Utah State (Russian, Spanish, Persian)

*Washington (Russian, Chinese)
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Western Reserve (Russian)
*Wisconsin (Hindi, Telugu, Kannada)
*Yale (Chinese, Russian)

The starred institutions house NDEA Language and Area Centers. Sum-
mer language programs supported by the U.S. Office of Education under
thc terms of the National Defense Education Act are italicized.

The survey had for its basic purpose the identification of the best ad-
ministrative and teaching practices observable at the several institutions.
A listing of practices grounded in good theory and tested by experience will
perhaps help to indicate the optimal conditions under which intensive
language programs might be conducted. A listing of these practices will
provide guideiines in developing the Office of Education's program of
support for intensive language programs. Suppleness and variety are
desiderata in any program; the several principles and procedures are best
followed in various comhinations at various times throughout a summer.

If, as no one enn doubt, $ ntensive rirc%rams are here to stay, the problems
which they involve will nn.ed continual analyzime, and researching, with
teachers of language working in collaboration with teachers of area subjects
and psychologists of language learning. Certain supervisory and pedagog-
ical practices seem pref.irohle over some others, but the determination
whether one of several disputable procedures is to be preferred over the
others is, we believe, researeaable.

For the many courtesies extended to the survey team, the members
wish to express their gratitude. In this day of mountainous paper work
and visitors by the dozen, the infliction of each new questionnaire seems
almost unconscionable. But in virtually every ease the team members
were met with unfailing courtesy and (we believe) with real candor. Ex-
cept for necessary extrapolations, everything in this report represents
observations made and opinions recorded during the course of the survey.

Rather impressive are the special local conditions under which the
several programs operate. Some programs, like those in Russian at
Indiana and Michigan, may have a total enrollment of 200 or more students.
Many get along on enrollments that barely meet the minimums imposed by
their university administrations. The total local climate (the practices
followed in courses in the European languages, a feeling that nothing is
being learned unless it has to do with the written language) may lead to
emphasis of the written over the spoken language.

Great cities like New York and Cleveland send college students to many
areas of the country, y.'here, having taken courses in beginning Russian,
Chinese, or Japanese, they return to take second-year work in the summer.
The adjustments that become accessary plague the conscientious teacher
and make for lesser efficiency than he would desire.

The situation at Hawaii ie complicated by a student body which is in
large part Asian-descended and comes to the university with a background
of use of some one of the Chinese, Japanese, or Korean dialects. In
Cleveland, the heavy Slavic element in the population helps to enlarge
Western Reserve's classes in Russian. The history of a university's
contacts with particular areas of the world may help to determine the
languages which it teaches, as Persian at Utah State.

Institutions also differ in their intellectual flair. Research-oriented
staffs tend to think of reading-grammar-translation as being the most
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effective methodology. They tend too to concern themselves with the
preparation of teaching materials custom-tailored to the special needs of
their students, who are inclined to be academically oriented. Most
programs are intent on doing the best possible job with as many students
as can be accommodated. One or two keep only their best students and
apparently do not mind a high rate of attrition.

II. Intensive versus semi - intensive and nonintensive courses

1. The case for the intensive summer course
Intensive language courses in the summer represent the wave of the
present and future:
a. They permit ready articulation with the work of the preceding and

following years, particularly when the work is done at the same
institution. Doing less than a year's work means that the student
may have to mark time until the next appropriate course is offered.
Doing more may lead to the same result; in fact, students who have
studied a foreign language during the summer will presumably move
ahead of those who haven't since they will approach the following
autumn's work with the language fresher in their minds. Some
amount of inequity needs to be resolved as the fall term opens, but
in general the intensive summer language course that covers the
work of an entire year is most easily fitted into a university's cur-
riculum. At a time when more and more universities are con-
templating year-round operation, the role which intensive courses
in the several subject areas might play deserves special consideration.

b. Constsilt, continuous exposure to the target language reduces the
chances ()f lapses and forgetting. For a given amount of classroom
time, intensive courses probably accomplish more than nonintensive
courses. At one of the universities visited, the tests given in the
elementary course at the end of the first semester, 1961-62, was
repeated at the end of 4 weeks in the summer. The students in the
summer "won hands down." As far as the instructor could judge,
the students in the two courses were equivalent in caliber, but those
in the summer spoke the language they were learning with greater
readiness and showed better control of grammar. In another
course, all the grammar studied in a two-semester course was covered
in 6 weeks. In an intensive course, properly taught, the student
receives maximum exposure to the language he is studying plus the
benefits of formal instruction. Intensive summer courses assure the
student of a good first year in the target language.

c. Intensive courses make for quicker usefulness of a foreign language.
Four years of college work can be accomplished in a summer followed
by an academic year and a second summer, if a year's work can be
accomplished in each of the two summers and 2 years' work done
in the intervening academic year. This enables a student to use
a foreign language not only in courses in literature but also in courses
in the social and technical sciences. It is only fair to note, however, that
materials in foreign languages may differ as to quality and that if
too many foreign languages were represented in the reading materials
for any course, special arrangements would have to be made to
check on correctness of use and interpretation. Even when the
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aims are not academic, intensive courses will quickly prepare students
for oversee travel, at least to the point of their being able to make
their way around in a foreign environment. Intensive courses are
the only answer to reaching a prescribed level of proficiency by a
certain time, predicated, of course, on the student's willingness to
work. They meet the special needs of the undergraduate in an
accelerated program, the graduate student whose normal year is
filled with the requirements of his field, and the school teacher or
other full-time jobholder who can use only the summer months in
order to extend his knowledge. Considering the fact that it took
1,600-2,000 hours of classroom work to produce a Japanese language
officer during World War II, the offering of intensive courses enhances
the chances of producing students who are truly skilled in the use of
a foreign language.

d. The intensive course fills the vacuum now being created by a lessening
in the total number of area courses brought about by increased
support of summer research on the part of the social scientists,
especially at those institutions which have been the recipients of the
huge grants given by the Ford Foundation. Competition from area
courses may come if more of these courses were offered in the summer
semester of a trimester year or if larger numbers of students were to
need particular area courses in order to graduate. But it seems more
likely that an area specialist who has the opportunity to do research
with support amounting to a summer's salary, plus, in many cases,
funds for travel and subsistence, will prefer to do this research rather
than to teach. Also, few students can take both a language course
that is truly intensive and an area course and do the former justice.

e. In schools with small enrollments, the offering of an intensive first-
year course in the summer permits the students to move into inter-
mediate courses in the fall, along with the students who completed
their fi*st year's course in the preceding spring. The two groups
together :re sometimes needed in order to form a fiscally viable
intermediate course.

f. Intensive courscs assure attainment of the skills needed by elementary
and high school teachers, as defined by the Modern Language Associa-
tion of America. In many States, without some amount of foreign
language in high school, the prospective teacher of foreign language
in a primary or secondary school can hardly hope to meet the
standards set by the MLA. To meet these standards, more than
4 years of college training, given at the usual rate, are needed.
Since the decision to become a foreign hinguage teacher usually
comes during a collegian's sophomore year, an intensive course in
the summer between the sophomore and junior years becomes almost
mandatory. The earlier the intensive courses can be taken, the
better. Intensive intermediate courses might thus be given- in the
summer to students who have just completed their freshman year
and intensive first-year courses to students who have just graduated
from high school.

Compared with the intensive language course, the summer semi-intensive
course covering one semester's work can claim only one or two ad-
vantages:
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a. The feeling persists in some quarters that exclusive absorption in a
foreign language course may be somewhat less profitable than a less
hurried approached which will permit greater time for absorption.
Proponents of semi-intensive courses argue that semi-intensive courses
permit slower, surer acquisition of a second h nguage.

b. A series of semi-intensive courses would have the advantage of
accommodating students who are out of phase with the intensive
summer courses and would also be advantageous for those students
who are making up failures of one semester only.

We need also to note that intensive coursesadministratively speak-
ingare not easy to maintain. Provision of a strong language staff
from one summer to the next becomes exceedingly complex when
a. the number of teachers is small
b. they go on leave for rest or research
c. the high-priced professor takes up a major share of the funds.
Intensive programs also are not to be recommended to the student who
a. is too easily diverted by nonacademic attractions
b. tries to combine his usual domestic life with a full schedule of classes

in particular at those schools in which the students of an intensive
program are housed together

c. tries to join a full-time summer job with intensive language study.
The question, how large a percentage of students who take an intensive

beginner's course go on to second-year work, is difficult to answer. In the
case of the larger summer programs which draw their students from a
number of schools, as few as 25 percent of a class may go on with its work
at the institution where the summer's work is taken. The students who
do not continue are not necessarily inept: they may have returned to their
jobs after having spent a summer in language study, they may have been
drafted into military ser /ice, or 4hey may have decided that they should
study another language. After the second year, the number of students
who go on to advanced study seems regrettably low. But it seems probable
that more students will continue with foreign language study if they can
elect a series of intensive courses that will, more quickly than is possible
with nonintensive courses, permit them to arrive at real competence.
2. Intensive courses in the academic year

The case for intensive courses in the summer which make a year's
work the unit is easily made. It is not so easy to justify intensive
courses (given at the rate of approximately 20 hours a week) during
the regular academic year.
a. During the academic year the foreign language departments are

inevitably affected by university-wide requirements which enforce
upon the students a variety of non-language courses.

b. The penalty for dropping an intensive course may be unusually
severe. Unless some kind of dispensation is arranged, to give credit
in proportion to the amount of time a student has devoted to a
language course, he may well lose an entire semester's credits.
The "impossible" student should be quickly moved out of a program,
pieferabiy in its first week, bC that other comes may be found for
him. Thorough scrutiny of application forms, analysis of letters of
recommendation. and the giving of aptitude and placement tests
might solve the problem, along with alert observation by teachers.
The slow but not impossible learner might be retained if the program
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were large enough to provide instruction at slow speed, but this is
a luxury reserved only for the larger programs. The inept student
should be sped on his way. Regrettably, he becomes a casualty of
the intensive course.

o. Some feel that intensive courses are especially suited for elementary
work in the spoken language and that a reduction of classroom hours
might be acceptable for advanced work in the written language.
However, the problem remains of maintaining whatever proficiency
a student has attained in his spoken language work. Thus, to reach
maximal effectiveness, a series of intensive or semi-intensive courses
integrating work in the spoken and written languages might be
offered, with the institution going all out on intensive courses in the
summer and intensive or semi-intensive courses in the winter. The
possibility arises of concentrating all elementary language teaching,
both of the usual and unusual languages, in the summertime in order
to take the load off of teaching them in the winter. This would
plunge the students into second-year language work during their
first year of college.

d. Special problems arise when the only teacher of a course in any
neglected language is either hired away or goes on leave. Ready
transfer of students to a second institution in which the same lan-
guage is taught seems to be one answer.

3. The oral-at ral approach versus reading-translation-grammar
The following observations are based both on class visits and on

opinions expressed by staff members at most of the institutions visited.
The language classes with the largest sense of liveliness and activity

are those in which only the target language ;F.; used and the major part
of the hour is devoted to hammer-and-tongs pattern drill. Even when
mastery of the written language is the goal, listening and speaking
should precede reading and writing; the royal road to accomplishment
leads through oral-aural drill. Recent research shows that at the end
of two semesters students who began their study of the German language
in this way were far superior in listening and speaking, were almost on
the same level of reading and writing ability, and were superior in habit-
uated direct association, that is, avoidance of mental translation. The
students taught by traditional methods were superior in written trans-
lation. 'See George A. C. Scherer and Michael Wertheimer, "The
German leaching Experiment at the University of Colorado," The
German Quarterly, XXXV: 3, May 1962.) For languages like Chinese,
Japanese, Thai, Hindi-Urdu, Arabic, and Persian, for which the system
of writing is highly complicated, a reading-translation approach obliges
each student to learn the phonological form of a word, its meaning, and
its written symbolization all at once. Necessarily, this bogs down the
learning process, whereas if the pronunciation and meaning were first
learned and the written symbols later, the association of the three
becomes relatively ;ess difficult.

Reading-translation courses have a way of becoming tedious for the
brighter students, since so much time is taken up in correcting student
errors, often to the accompaniment of explanations on grammar by .she
instructor. Some teachers in reading courses spend altogether too much
time in giving dictation. In one course observed during the summer, the
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grand total of seven sentences was written fi om dictation in the course
of 25 minutes. Since the person doing the aictating was one of the
students, the instructor not only had to correct the dictating student's
mispronunciations, but the miswritings on the board. The errors,
moreover, were compounded because the dittoed material on which the
dictation was based was itself obscure or mistaken in a number of spots.

The oral-aural approach is not necessarily practiced at every insti-
tution which accepts it in theory. Nor is it practiced consistently by
all of its instructors. It will certainly fail if the teachers are saddled
with an old-line text intended for a class in which reading-translation-
grammar is the strategy. These texts generally give a set of grammar
rules, a vocabulary, idioms, and translation exercises from the target
language to English, from English to the target language. The teacher
amplifies in English on the grammar points that are already described
in the book. The students do the required translations and the teacher's
job becomes mainly one of correcting whatever errors are committed,
with frequent reference to rules.

Exclusive use of the target language in the classroom may seem
difficult to maintain. Some amount of discussion of grammar in English
seems necessary for beginning students, especially if the rules are ob-
scurely phrased, but grammar itself becomes more easy when inductive
procedures are employed after a number of examples have been learned.
Also, grammar lectures in English are easily concentrated during
particular hours in a week and can be made the occasion for considerable
amounts of joint mimicking.

Some teachers argue that it is more efficient to give the English equiva-
lent of a term in the foreign language than to indicate its meaning in
a series of paraphrases. This must be done without encouraging the
students to believe that there is a one-to-one correspondence between
languages. Sometimes it is necessary to invent equivalents for English
terms that don't really have a counterpart in the language being learned.

To make for steady use of the target language, the teacher or drill-
master resists every temptation to speak in English:
a. His classroom directions, which must be used every day, are phrased

in the language he is teaching. In language courses, the one real
situation is in fact the classroom, and he makes it as much as possible
a classroom.

b. By use of pictures and maps, gestures and actions, he conveys mean-
ings in the classrooms as in everyday life.

c. By using apt paraphrases or by using known synonyms and antonyms,
he again gets across the desired meaning.

d. As the students gain in spoken proficiency, the preparation of oral
reports forces them to speak in the foreign language they are learning.
So too a device used in at least two programs. After several repeti-
tions of a story, during which the new words are translated orally,
the students are asked to translate the story quickly, sentence by
sentence, then to answer questions on it, and finally to retell it them-
selves. The foreign language thus becomes. a real medium of com-
munication, despite some use of Englah.

The oral-aural approach, which puts a premium on knowledge that
is usable and useful, generally instills a sense of increasing proficiency
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and confidence in the beginning student. Particularly in those lan-
guages which arc encumbered with difficult writing systems, it probably
reduces attrition in enrollment.

Especially at intermediate and advanced levels, exclusive use of a
foreign language is demanded and cultivated not only in the classroom
but in the dormitory. Song practices, lectures, dances, picnics, and
concerts are all held in the foreign language that is being studied. A
pledge-to speak only the foreign language can be taken, and students,
learning its value, will generally conform.

In classroom drill on the spoken language, the following principles
operate:
a. Basically, only the target language is used and at normal speed, with

only an occasional grammatical term given in English.
b. The use of English is restricted to explanations of grammar, which are

kept strictly separate from the drill periods in which only the foreign
language is used. The separation of a small amount of lecturing time
from large amounts of drill work is carefully observed. Where avail-
able, a good reference grammar which the students can consult in
their study hours serves as the basis for any grammatical discussion.

c. Drilling is based on sentence patterns, with constant repetition,
correction of student mispronunciations, and substitution of lexical
items until native norms are achieved.

d. Choral repetition is used in connection with explanations of grammar
and in alternation with individual repetition.

e. Irregular rotation of recitation, with each student given the oppor-
tunity to recite many times during each period.

f. Deemphasis of translation.
g. The infusion of variety in the teaching procedures, changing them

frequently during any hour of instruction.
h. Heavy participation by the students as opposed to the holding of

monologues by the teacher.
To be avoided are:
a. Extra-heavy assignments.
b. Covering two sets of materials, one for the spoken language and one

for the written, when the two can be integrated.
The intensive summer course which in number of hours most closely

compares with nonintensive academic year courses runs for 8 weeks
at the rate of 20 hours a week. Meeting a total of 160 hours, such a
course equates fairly well with academic year courses which run for 30
weeks at the rate of 4 or 5 hours a week. In actuality, both the in-
tensive courses offered in the summer and the nonintensive courses
given during the academic year vary considerably in number of hours
per week and day. Increasing the hours per day in the summer from
4 to 5 probably does not add to the effectiveness of an intensive program
since wear and tear sets in and less time becomes available for study.
It thus appears that the kind of schedule that comes closest to being
ideal runs for 8 weeks at the rate of 5 days per week and 4 hours per
day, of which 3 are classroom hours and 1 is devoted to work in the
labor itory. The hours, moreover, are separated one from another as
much as possible and a variety ofprocedures is followed in the classroom.

Some believe that a quick course in linguistics might be combined
with a language course, with the hours spent in language work gradu-
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ally increased as those in linguistics diminish. Thus, an hour per day of
language work during the first 2 weeks, joined with 2 hours in general
linguistics, might be followed by 2 hours per day in the third and fourth
weeks, joined with a sirgle hour .n linguistics, and this by 3 hours of
language in the fifth week, with linguistics dropped from the program.
This "crescendo" approach merits further experimentation.

Some programs run for 10 or more weeks, but when this is the case,
and in particular when the courses run longer than the regular summer
session, both the teaching staffs and students seem to tire. In a few
programs running 10 weeks or more the possibility arises of an intensive
program in the summer accomplishing more than a year's work. If the
continuation course in the fall is able to pick up where the summer course
ends, no difficulty ensues.

It is possible to operate a 6-week program meeting 5 hours a day, but
this is undoubtedly too taxing for both teachers and students.

The doctrine that the teacher-student ratio in the classroom should
run approximately 1:8 is generally accepted, the chief exception in
favor of a larger number of students coming where lectures in grammar
are being held.

For the student who is unable to take any kind of course in the
summer, intensive or nonintensive, one instructor has prepared some
"carryover" drills consisting of sentences and conversations in script
and transcription, recapitulating materials studied during the previous
semester and recorded on tapes which the students may borrow. Some
kind of reward awaits this instructor in heaven.

4. Some problems pertaining to language teaching
Much remains to be learned in the line of teaching methodology:

a. We need to know more about what can be achieved in a given
number of contact hours spread over different periods of time.

b. We need to know more about the measurement of achievement in
language.

c. The proportion of time to be devoted to oral drill, laboratory work,
and reading needs to be studied.

d. The problem, how large a part of drill-work may be programed,
and whether it is possible to devise a series of exercises in which
students learn to correct their own mispronunciations, needs exami-
nation. '..'here appeared to be no concern (not even experimental or
negative) with techniques suggested by machine programing.

e. We do not know the precise moment in a course, intensive, semi-
intensive, or ordinary, at which the symbols in a non-alphabetic
system of writing should be introduced, or the rate at which they
can be acquired.

f. We do not know the techniques whereby entire sequences of characters
may be read at a glance as opposed to piecemeal identification of
each succeeding symbol which is too often the rule.

g. We need to know whether we should introduce each day's teaching
materials orally and withhold the written texts and grammatical
comments from our students until the drillwork has been completed.
We need to know whether this procedure is actually more effective
than the usual introduction of each day's lesson with grammar
comments and printed material.
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h. We need to know when a student will most benefit from total im-
mersion in the culture whose language he is studying. When
should he go to Russia, India, or the Congo? Presumably, he needs
first to establish an aptitude for the language he is studying and
ability to profit in terms of his specialty.

III. Objectives
Complete fluency within the range of materials studied in class, meaning

the ability to carry on everyday conversation effectively, is the chief
objective which intensive elementary courses in spoken language strive
for. Specifically, the order of aims agrees with the order in which work
in the desired competcnces is introduced:

a. hearing,
b. speaking,
c. reading, and
d. writing.
Within any summer session, the beginning student should become able

to manage the greetings required in everyday life, buy things, go from one
place to another, or move into a hotel. For the languages that are written
in the letters of the alphabet, he should be able to read the simplest texts,
certainly with the aid of a dictionary. The further goals of becoming so
sensitive to each new foreign expression that he would be able to request
its meaning and stand a chance of comprehending what is answered, of
being able to converse confidently in his specialty, or of reading professional
materials in his field become the objectives of intermediate and advanced
training.

Implicit among the objectives of a spoken language course is the develop-
ment of conversational fluency within the limits of the grammar forms and
vocabulary taught in the course. Ideally, the course seeks to develop:

a. accuracy in pronunciation, including approximation to native norms
of intonation (control of phrase rhythm and juncture phenomena),
accent (both tone and stress), the pronunciation of the phonemes
in the proper allophones, especially if these are not found in English,
vowel length, the doubling of consonants, etc.

b. accuracy and variety in use of grammar forms
c. deft use of words and phrases in accordance with idiom
d. fluency, as shown by quickness in comprehension and readiness to

sustain conversation to the fullest limits required in any language
situation

e. understanding of stylistic differences.
The specific objectives for written language work include:
a. accuracy in use of vocabulary, phrases, and grammatical forms,

both in composition and in translation
b. accuracy in spelling and passable if not elegant handwriting
c. correct pronunciation of words and phrases and general fluency in

reading materials either in romanization or in native script
d. the ability to analyze a text or a sentence grammatically
e. the proper interpretation of differences in style, in both reading and

composition.
Some instructors believe that a premium should be placed on successful

communication ea opposed to correctness in every detail. Sometimes it
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seems best to let the students "have their say" instead of correcting them
whenever they make an error. Moreover, there is a notable difference in
a beginning student's pronunciation when he is repeating a phrase or
sentence that he has already learned and when he is "on his own." Prob-
ably in a beginning course the greatest emphasis should be given to rote
memorizing and repetition, with "free conversation" kept within the limits
of utterances and dialogues already learned. Freer conversation and a
daring use of phrases and sentences in fresh combinations come when
a stock of phrases has been learned. The emphases shift as a course pro-
gresses, but it seems clear that at any point in a program it is uncertainty
in teaching aims that hurts it.

We need finally to note that in beginning courses most institutions
concentrate on skills that are basically linguistic. As the students sharpen
their competence,s, the .linguistie aims will remain but more attention will
be given to content, with some institutions tending to emphasize materials
in the humanities and others in the social sciences.

IV. The leaching staff

Generally speaking, intensive courses in foreign languages involve a
team effort. The best results are obtained when the whole program is
carefully controlled. By careful control is not meant dictation from some
topside supervisor, but cooperative effort in which a supervisor, working
with his instructors and drillmasters, maintains step by step mastery over
all of the material to be taught and keeps a constant check on student
accomplishment. Especially effective are such devices as the following:

a. staff meetings
b. classroom visits by the supervisor (sometimes accompanied by guests).

The use of lesson plans and distribution of memoranda are less frequently
observed procedures.

Where joint participation in a single course by two or more instructors
or drillmasters is possible, the students gain the advantage of hearing more
than one dialect or idiolect and discover the -ange of variability permitted
among speakers of the "standard" or "common" language. However, the
possibility of hearing and mimicking more than a single voice is generally
restricted to the larger programs.

Linguists and drillmasters, working as a team, sometimes try to work
out in class a point of grammar on which the linguis: N not sure. This,
to say the least, is disconcerting to the student, who benefits from tho
discussion only to the extent that he is exposed to authentic pronunciation
and learns something about dealing with members of a foreign culture.
1. The language supervisor

Efficient management of an intensive language program seems to
require a supervisor who
a. maintains affable but tight and detailed control over each phase of

his program, ..isisting on the use of clearly defined materials for
each day's work and leaving nothing to chance or improvisation

b. is well grounded in linguistics and in knowledge of the language over
whose teaching he has been placed in charge

c. knows what the textbooks in his language are and is ingenious in
the preparation of lesson plans, supplementary materials, and
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examinations over whose production and execution he wins full
cooperation from his instructors and drillmasters (the questions
used in questidn-and-answer drills are sometimes written out in
characters for drillmasters in languages like Chinese and Japanese
who find the characters more easy to read than any romanized script)

d. directs staff meetings and provides constructive advice on the conduct
of classes (which he visits from time to time on the basis of an
accepted "open-door" policy)

e. has the confidence of his administration while at the same time
remains persuasive in his effort' i secure the best possible salary
scales and working conditions for his staff. Experience And effect-
iveness should have their rewardsas must happen in any ideal
world. Where consultation with stude Its, assignments in the
language laboratory, and preparation of lesson materials are re-
quired of the junior linguists, instructors, and drillmasters in his
program, he should be willing to arrange a reduction in the total
number of teaching hours

f. is flexible enough to encourage occasional informal activities which,
however, provide additional practice in language

g. more than anyone else in his program, shows a flair for research
both in the language whose teaching he is directing 'and in teaching
methodology

h. insures effective teaching by new staff members by holding pre-
session training periods

i. maintains good rapport with his counterparts at other institutions
j. prepares such materials as the following and so imparts a sense

of order to any program:
(1) bulletins and catalogues describing the entire program
(2) rosters of staff (with curriculum vitae, office rooms)
(3) listings of texts and tapes
(4) weekly schedules showing classrooms, hours, assignments, and

teachers
(5) application forms for admission
(6) promotional material (letters, flyers) sent to other colleges and

to secondary schools
(7) announcements of lectures, exhibits, and other special events
(8) maps of one's campus.

The development of a professional and academic sense within his
staff remains one of his major concerns. Careful guidance of the in-
structors and drillmasters who serve with him may sometimes smack
of a "big brother" hovering over some little ones. qlassroom visits,
for instance, may disturb a drillmaster who is actually more effective
if less thoroughly supervised. On the other hand, it is the supervisor
who sees to it that in the teaching of an exotic language, standards of
preparation and accomplishment are as uniform and as exacting as
in other fields.

In any conflict with students, the teachers need of course, the support
of their supervisors. Since the departments Cr -ring courses on the
critical languages are generally small, the teachers undertake a great
deal, especially by way of giving extra reading and spoken language
sessions on an ad hoc basis. The care and nurture of the teachers
should be a constant concern of the supervisor, the more so in those

101



REPORT ON THE FIRST 5 YEARS 95

cases in which Russian, and even Japanese, might be housed in a Depart-
ment of Romance Languages and Literatures.

Considering how easy it is to have a staff fall at odds with each other,
unusual deftness is required of a language supervisor. More than
anyone else, it is the language supervisor who by dint of hard work,
high standards, self-assuredness, and flexibility gives tone to his pro-
gram. Uninterrupted experience, constant activity, and concentration
of talent both scholarly and pedagogic are som,3 of the distinguishing
features of his program. Possibly, somewhere we may one day find
this paragon of virtue, of professional and personal tidiness, who is
knowledgeable, pleasant, accessible, and effective.

2. The junior linguist and instructor
Where a junior linguist and instructor directs the classroom activities

of a team of drillmasters, he too should possess most of the qualities of
a supervisor, although of course he would not be concerned with budget-
ary matters. The interposition of junior linguists and instructors
between the supervisor and drillmasters sometimes has the advantage,
where native speakers of certain languages are concerned, of giving
the supervisor the respect that comes from social distance. This,
however, touches on a delicate area, since in the prosecution of
language programs in a democratic society, expectations are raised to
conduct them in a democratic way.

A junior linguist or instructor probably needs to spend a good deal of
time in producing vocabulary sheets, grammar notes, charts of the
writing system, and phonetic diagrams. He also needs to shoulder a
large part of the burden of preparing supplementary lesson materials
and examinations, and spends much time in consultation, both with his
assistants and with his students. Devotion, hard work, and resource-
fulness, desiderata in any endeavor, increase his usefulness to any
program. He may even be a graduate student, especially if his knowl-
edge of a foreign language's grammar is sound and he is able to work
with the drillmasters.

3. The native-speaker drillmaster
The position of the native speaker who acts as drillmaster should

receive maximal consideration from both supervisors and administration.
Some of their problems are the same surrounding the instructor who has
not yet won his Ph. D. degree and thus cannot be placed on the regular
promotional ladder. But the drillmaster, like the Ph. D. candidate
who serves as a teaching fellow in freshman composition or section leader
in mathematics, actually performs the bulk of the job of teaching and
his rewards in salary if not in title should be commensurate with the
real load that he is carrying. The development of something like a
professional academic attitude to his work depends to a large extent
on the supervisors, junior linguists, and instructors with whom he works.
On his own part he is most effective if:
a. he possesses full control of the language that he is teaching, in a

dialect that is either the "standard" or "common" one
b. he is willing at each point in the teaching program to carry all or

most of the burden of pattern practice, vigorously correcting each
student mispronunciation and, without signs of boredom, calling for
constant repetitions until the patterns are firmly fixed. He also
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develops a sense of when to stop a reciting student. Hoping fo_
fluency, he may permit a student to have his say. But he also keeps
mental (if not written) notes on the student's inaccuracies and turns
to them when the recitation is over. He realizes that he is not
making speeches.

c. he serves as his program's best authority on the phonology, grammar,
and lexicon of his language insofar as control of these elements of
language is built into his system; the materials used in the classroom
and the responses made by the students must gain his approval,
that is agree with his sense of what is idiomatically correct

d. he is able to assist in the preparation of drill materials
e. he helps in making tapes
f. he is ready to help his students in individual drill
k. he restricts his use of his language to the patterns and vocabulary

that his students have already learned, and does not introduce
grammr tical forms and lexical items that are new to the student

L he wil:angly cooperates with the supervisor and instructors in
folio- .ing whatever suggestions that may arise in staff meetings
and Consultation, and takes in stride any classroom visitations by
the supervisor and instructors

m. he resists the temptation to expostulate on the grammar of his
language, and turns each student's questions on grammar to the
supervisor or instructor in charge

n. he resists the temptation to modify or distort his nwn speech "to
make it easier" for his students

o. he exhibits real concern with the educational process and demands
good performance, consistently correcting all mispronunciations

p. he taken full advantage of every physical asset in the classroom
like breaking the neat alignment of seats and arranging his students
in a semicircle around him

q. he is vigorous and informal in his manuerisms
r. he willingly participates as a resource person in area courses, as

required or when feasible
s. he does not participate in private dialogues with extra-articulate

students
Since the drillmasters necessarily meet their students in various social

contexts outside the classroom and are almost inevitably looked upon as
representatives of their cultures, it seems useful to list some other
desiderata. The drillmasters should be:
a. emotionally stable
b. neither too aggressive concerning the values they find in their

cultures nor too defensive concerning the demerits in them
c. not too Americanized
d. willing to take direction as required, even though this may result in

a certain amount of culture shock
e. willing, where required, to live with their students, maintaining

such relationships that the entire teaching program is improved.
Most often, an intensive program has for its teaching staff a super-

visor and one or more drillmasters. Some intensive courses are taught
by a single instructor, who thus becomes supervisor and drillmaster
alone. The joint presence of a linguist and drillmaster (or drillmasters)
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in a classroom is a luxury that few programs can afford. It also requires
considerable psychological understanding on the part of linguist, drill-
master, and student. In at least one case, th linguists in charge of
summer courses were outranked by their drillmasters apparently without
damage to the program.

The position of the native speaking drillmaster becomes all the more
important because, ironically, those holders of National Defense
Foreign Language Fellowships who are being trained for language
teaching are unable, according to the terms of their grants, to accept
teaching assignments with pay. To provide teaching experience,
courses lab5led as "practice" need to be developed. Otherwise the stu-
dents remain ill-prepared to take the positions for which they are
presumably being trained.

Institutions differ in the academic position and in the role of the
instructors. Some may work with "informants" while others may
typically employ more or less academically active drillmasters. Another
difference lies in the extent to which special faculty (sometimes a little
unfamiliar with local conditions) is hired for the summer. A third
difference has to do with rotation of instructors; even where enough
of them are available, this rotation is all too seldom practiced.

The foregoing discussion assumes that joint teaching by a linguist
and drillmaster is uneconomic if a drillmaster can be trained to act as
teacher. Actually, not enough linguists are available even if joint
teaching of a class by a linguist and drillmaster were budgetarily feasible.
But in each case, whether it be supervisor, linguist, instructor, or drill-
master, sensitiveness to the students' attitudes and needs ranks high
in administering an intensive program. The students deserve the best
in both staff and program.

V. The students
Morale among students in intensive courses is generally good. Most

are headed for careers as teachers, government workers (in the State and
Defense Departments), businessmen, librarians, or missionprIes. Others
seek to come closer to a sense of world politics, as in taking Russian. The
children and grandchildren of immigrants sometimes study a foreign lan-
guage in order to able to talk to their elders. Some are merely fulfilling
a foreign language requirement. Some are taking the language "for fun."
And in a few cases, a faculty member from P not her institution is studying
a neglected language because his administr,tion hopes to offer it. Thus
in the majority of cases some kind of aim or incentive is there. The
motivation is 'good, and a large percentage of the students are really com-
mitted to intensive study, making work in the classroom particularly
rewarding and even exciting for the teacher.

Morale is greatly enhanced in those programs wl- are there is a clear
statement of goals and where progress is measured so that the student
knows at any given point in the program where he stands.

Morale is also enhanced where fellowships and scholarships are offered.
A fairly large group of graduate students in the summer intensive courses,
possibly as many as 175, hold National Defense Foreign Language Fellow-
ships, and many are recipients of grants at the universities where they
study. The undergraduate student, unfortunately, remains the forgotten
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man. Since he must often use his summers in earning funds for his studies
in the academic year, a small grant is of very little use to him. And yet
it is in the undergraduate student training for graduate study in whom
the aims of NDEA and the needs of the professions and vocations will
really be met. Too large a percentage of the students in the intensive
language programs are graduate students; regrettably, some of the pro-
grams cater exclusively to graduates.

VI. Texts
The oral approach implies that it is the spoken language that is being

taught first. The better texts show two or more persons talking to each
other, with supplementary exercises illustrating particular patterns of
grammar. The procedure is thus different from that followed in the usual
grammar-translation text which illustrates points of grammar with series
of disconnected sentences but commonly gives no dialogues and no
conversations.

Virtually no one grants that existing texts are entirely satisfactory.
Among the supplementary materials produced for use in intensive courses
are:

a. Introductions to pronunciation, phonetic charts, and drills develop-
ing facility in pronunciation

b. Sets of sentences showing breath pauses and other intonational
features

c. Sets of sentences supplementing the texts with respect to grammar
(showing, for instance, the kinds of agreement and concord found
among the several elements of a sentence) or to vocabulary (using a
basic word-count)

d. Counting exercises
e. Listings of grammar terms, with translations
f. Morphologic charts
g. Listings of specialized vocabulary and dialect variants where appro-

priate, as in Hindi-Urdu
h. Lists of terms applicable to the staff and several elements of a lan-

guage program which have to be concocted because the equivalents
are not to be found in the native educational system

i. Charts of the writing system for the non-alphabetical languages
j. Scripts of conversations, stories, songs, speeches, lectures, including

slide lectures, and questions based on the lectures; also, scripts of
radio and TV broadcasts and movie scripts

k. Scripts of translation exercises, English into the foreign language,
foreign language into English

1. Maps, lists of place-names appearing on the maps
m. Descriptions in English of the geography and history of the country

or area in which the foreign language is spoken
n. Bibliographies of writings in English of the country or area in which

the foreign language is spoken
In order to promote conversation, many programs provide the following

audio-visual aids:
a. pictures
b. maps
c. models of clocks.
The pictures may illustrate both scenes and actions.
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VII. Examinatima
Considerable ingenuity goes into the writing of examinations. And

yet it is only in a few programs that real variety is found in the types of
examinat:on given.

Virtually no one uses a language aptitude test or the graduate record
examination in determining a student's capacity to learn a language.
And yet it saems clear that students attracted to language courses vary
greatly in this capacity. Placement tests, some of which may seem
perfunctory but are still effective, are usually given to transfer students.
A close relationship probably exists between articulateness in one's mother
tongue (English) and control of a foreign language; it is sometimes sheer
physiology which prevents a student from gaining competence in a second
language. But foreign language teachers are often cowards when it comes
to discouraging an obviously inept student even though most of then can
probably tell within a week's time what the ultimate capacities of a student
would be.

Examinatiom., serve many purposes. They tell a student where he
stands, act as a prod, are useful for diagnosis, and oblige the student to
bring together items that he has already learned into close relationship
with each other Studying for an examination permits a student to sum-
mate and cement what he has already learned. In passing an examina-
tion with creditable grades, he discovers a feeling of achievement.

The Chinese teats developed under the dirt. ition of Professor John
Carroll and the Russian tests now being developed under the auspices of
the MLA open up the prospect of nationwide testing. Various voices rise
in criticism of nationwide tests, but the tests can themselves be bettered
and they suggest various means of improving particular courses.

In addition to placement examinations, most supervisors resort during
the first week to some combination of the following procedures to place
their students in the right courses:

a. Interviews with the students
b. Reviews of work previously done
c. Observation in class.

1. Tests for comprehension
The easiest types of examination are those testing for comprehension,

either of something said or of something written:
a. translation, target language into English
b. marking one of two or more "multiple choices"
c. marking "true" or "false" one of a number of statements, orally

delivered
d. answers in English to questions in the target language
e. answers in the target language to questions in the target language,

sometimes on the basis of a lecture with the answers delivered
orally or in writing

f. corrections of sentences that contain errors as to content
g. changes from declarative to interrogative sentences, and vice versa,

where applicable
2. Tests for pronunciation:

a. analysis of student recordings, with the errors preferably noted on
sheets in which major types of error are already shown and spaces
left open to write down the particular words or forms in which the
errors are detected
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3. Tests for knowledge of grammar:
a. fill-ins of inflectional forms
b. conjugations, paradigms, parsing of forms
c. changing one form into another
d. corrections of sentences that contain errors in their forms
e. recorded speeches that are analyzed for the forms that are used

4. Tests for knowledge of sentence structure:
a. arrangement of vocabulary items in a designated order

5. Tests for knowledge of vocabulary:
a. fill-ins of blank spaces in sentences, in the right forms, sometimes

with the English supplied where the blank spaces occur
6. Tests for productive capacity in the written language:

a. written compositions
b. equivalents in the foreign language of sentences in English
c. production of questions based cn given blocks of material, addressed

to the other students for answers
d. sight reading followed by paraphrases or by translations

7. Tests of know ledge of nonalphabetical writing systeme (the systems in
which languages like Thai, Hindi, Urdu, Chinese, and Japanese are
written):
a. transcription into characters of sentences that are orally delivered
b. transcription of romanized sentences into the characters in which the

foreign language is written, or vice versa
c. in Japanese, transcription of the Chinese characters into syllabic kana

8. Tests for productive capacity in the spoken language:
a. translation, English into target language
b. eliciting answers in the foreign language to questions in the foreign

language, especially useful in those cases in which the answers require
something more than the mere parroting of most of a teacher's
questions

c. stating a situation and having the students converse with each other
in a manner appropriate to the situation

d. requiring the students to serve as interpreters between sl eakers of
English and speakers of the foreign language.

Each of these examinations may be recorded. However, tests ad-
ministered in the classroom are generally better than those given on
tape, since tests rendered by a teacher are probably less disturbing to
the students. Also, less staff time is needed to grade the students on
the spot than to play back and grade the taped answers of the whole
class.

VIII. The language laboratory
Distressed by mechanical failures or by overcrowding in the language

laboratory, some programs substitute an extra drill hour with a drillmaster
in lieu of work in the laboratory. Ideally, there should be no breakage
and malfunction in the equipment; highly desirable is the presence of a
technician able to make almost every kind of repair. Some laboratories
rely on insurance policies that permit swift attention to every bit of damage.

Typically, language laboratory hours are devoted to drill on materials
already covered in class. Where most effective, they involve:

a. the preparation of lesson plans
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b. uae of paused and double-tracked tape, permitting plenty of oppor-
tunity for mimicking and recording

a. use of exercises in which the student is asked to modify some part of
a construction and then hears the master vr ice giving a model
performance

d. constant monitoring either from a central keyboard or by instructors
who roam from berth to berth, or both; the recording of student pro-
nunciations is accompanied by diagnosis of errors and correction.
The presence of a technician is of course not the same as supervision.

Each exercise with. taped materials should involve some kind of response.
The laboratory periods are thus regarded as instructional hours forming
a vital part of the total program and not, as is too often the case, oppor-
tunities to listen to a foreign language on an optional basis.

In many institutions, attendance at a language laboratory is duly re-
corded on a tim3 clock, and reports of attendance regularly submitted to
the instructors. This practice suggests that mere attendance and repetition
adds to language competence. But if the laboratory hours were actually
treated as instructional hours, with a monitoring instructor in charge, the
time card and its implications can be eliminated at once.

The language laboratory has at least two other uses:
a. It can be used as a recording studio for students at the beginning,

middle, and end of each course, to prepare tapes that will show the
amount of progress they have made.

b. It may also serve a real function as a listening post if a tape library
of speeches, plays, recitations of poetry, and songs were built up and
the students provided with schedules to show at what points in their
training these tapes would become, say, 80 percent understandable.

It is possible that language programs throughout the country have not
made sufficient use of the language laboratory in the sense that its use is
generally limited to only 30 minutes or an hour per day. In one institution,
2 hours of work in the language laboratory are contemplated for next year:
1 hour of drill in the language that is being taught and one in general
phonetics. For suggestions concerning the use of a language laboratory,
language supervisors might well consult Edward M. Stack, The Language
Laboratory and Modern Language Teaching, New York, Oxford University
Press, 1960.

When model tapes are recorded without the customary pauses between
utterances, the monitor or technician has to switch the tape on and off for
mimicking by the students. Or a student working alone may be provided
with two machines: a tape player and a tape recorder. These machines
may be used separately, or both together.

a. The model tapes are placed on the tape player. When the end of a
sentence or phrase is reached, the student stops the player and starts
the recorder. He then records his repetition. This procedure allows
him to go slowly with new materiaVtaking all the time in the world
if he so desires, and, as he gains control of the material, taking pro-
gressively shorter pauses. Live broadcasts and commercial record-
ings may be used in the same way. Also, half as much tape is needed
for recording the masters.

b. The model tapes may contain a series of questions. Played through
a ceiling speaker, the first question is given once; a 3 or 4 second
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pause follows during which the student prepares His answer; the loud
speaker announces, "Record!'; the student sets his recorder in
motion, records his answer, stops the tape, and waits for the next
question. Once the quiz is ended, he is told to rewind to the begin-
ning, in preparation for hearing the correct answers. He hears the
correct answer to the first question, plays his own answer, stops the
tape, and waits for the next answer. He thus hears the correct
answer even while the quiz is still fresh in his mind. And since only
tho answers are recorded, correction, by himself or by the monitor,
at least of the grammar, becomes relatively rapid and simple.

In teaching the discrimination of different foreign sounds, one method
favored at one school was found wanting at another. The procedure in-
volves the use of tape-recorded drills. The student listens to a series of
short words or syllables, including nonsense syllables, at 3-second intervals
and marks an answer sheet according to whether the utterance contains or
does not contain the sound being drilled. At one of the schools, the de-
sired discriminations were achieved. At another, 2 weeks of laboratory
time were devoted to this work, but the teacher concluded that it was
worthless, at least in the context of his class, and that the class was only
baffled and frustrated by these exercises. The only improvement in sound
discrimination, he felt, appeared to have come from class drills with the
drillmaster, using mainly words from the lessons rather than the taped
drills. It appears that research is needed in this area, which incidentally
bears on the efficiency of machine programming.

Generally speaking, it seems fruitless to record grammatical rules in
English, but this is sometimes observed!

The language laboratory should permit each student to proceed at his
own pace. This is most easily accomplished when a dial system is used
and the students are permitted to dial in to whatever lesson they wish to
hear.

IX. Quasi-curricular activities

The scheduling of quasi-curricular activities is probably best managed
in intermediate and advanced courses. Performances of short skits and
plays and presentation of speeches both memorized and Impromptu are less
easily required of beginning students, whose knowledge of the foreign
language would still be elementary. But some part of the language classes
can profitably be devoted to the acting out of dialogues based on the
greetings and patterns that have already been learned.

At the intermediate and advanced levels, various programs schedule:
a. slide lectures for which the script may be taped and the students

provided with both scripts and questions
b. skits and playlets whose scripts are composed by the students
c. speech and story-telling contests
d. song hours.
Especially at advanced levels and at places like New York and Hawaii

where radio broadcasts and TV programs in the foreign language can be
enjoyed, or where movies in the foreign language can be seen, the language
programs possess a special advantage. But there is virtually no program
that makes use of radio, TV, and movie scripts as part of the teaching ma-
terial, and therefore no program in which these scripts are studied prior to
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listening to a particular taped radio broadcast or viewing a particular
video-taped TV play or movie. Various listings give the sources from which
movies in foreign languages can be secured. Luncheon tables and coffee
hours are easily scheduled. But language houses with comfortable sleeping
quarters, living room, "listening room," and library, and tours on chartered
planes to areas where the foreign language is spoken are reserved for the
the more fortunate. Where found, as in the tour groups of the Russian
programs at Indiana and Michigan, they are not quasi-curricular arrange-
ments but integral parts of a teaching program. Less useful as vehicles
for the study of a foreign language are guest lecturers in English and cul-
tural heritage groups associated with foreign areas; these, however, enlarge
upon the cultural content of foreign language study. This is also true of
associations with professors, researchers, and students from foreign areas:
too often the talk here is in English, partly because this is the language
which the visitors wish to practice and partly because for beginning stu-
dents a prolonged conversation in the language they are studying becomes
a wearing experience. Nevertheless, these contacts do reinforce the stu-
dents' growing knowledge of a foreign area and anticipate the time when
they are able tk, use the language they are studying in these contacts.

X. Reading courses

So far this report has had to do mainly with intensive courses in the
spoken language, chiefly because intensive courses in the written language
tend to be advanced courses and are rarely offered. In the best of the
reading courses, the passages that the students have read are treated as
material on which questions might be asked in the foreign language and
conversations held. The degree of comprehension achieved is gauged by
ability to paraphrase the material.

In those languages in which a nonalphabetic script is used, the students
are provided with vocabulary lists giving the pronunciations and meanings
of words that are new in the text, along with notes on points of grammar.
The provision of these lists is not to be viewed as spoon-feeding, but as
a device to insure multiple exposure to the same vocabulary and grammar
items. A student of a European language probably doubles the amount
of time he takes in reading a page of print when he looks up the meanings
of three words in a dictionary. Students of Chinese or Japanese or even
of Arabic and Russian lose even more time when they hunt particular
words, characters, and compounds in a dictionary. But even for these
students, an effort at memorizing is desirable: the explanation of a word,
character, or compound, once made, need not be repeated when the same
word, character, or compound appears once more. The most easily read
materials are those that are descriptive. Hence, in programming a
reading course, materials in such fields as geography and sociology might
be first assigned, before literary and historical texts, containing a larger
percentage of narrative forms ("when" clauses, "if" clauses), are read.
But within each field of knowledge, a grading of materials in terms of
linguistic difficulty is possible. Each field, as practiced in a foreign
country, may not produce scholarly materials of top importance, but
evaluation of their worth comes in part from reading them and the primary
documents of each field remain crucial to the investigator.
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Since more homework is required in a course on the written language,
it is almost mandatory for it to schedule fewer hours. But intensive
courses in the written language, calling for 10 hours of classroom work a
week, are not unknown, and even in written work more is accomplished in
these courses simply because the students are exposed to more work.
Since "writing maketh the exact man," compositions play an important
role in courses in the written language. At two or three institutions, the
compositions written by the students are gathered in booklet form.

Courses in the written language must make sure that the students
receive ample guidance in reading and identifying personal and place
names through using dictionaries both general and specialized.

Generally, teachers of the written language surrender too easily to the
temptation to resort to grammar-translation as their method. For
languages written in a nonalphabetical script, even a beginner's knowledge
of the system of writing adds to a student's self-esteem. But early study
of a foreign script may become an impediment to competence in speech.
Intensive courses meeting 4 hours a day, however, may soon introduce
hour a day of work on the written language since in the remaining 3 hours
it is possible to assure continued and even rapid progress in speech. Ad-
vanced courses meeting 3 or 4 hours a week become worthwhile only
when they do something more than keep up the competences already
acquired.

XI. Language-area liaison
No language course can hope to present the facts and principles of a

social or technical science in any systematic way. However, a language
course may serve to back up and to augment the knowledge given in these
nonlanguage courses. Though it would take a hi,shly sensitive American
student to draw from the materials of a beginning language course and
from his drillmasters even the most common traits discoverable in a
foreign culture, the language course does serve as a kind of introduction
to the culture it represents. Teachers may in fact disagree over the
interpretation of the selections in a particular textbook. Even isolated
phrases, sentences, and paragraphs may be "condemned!' Where native
speaking drillmasters disagree in their interpretations, say, of Russian
character structure, heated discussions may follow. Nevertheless, accre-
tions in one's knowledge of a' foreign culture, received from whatever
source, should be accepted as a good thing.

Scientists, both social and technical, thus accept the need of strong
programs in language in order to bolster the technical competences of their
.students. In fact, the relationship between language and area programs
is becoming more and more one of corporate viability and some of the
social scientists are numbered among the strongest advocates of intensive
summer language study. More and more students come to language
programs from such fields as history, geography, political science, anthro-
pology, economics, art, and sociology, and languages like Russian now
attract students from virtually every field who vaguely feel that learning
a foreign language is away of getting closer to the international situation.
To meet the requirements of all these students, special means might be
taken:
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a. Where the texts now in use are hopelesily inadequate as far as
coverage of the culture of an area is concerned, new tcxts should be
written. Some of the texts that are still being used date back to
World War II and contain somewhat anachronistic references to the
military (trips to the hospital to visit the wounded!) and civil
administration.

b. Supplementary materials appropriate to each subject area might be
introduced at particular points in the language course, using the
grammar forms that have already been learned and consisting of the
vocabulary of each field covered.

c. Specialized vocabulary lists might be issued.
d. Lists of specialized dictionaries might be compiled.
e. Films might be prepared to show the relationships that exist between

language and culture and the relationships between'language, gesture,
and action.

The infusion of valid cultural materials into a language program is one
answer to the problem of joining language and area interests. The area
teacher also helps by:

a. assigning readings in foreign languages to all students capable of
reading them

b. using as many foreign terms as he can in his lectures and discussions
without becoming bizarre

c. relating area matters to language.
The development of language courses at intermediate or acianced levels

which tie in directly with an integrated area course has hot been tried, but
would constitute a real effort at integrating growth of knowledge of a
foreign area.

Finally, the development of a language program has in rare instances
outstripped the development of a strong area program. The cure here is
so obvious that it need not be elaborated. The student who takes a sum-
mer language course which is truly intensive is usually unable to add an
area course to his program, but in the academic year he is able to combine
courses in language and area. Summer programs of somewhat ad hoc
character, such as the Peace Corps, deliberately combine language and area
work, in full knowledge that both are necessary in the training of the
participants.

XII. The phyeical environment

In general the physical environment in which classes are held is good.
The desiderata mentioned most often include:

a. air conditioning, installation of which would undoubtedly add
greatly to classroom efficiency. In fact, the perspiring faces
sometimes seen in the classroom suggests that intensive language
courses might readily be given in summer camps set in pastoral
surroundings

b. better acoustics in classrooms where either the instructor's voice
or the voices of the students reverberate too harshly

c. placement in closer proximity to each Other of offices, classrooms,
the language laboratory, and the library, of which the first three in
particu'ar shduld be closely placed with respect to each other.
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XIII. Some ancillary problem areas

Graduate versus undergraduate credit
Some language supervisors and many graduate students ask whether

graduate credit might not be offered for intensive beginning courses.
To be sure, the systems of writing for some of the languages of the world
arc exceedingly complex, but there seems to be no real justification for
the granting of graduate credit for the first two years of language work,
no`more so for the critical languages than for the "alphabetical" ones of
Europe. For Certain languages, the texts arc written in French or
German, but even for these languages, many will be replaced by those
now being prepared either under contract with the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion or independently.

2. The foreign language requirement
The mere meeting of a language requirement is only an incidental

reason for election of an "exotic" language. Since, in point of fact, the
fulfillment of a language requirement rarely leads to effective epeaking
or reading knowledge, it cannot be equated with the kind of mastery
which intensive courses, taken over a period of four or five semesters,
might produce. The problem of the language requirement lies somewhat
outside the purview of this report, but it seems worthwhile to record
two attempts to require an effective reading knowledge. At one in-
stitution 3 semesters or 12 units of a single language must be elected
in order to fulfill the language requirement. Proficiency examinations
are given in order to place entering students (freshmen and transfer
students) in the proper class. If they fail to place where they normally
should (in terms of high school preparation, 2 years of foreign language
are usually equated with one in college), they may not take any lower
courses for credit.

At a second institution, each student must take a placement test and
show competence equivalent to that achieved after 2 years' study in a
college or university. If this proficiency is demonstrated, he then takes a
literature course in order to complete his foreign language requirement.
If the student shows 11/2 years' proficiency, he takes the fourth semester
language course and the literature course. All other students must
complete four semesters of work in a foreign language. Possibly the
only suggestion to make with respect to this set of requirements is to
develop reading courses in the social and technical sciences in addition
to the literature course.

XIV. Conclusion

We have tried to present in the foregoing discussion a resume of practices
and problems relating to intensive summer programs in the uncommon
languages, as observed dt the 22 institutions covered in our survey. How-
ever, this summation does not include all of the procedures followed by
inventive supervisors who work outside these institutions. An interesting
device reported from a school in Tokyo is perhaps best used in teaching
Japanese. It consists in flashing on the screen the components of each sen-
tence in a lesson, beginning first.with the predicate (the verb, adjective, or
specifier form) coming at the end of the sentence. Successive slides show
the antecedent phrases along with the predicate, with each antecedent
phrase closest to the predicate added in turn. As the' slides change, the
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student reads everything that he secs on fhe screen. This insures reading
the predicates most often. In having the students repeat the clement
which most teachers would regard as being most crucial in the interpretation
of a Japanese sentence, the whole procedure suggests that it is possible to
build up reading skills by giving pronunciation drills in the script.

A program is not necessarily a good one simply because it has attracted
a large number of studcrts. Unless the classes are handled with imagina-
tion, a large program may even bog down because of sheer numbers. But
the i tensive course which is small and contains students of varying
abilities and interests is pedagogically difficult to handle. Courses depend-
ing on the continuous presence from year to year of a single instructor are
particularly difficult to preserve, for he may easily be lured away to greener
pastures. Local conditions will in some cases require the offering of
courses to relatively few students. For the African and Southeast Asian
languages, one or two centers should be supported regardless of the number
of students that apply. But it seems unconscionable to subsidize an
elementary course enrolling only a few students if a strong program,
attended by a large number of students, is readily available. Although
it is difficult to forecast the continuing needs for language personnel for
even three years, a high premium should still be placed on quality programs,
and some of the ingredients of a quality program are contained in the
practices here reported from various universities.

Not every language and area center needs to be self-supporting. In
many programs the larger enrollments in the elementary courses will
carry financially the work at higher lc,. els.

But the ratio of teachers to students in any course or section of a course
in which the aim is to develop proficiency in the spoken language should
ideally remain at about 1 to 8. When more than 10 students enroll in a
class, not enough individual drill is provided; when too few are enrolled,
competition and reinforcement both are missed in the learning process.
Some would argue for a 1 to 4 ratio.

Classes containing 2 or 3 students should be permitted if the
students demonstrate special interests. Even tutorials have their justifica-
tion, in honors and advanced courses. The matching funds furnished
under NDEA should in fact be sufficient to carry any program, provided
the need and quality are there.

This suggests that the best programs might well be subsidized beyond
the 50 percent which is now the limit as far as matching funds are concerned.

It is just possible that courses in which proficiency in reading is the
objective may be less expensively given. Some of the teachers in such
courses feel unencumbered even when 15 students comprise a class. On
the other hand, the ability of a program to attract a large number of
students usually means that it also attracts students at several levels of
proficiency, and those at the higher levels would necessarily gather in
smaller classes. It is possible to argue that there arc too many intensive
courses the elementary level, and too few at intermediate and advanced.
Ability to carry intermediate and advanced courses is in some caws
evidence of the quality of a program.

One solution to the problem of providing top-flight instruction consists
in establishing a summer program that is rotated among a number of partici-
pating institutions. Here the Near Eastern Program in which Harvard,
788-291 0-84----8
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Michigan, Princeton, Columbia, U.C.L.A., and Johns Hopkins, with Texas
and Georgetown as associate members, are engaged serves as an interesting
example, as do plans for a Far Eastern Institute projected by the Committee
on Institutional Cooperation of the Big Eleven (consisting of the universities
of the Big Ten Athletic Conference and the University of Chicago).
Cooperation between Chicago and Wisconsin in teaching the languages of
India may also be mentioned.

The concentration of intensive language programs at fewer institutions
permits better use of faculty personnel. Cooperative effort by instructors
drawn from several institutions will lead to mutual stimulation. The
rotating summer program will provide opportunities to teach for those
so inclined. Even language teachers can become fatigued from teaching
and need periods of rest. But, as far as possible, supervision of a stating
language program should be centralized and a nucleus of teachers and
drillmasters persuaded to teach at least two summers in succession, to
provide the necessary continuity.

Still another solution to the problem of insuring the development of
actual competences in a foreign language is suggested by the junior-year
abroad and language-year abroad programs. These raise the question of
the amnunt of language instruction which a student should receive prior to
his trip abroad and the nature of his introduction to the discipline for
which he is training when he has once arrived on a foreign shore. The
establishment and maintenance of foreign centers geared to the special
needs of the American student should continue to be encouraged. Prob-
lems of integration and articulation of programs will necessarily arise if
several institutions participate, but need not be more difficult for the
student than when he transfers from one institution to another. Integration
with foreign institutions constitutes a second problem. Some kind of
tutoring would seem useful to the student who, for instance, enters the
halls of a foreign university after having received some amount of prepara-
tory instruction in a center run by one or more American universities.

In the meantime the need to provide adequate training in foreign
languages grows apace. Although decreasing enrollments have been
reported in a few languages (Russian), the Sputnik wave promises to go
higher, as will the increasing total tide of college enrollment.. In such
subjects as agronomy, poultry, and range management, the career oppor-
tunities abroad are now increasing much faster than are the corresponding
do.nestic opportunities. Even those who arc not students arc studying
foreign languages, in order to use there languages in their professions and
vocations. The summer intensive language course is playing a crucial role
in developing foreign language competence.

115



Appendix D

Report on Chicago Seminar of the Committee on Summer Programs

in Connection With NDEA Language and Area Center Programs

August 1-2, 1963

Introduction

On September 10, 1962, the Office of Education announced that all summer
programs supported under Title VI in the language and area centers program would
include "at least one intensive elementary language course." While area work
was not excluded, the emphasis was on language training. This action was
intended to help Nllt%C. !.nguage and area centers meet the growing needs of
an Aver-expanding and in,tebaingly diverse group of students. While summer
intensive language work was viewed in conjunction with academic year language
and area studies, the emphasis on summer programs was strengthened by con-
tracting for them on a separate and annual basis rather than on the continuing
basis which has characterized the "regular" NDEA academic year language and
area centers program.

Because of the marked contrast between the summer programs for 1963
and those of previous yea's; both as to content and size. and because of
the ever-increasing relevance of such programs to language instruction for an
expanding number of students, an ad hoc committee composed of NDEA center
directors who visited certain of these summer programs was asked (a) to comment
in general on those programs which they observed and (b) to draw such con-
clusions and make any recommendations on summer programs that would be
significant and helpful in planning for the summer of 1964.

The Committee Members

The committe was composed of six NDEA. center directors. The chairman
was Professor Donald H. Shively, Director of the Chinese-Japanese Language
and Area Center at Stanford University as well as of its summer program. Pro-
fessor Shively visited similar programs at Harvard, Columbia, and Michigan.
Programs at the last two named institutions were also represented by Professor
Wm. Theodore de Bary, Director of the East Asian Language and Atea Center
at Columbia, and Professor Joseph K. Yamagiwa, Director of the Far Eastern
Language and Area Center at the University of Michigan and also of the newly
created Far Eastern (summer) Language Institute sponsored by the Committee
on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) representing the "Big Eleven." In coopera-
tion with Hoenigswald, Mc Carus, and Noss, he wrote A Survey of (p2) Intensive
Programs in the Uncommon Languages, Summer 1962.

109
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110 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

Professor .Tohn M. Ttiompson, Director of the Russian and East European
Institute at Indiana University reported on the summer program in Sinvie
languages at Michigan as well as at Indiana. Professor John V. D. Saunders,
Director of the Latin American Language and Area Center at the University
of Florida, who had visited the two special NDEA post-doctoral programs, one
at UCLA in Spanish and one in Texas in Portuguese, described those programs
as well as the summer intensive language program in Portuguese at NYU.

Most of the members of the committee visited the South Asian language and
area summer program at the University of Chicago where the meeting was held.
This summer program was the second round of a joint program on South Asia
sponsored by the Universities of California, (at Berkeley), Wisconsin (on which
campus the first program was held in 1962), and Chicago. Professor J. A. B. van
Buitenen, Co- Director of the summer program, was also the committee's host.
This particular program, offering nine courses in five Indian languages to a wide
variety of students provided a unique example of summer programing including
such features as (a) cooperation among three major Centers, (b) provisions for a
wide range of students, and (o) offering an unusually large number of uncommon
languages.

Also attending the seminar were Dr. Donald N. Bigelow and Dr. John Thomp-
son of the Office of Education. All but 2 of the 24 summer programs being
supported in part by the Office of Education had been visited `)y one or another
of the committee members.

Conclusions

1. The committee was in agreement with the new policy of the Office of Education
on summer programs as outlined in the memorandum of Septen. ler 10, 1962 and
as practiced by the various programs which were in operation during the summer
of 1963. There is no question that these summer programs are making a sub-
stantial contribution to language and area study. It was agreed that such
support as the Office offered was consistent with programs that were being planned
or had already been undertaken by many centers. Such modifications of the
original policy as were necessitated in order to strengthen summer programing
were found to be compatible with the center program as a whole, neither interfering
with nor disturbing existing academic year programs.

2. There was agreement that when a student took either an intensive elementary
or intensive intermediate course in a language (requiring, usually, 15 to 20 contact
hours per week), he would not have time to take an "area" course for credit.
However, it was also said that some summer programs, particularly in certain
world areas, were able to offer area courses to the advantage of the program as a
whole. Again, there was explicit approval given to the requirement by the
Office of Education, that at least one intensive elementary course should be
offered at a summer program without any reference to whether or not area work
would be included.

3. The extraordinary usefulness of summer programs which could roach, and
often were already reaching, groups of students at different levels was stressed
by the committee. It was generally felt that the diversity of students did not
interfere with language learning. Summer work was indeed indispensable to the
graduate student whose work in a given discipline is often seriously held up by
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the need to master a language for which he has had no basic preparation. Ideally
a summer intensive language course should be taken before graduate work com-
mences. One language study plan which would serve the needs of many student.
is to begin with an intensive summer course, followed by a semi-intensive academic
year course. The range of students for whom summer language courses are
particularly useful includes: (1) faculty fellows and high school teachers; (2)
students at both the undergraduate and graduate levels who, because of depart-
mental or other requirements, could not devote adequate time to language study
in the academic year; (3) students (whether giaduate or undergraduate) whose
home institutions could not provide advanced or even elementary work in the
uncommon languages; and (4) students and faculty menihers needing preparation
prior to going abroad but whose need, generally, is on an advanced level. Finally,
it was pointed out that the summer provided an opportunity for those students
who, having commenced the study of a modern language, did not wish to allow
the intervening months to be a fallow period. For any student, summer study
could be of value to speed the process of learning a language.

4. Articulation between the summer and academic-year language programs is
possible when the summer course is sufficiently intensive to cover essentially the
number of hours of classroom instruction (at least 150 hours) equivalent to what
is given during the academic-year nonintensive course. Many of the problems
encountered by directors of summer language programs are similar to those that
they must contend with in academic-year courses, except that they are made
more acute by the precipitate pace of the intensive summer course.

(a) Visiting students often have difficulty in adjusting to an intermediate or
advanced course if the textbook used or the pace of the course was different at
their home institution. It was suggested that a group of teachers of a specific
language might move toward more comparable standards if they were to experi-
ment with the development of language placement tests for the intermediate and
advanced levels. This experimentation might best be conducted independently
of the Office of Education.

(b) The quality of summer language instruction is a problem since many of
the more able faculty members prefer to have summers free for research. This
can result in a high proportion of visiting instructors and, with the increasing
number of summer programs, a shortage of experienced or able teachers. While
these and other problems do not negate the usefulness of summer programs, they
should be recognized in order that solutions may be sought.

5. While some evidence existed that there was another aspect of placement, viz,
the student's returning to his home institution after a summer's intensive work,
it was felt that there were several ways of adjusting this situation. If there were
enough such students, another section could be added; if there were few students,
individual tutorial work could make adjustment possible. By and large, the
problems of placement indicated a need for some common standards and/or
goals in language learning.

6. The fellowship program of undergraduate awards for summer intensive pro-
grams which started in 1963 was praised by the committee. The seed value of
few awards in attracting additional summer enrollment was commented upon;
the psychological value of undergraduates attending a class was not overlooked
since often they proved a spur to their seniors. The problem of identifying the
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112 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

"advanced student" who, according to the act, is eligible for a fellowship, was
discussed at some length. The committee felt that by restricting the definition
of "advanced" to a student who had already had a year's work in a language (or
its equivalent), the full value of this most happy addition to the NDEA fellow-
ship program might not be realized. There were other undergraduates who, for
one reason or another, the committee thought might be counted as "advanced"
students, e.g. the undergraduate who had already acquired substantial knowledge
of an uncommon language and wished to learn another which was culturally or
linguistically related; or, the student who had made a considerable commitment
to area work in a particular region but was without the appropriate language.
Such examples led the committee to hope that some liberalization of the present
rule might allow for a wider interpretation of "a year's work in a language," or
its equivalent. The word "equivalent" certainly could be interpreted to the
advantage of one of the most exciting developments in the whole field of language
and area work whereby, at last, the undergraduate was given adequate assistance
and official encouragement in preparing for graduate work in language and area
programs.

7. The committee members suggested that the number of summer programs
supported should not be increased too rapidly lest undue competition for the few
specialists and the still limited student supply place additional obstacles in the
way of achieving adequate standards. One answer was the joint programs in
which summer programs were rotated on different campuses in alternate years
(like Yale and Cornell in Southeast Asian languages), or on a 4-year basis (like
the CIC summer programs), or once every third year (like Chicago-California-
Wisconsin in South Asian languages), or a 6-year plan which has existed for the
Middle Eastern field for the past 6 years. However, it was quite apparent that
some summer programs were so located and so designed that rotation would not
be a successful device and could not be considered.

In conclusion, the committee reiterated that it had no doubts about the con-
ception and execution of summer intensive language programs as observed by
them, and, furthermore, that language instruction remained the prime objective
of such programs.

Submitted by
DONALD H. SHIVELY, Director,

Chinese-Japanese Language and Area Center,
Stanford University

J. A. B. VAN BUITENEN, Summer Director and Co-Director,
South Asian Language and Area Center,

University of Chicago
WM. THEODORE dE BARY, Director,

East Asian Language and Area Center,
Columbia University

JOHN M. THOMPSON, Director.
Russian and East European Institute,

Indiana University
JOHN V. D. SAUNDERS, Director,

Latin American Language and Area Center,
University of Florida
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Director,
and Area Center,

JoSEPH K. YAMAGIWA,
Far Eastern tg kzge

University of Michigan

Prepared at the Chinese-Japanese
Language and Area Center,

Stanford University
September 16, 1963
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Table 4.--C1 itkal lamina offered at NDEA lame and area centers, by ardor and support status: Academic

Year 1 9 6 3-164

Center

(1)

Languages offered

With Federal support

(2)

Without Federal support

(3)

The Unit ersity of Arizona Language
and Area Center In Oriental Studies.

University of California (Berkeley) South
Asia Language and Area Center.

University of California (Berkeley) East
European Language and Area Center!

University of California (Los Angeles)
African Language and Area Center.

University of California (Los Angeles)
Latin American Language and Area
Center.

University of California (Los Angeles)
Near Eastern Language and Area
Center.

The University of Chicago Far Eastern
Language and Area Center.

The University of Chicago South Asia
Language and Area Center.

University of Colorado Center for Slavic
and East European Studies.

Columbia University African Language
and Area Center.

Columbia University Language and
Area Center for Latin American
Studies.

Columbia University Soviet and East
European Language and Area Center.

Columbia University East Asian Lan-
guage and Area Center.

Columbia University Uralic-Altale Lan-
guage and Area Center.

Cornell University South A sla Language
and Area Center.

Cornell University Southeast Asla Lan-
guage and Area Center.

Cornell University East Asia Language
and Area Center.

Duke University Center for Southern
Asian Studies.

Duquesne University African Language
and Area Center.

University of Florida Latin American
Language and Area Center.

Ford= University Russian Language
and Area Center.

Harvard University Language and Area
Center for East Asian Studies.

Harvard University Center for Middle
Eastern Studie

Harvard Univerty Slavic Languag,
and Area Center.

University of Hawaii Language and Area
Center In Chinese, Japanese, Korean.

University of Hawaii Language and Area
Center in Indonesian, Javanese, Thai.

Howard University African Language
and Area Center.

University of Illinois Center for Russian
Language and Area Studies.

Indiana University Slavic Language
and Area Center.

Indiana University Uralic and Altaic
Language and Area Center.

See footnotes at end of table.

Chinese, Japanese, Hindi.

Hindi-Urdu, Persian,
Tamil, Telgu.
Czech, Hungarian, Polish,

Russian, Serbo-Croatian.
Afrikaans, Bombs, Chinyanja,

Fulani, Hausa, Sotho, Swa-
hili, Yoruba.

Nahuatl, Portuguese, Que-
chua.

Arable, Armenian, Chagatal,
Georgian, Hebrew, Kabyle,
Kirghiz, Persian, Shliha,
Tamazight, Turkish, Ulgur,
Uzbek.

Chinese, Japanese

Bengali, Hindi, Munda, Per-
sian, Tamil, Urdu.

Czech, Hungarian, Polish,
Russian.

Hausa, Swahili

Portuguese

Czech, Russian, Serbo-Croa-
tian.

Chinese, Japanese, Korean--

Finnish, Hungarian, Minor
Uralic Languages of the
Soviet Union.

Hindi -Urdu, Sinhalese Telugu.

Burmese, Indonesian, Java.
nese, Thai, Vietnamese.

Chinese (Hokkien), Chinese

Hind
(Mandarii-Urdu n), Japanese.

Hausa, Swahili

Portuguese, Spanish

Russian

Chinese, Japanese, Korean,
Tibetan.

Arabic, Persian, Turkish

Czech, Polish, Russian, Barba-
Croatian.

Chinese, Japanese, Korean....

Indonesian, Thai

Swahili, Tswana, Yoruba

Russian

Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Uk-
rainian.

Estonian, Finnish, Hungari-
an, Korean, Turkish.

127

Sanskrit.
Bulgarian,' Lithuanian, Slovak,'

Ukrainian.'
Bambara, Kikongo, Kpelle,

Lonkundo, Luganda, Shona,
Twl.

Spanish.

Amharic, Aramaic, Coptic,
Egyptian Hieroglyphics, Old
Ottoman, Syriac, Ugaritic,
Urdu.

Pall, Sanskrit.

Slovak r, Ukrainian.'

Spanish.

Polish, Ukrainian.

Pall, Sanskrit.

Arabic.

Czech, Lithuanian, Polish.

Mongolian.

Armenian, Hebrew.

Bulgarian.

Hindi, Javanese, Tagalog.

Polish, Serbo-Croatian, Church
Slavonic.

Czech.

Mongolian, Uzbek, Other Ura-
lic-Altaie Languages: Chore-
mis, Mordvin, Azerbaijani,
Chuvash, Old Turkish, Ye,-
hut, Manchu.
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Table 4. Critical languages offered at NDEA language and area centers, by center and support status: Academic
year 1963 -64 Continued

Center

(1)

Languages offered

With Federal support

(2)

Without Federal support I

(3)

State University of Iowa Chinese Lan-
guage and Area Center.

The John Hopkins Umversity School of
Advanced International Studies, Mid-
dle East Language and Area Center.

University of Kansas Center for East
Asian Studies.

The University of Michigan Far Eas,
Language and Area Center.

The University of Michigan Lang, ago
and Area Center for Near Eastern
Studies.

The University of Michigan Slavic
Language and Area Center.

Michigsn State University African
Studlea Center.

New York University Portuguese Lan-
guage and "area Center.

University of Pennsylvania South Asia
Language and Area Center.

University of Pennsylvania Slavic Lan-
guage and Area Center.

University of Pittsburgh Chinese Lan-
guage and Area Center.

Portland State College Middle East
Studies Center.

Princeton University Language and
Area Center for Near Eastern Studies.

University of Southern California
Soviet -Asian Studies Center.

Stanford University Chinese- Japanese
Language and Area Center.

University of Texas South Asia Lan-
guage and Area Center

University of Texas Middle East Lan-
guage and Area Center.

University of Texas Language and Area
Center for Latin American Studies.

Tulane University Language and Area
Center for Latin American Studies.

University of Utah Middle Eastern
Language and Area Center.

Vanderbilt University Russian Lan-
guage and Area Center.

University of Washington Far Eastern
and Russian Language and Area
Center.

The University of Wisconsin South
Asia) Language and Area Center.

The University of Wisconsin Language
and Area Center for Latin American
Studies.

Yale University Southeast Asia Studies
Center.

Chinese, Japanese

Arabic

Chinese, Japanese

Chinese, Japanese

Arabic, Persian, Turkish

Polish, Russian

Hausa, Twi, Yoruba

Portuguese

Bengal:, Hiudi-Urdu, Mara-
thi, Nepali, Tamil, Telugu.

Polish, Russian, Serbo-Croa-
tian, Ukrainian,

Chinese

Arabic, Hebrew, Persian,
Turkish.

Arabic, Persian, Turkish

Chinese, Japanese, Russian

Chinese, Japanese

Hindi, Telugu

Arabic, Hebrew, Persian

Portuguese, Spanish

Portuguese, Spanish

Arabic, Persian, Turkish

Russian

Chinese, Japanese, Russian.
Tibetan.

Hindi-Urdu, Kannada, Telugu

Portuguese, Spanish

Burmese, Tagalog, Thai, Viet-
namese.

Turkish.

Indonesian, Thai.

Akkadian. Aramaic, Hebrew
(classical), ilindi -Urdu,
Sanskrit.

Malayalam, Sinhalese 5.

Lettish, Lithuanian.

Japanese.

Sanskrit.

Akkadian, Armenian.

Greek, Hebrew.

Bulgarian, Korean, Mongo-
lian, Polish, Serbo - Croatian,
Thai, Turkish Vietnitinese.

Pali, Sanskrit, Tibetan.

Indonesian-Malay.

This column also includes ancient languages not regarded as critical.
Instruction available on request.
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Table 5.Critical languages offered at NDEA language and area centers, by sponsoring Institution: Academic
years 1959-60 and 1963-64

Language

(1)

Insittution sponsoring center
Number of

centers offering
the language

1959-60

(2)

1963-64

(3)

1959-60

(4)

1963-64

(6)

Afrikaans University of California (Los Angeles).

Amharic University of Calif°, nia (Los Angeles) _ 1

Arabic Harvard University University of California (Los Angeles)_ 3 9
University of Michigan. Duquesne University.
Princeton University. Harvard Univrsi.e

Johns Hopkins (SAtyIS).
University of Michigan.
Portland State College.
Princeton University.
University of Texas.
University of Utah.

Armenian University of California (Los Angeles). 0 3
Harvard University.
University of Texas.

Azerbaijani Indiana University 0 1

Bambara University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1

Bemba University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1

Bengali University of Chicago University of Chicago 1 2
University of Pennsylvania.

Bulgarian Harvard University 0 2
University of Washington.

Burmese Yale University Cornell University 1 2
Yale University.

Chagatai University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1

Chinese:

Hokkien Cornell University 0 1

Mandarin University of Chicago._ University of Arizona 5 13
Harvard University. University of Chicago.
University of Kansas. Columbia University.
Stanford University. Cornell University.
University of Washing-

tion.
Harvard University.
University of Hawaii.
State University of Iowa.
University of Kansas.
University of Michigan.
University of Pittsburgh.
University of Southern California.
Stanford University.
University of Washington.

Chinyanja University of California (Los Angeles). 0 1

Czech University of California (Berkeley)__ 0 6
University of Colorado.
Columbia University.
Fordham University.
Harvard University.
Indiana University.

Estonian Indiana University 0 1

Finnish Columbia University 0 2
Indiana University. 1

Fulani University of California (Los Angeles). 0

Georgian University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1
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Table 5. Critical languages offered at NDEA language and area centers, by sponsoring instigation: Acedemic
years 1959-60 and 1963 -64 Continued

Language

(1)

Institution sponsoring center
Number of

centers offering
the language

1959-80

(2)

198344

(3)

1959-80

(4)

1983-84

(6)

Gre University of Ftall 0 1
Guleek rati University of Pennsyl-

vania.
1 0

Hausa University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 4
Columbia University.
Duquesne University.
Michigan State University.

Hebrew Harvard University University of California (Los Angeles) _ 1 5
Harvard University.
Portland State College.
University of Texas.
University of Utah.

Hindi-Urdu University of California University of Arizona 3 11
(Berkeley). University of California (Berkeley).

University of Chicago. University of California (Los Angeles).
University of Pennsyl-

vania.
University of Chicago.
Cornell University.
Duke University.
University of Hawaii.
University of Michigan.
University of Pennsylvania.
University of Texas.
University of Wisconsin.

Hungarian University of California (Berkeley). __ 0 4
University of Colorado.
Columbia University.
Indiana University.

Indonesian-Malay _ Yale University Cornell University 1 4
University of Hawaii.
University of Michigan.

Japanese University of Chicago__
Yale University.
Ufflversity of Arizona 3 13

Stanfurd University. University of Chicago.
University of Washing-

ton.
Columbia University.
Cornell University.
Harvard University.
University of Hawall.
State University of Iowa.
University of Kansas.
University of Michigan.
University of Pittsburgh.
University of Southern California.
Stanford University.
University of Washington.

Javanese Cornell University 0 2
University of Hawaii.

Kabyle University of California (Los Angeles )_ 0 1

Kannada University of Wisconsin 0 1
Kikongo University of California (Los Angeles). 0 1

Kirghiz University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1

Korean Harvard University Columbia University 1 5
Harvard University.
University of Hawall.
Indiana University.
University of Washington.

Kpe lle University of California (Les Angeles) _ 0 1

Lettish University of Pennsylvania 0 1
Lithuanian University of California (Berkeley). - 0 3

Fordham University.
University of Pennsylvania.

Lonkundo University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1

Luganda University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1

Malayalam
Marathi University of Pennsyl-

vania.

University of Pennsylvania
University of Pennsylvania

0
1

1
1

Mongolian Harvard University 0 3
Indiana University.

Munda
University of Washington.
University of Chicago 0 1

r783 -291 0- 61 9
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Table 5. Critical languages offered at NDEA language and area centers, by sponsoring institution: Academic
years 1959 -60 and 1983-84Continued

Language

(1)

Institution sponsoring center
Number of

centers offering
the language

1959-60

(2)

1963-84

(3)

1959-60

(4)

1983-64

(5)

Nahuatl University of California (Loa Angeles). 0
Nepali University of Pennsylvania 0
Persian University of California University of California (Berkeley). _ _ 3

(Berkeley).
Harvard University.

University of California (Los An-
geles).

Princeton University. University of Chicago.
Harvard University.
University of Michigan.
Portland State College.
Princeton Univer.3ity.
University of Texas.
University of Utah.

Polish University of California University of California (Berkeley).._ 1 9
(Berkeley). University of Colorado.

Columbia University.
Fordham University.
Harvard University.
University of Illinois.
University of Michigan.
University of Pennsylvania.
University of Washington.

Portuguese New York University... University of California (Los Angeles)_ 2 7
University of Wiscon-

sin.
Columbia University.
University of Florida.
New York University.
University of Texas.
Tulane University.
University of Wisconsin.

Quechua University of California (Los Angeles). 0 1

Russian University of California University of California (Berkeley). _ 3 12
(Berkeley). University of Colorado.

University of Michigan. Columbia University.
University of Pennsyl-

vania.
Fordham University.
Harvard University.
University of Illinois.
Indiana University.
University of Michigan.
University of Pennsylvania.
University of Southern California.
Vanderbilt University.
University of Washington.

Serbo-Croatian University of California University of California (Berkeley)..... 1 7
(Berkeley). Columbia University.

Harvard University.
University of Illinois.
Indiana University.
University of Pennsylvania.

Shilha_
Shona
Sinhalese
Sotho

University of Washington.
University of California (Los Angeles)_
University of California (Los Angeles).
Cornell University
University of California (Los Angeles)_

1
1
1
1

Spanish University of California (Los Angeles),
Columbia University.
University of Florida.
University of Texas.
Tulane University.
University of Wisconsin.

Swahili Howard University___ University of California (Los Angeles)_ 1 4
Columbia University.
Duquesne University.
Howard University.

Tagalog University of Hawaii 0 2
Yale University.
University of California (Los Angeles)_ 0 1Tamil

University of Chicago__. University of California (Berkeley).. 1 3
University of Chicago.
University of Pennsylvania.

Telugu University of California (Berkeley)._ 0
Cornell University.
University of Pennsylvania.
University of Texas.
University or Wisconsin.
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Table 5.Cr Rical languages offered at NDEA language and area centers, by sponsoring Institution: Academic
years 1959-60 and 1963-64Continued

Language

(1)

Institution sponsoring center
Number of

cantors offering
the language

1959-60

(2)

1903 -64

(3)

1959 -00

(4)

106344

(5)

Thai Yale University Cornell University 1
University of Hawaii.
University of Michigan.
University of Washington.
Yale University.

Tibetan Harvard University Harvard University 2 3
University of Washing-

ton.
University of Washington.
University of Wisconsin.

Tswana Howard University 0 1
Turkish Harvard University University of California (Los Angeles)_ 2 9

Princeton University. Harvard University.
Indiana University.
Johns Hopkins (8AIS).
University of Michigan.
Portland State College.
Princeton University.
University of Utah.
University of W ashington.

Tvri University of California (Los Angeles) _ 0 2
Michigan State University.

Uigur University of California (Los An geles)_ 0 1
Ukrainian Columbia University 0 3

Indiana University.
'University of Pennsylvania.

Uralic-Altalo Columbia University__ Columbia Uni,irsity 2
Group. Indiana University.

Uzbek University of Ualifomla (Los Angeles) _ 0 2
Indiana University.

Vietnamese Yale University Cornell University 3
University of Washington.
Yale University.

Yoruba Howard University University of California (Los Angelus)_ 1 3
Howard University.
Michigan State University.

Table 6.Number of area courses offered at NDEA language and area centers, by discipline: Academic years
1959-60 to 1162-63 I

Discipline

(1)

Academic year

1959-60

(2)

1960-61

(3)

196142

(4)

1962-63

(5)

Total 419 645 1,211 1,968

Anthropology and sociology 58 58 154 181
Economics 20 33 74 108
Education_ 6 6 11 30
General area 7 101 43 107
Geography 20 33 85 87
History 119 142 275 406
Law 1 0 3 13
Linguistics 23 27 50 160
Literature an .1 the arts 77 122 331 805
Philosophy and religion 30 29 30 54
Political science and international relations 58 94 175 217

I Not including summer.
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Table 9.-Number of Intensive summer programs supported by Federal funds at NDEA language and area
centers, by world area: Summer 1960 t to summer 1964

World area

(1)

Number of programs

1960

(2)

1061

(3)

1962

(4)

1983

(5)

1964

(8)

Total sunLmer support $38,478 $54, 960 $140.144 $223,895 $240,234

Total number of programs 10 15 24 24 22

Programs by world area:
East Asian 2 2 4 5
Southeast Asian
South Asian_ a

1

a
2
3 2

2
3

Middle Eastern 2 2 3
Uralic - Altaic.
Asian-Slavic
Slavic and East European a 4 4 4
Sub 3ahara .4felan 1 2 2 1

Latin American 1 5 3

No summer programs were supported in 1559.
Certain languages associated with these areas were offered at centers where area focus overlapped

Uralic-Altaic or Asian-Slavic.

Table 10.-Amount and percentage of Federal support to Intensive summer programs at NDEA language and
area centers, by world area: Summer 1960 t to summer 1964

World Area

(1)

Federal support to summer progiams

Total

(2)

Percent

(3)

1560

(4)

1961

(5)

1062

(6)

1983 1964

(8)

Total $706, 511 100 $38, 478 $54, 980 $140, 144 $223,895 $249,234

East Asian 186, 698 27 8, 885 7, 962 26, 135 74, 483 69, 451
Southeast Asian
South Asian

41,873
104,109

6
15 7, 094

2
11, ,

803
778 24,

8, 166
388

11 505
28,

,
787

19 599
32,

,
082

Middle Eastern 100,170 14 9, 010 9, 785 19, 258 20, 133 41, 980
Uralic-Altaic 5,460 1 828 3, 145 1, 487
Asian-Slavic 7, 764 1 1, 920 1, 920 3, 924
Slavic and East Euro-

an 149,730 21 12, 873 16, 177 18, 176 47, 701 54, 803
Subpe-Sahara African 50,523 8 2, 946 17, 303 20, 044 15, 231
Latin American 51, 188 7 818 958 21, 673 15, 651 12, 088

Total Federal support for
complete year 1, 575, 000 1, 851, 007 2, 110, 000 2, 520, 000 2, 580, 000

Summer support as per-
centage of support for
complete year 2 3 7 9 10

Original year of program support was 1956-80, but there is no record of direct support for summer 1959.
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