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Preface | - '

1

The Association of Ametrican Universities is pleased
to present a report that addresses ag aspect of higher
education that 1s both vital to gur national well-being
and to the current issues of intellectusl direction snd
the internal economies of all pf our member institu-
tions. Few matters have come 4p With such regularity -
and with such a sense of impending crisie on our ‘indi~
viduai. campuses, in various sections of govermment, and
to the private foundations as has the conditlon of our
nationil resource base for language and‘area studies.
It is in this context that we welcomed the initiative of
the U.8. Congress, the Departmeant of Defense, and the
Nationsl Endowmen: for the Humanities to underuke s
comprehensive survey-—as conwehennve as a year's work~
ing time would aliow-—of the current status of language
and area studies in the United States. We view this as
a matter of masjor national importance and while we
address quite specifically the special concerns of the
federal agencies who have initiated this invemtory--the
Department of Defense and the National Endowment for the
Humanities—--as vell a® some others who are concerned
vith language and area studies, it is from the broader
perspective of the national interest that this repott is
written. The resources of the great uaniversities, vari-
ous federal agencies, and the -private foundations have
for several decades joined tn create a unique national
resource for advanced resesrch and teaching about other
parts of the world. It is time that s major onenmeat-
vn undertsken. . -



The initiative for this report came from the Work-
ing Group on Foreign Language and Area Studies of the
Department of Defense/University Forum, a group founded
for the purpose of enhancing communication between the
Department and a number of institutions whose activities
ir research and training are critical to the mission of
the agency. That a group designed. for that purpose
would gddress this issue gs one ,of its first concerns
reveals an encouragingly broad and enlxghncned view of
the elements that make up the nation's security.

This report concentrates on the present cdpacities
of the nation's universities for advanced traxnxng and
research in forexsn language and area studies. ' Another
part of the project, conducted by SRI Internstionsl and
printed separately, assessed the need within the Depart-
ment of Defense for new knowledge and traand people in
those fields; the major findings of the SRI-“report have
been incorporated into the current document. The przn-
cipal conclusion of the two efforts is that the fit
between the needs of the Department of Defense and of
the academic community is net perfect; it probably never
can be given the pace, perspectives and styles of
university programs and the rapidly shifting needs of
those responsible for national security. Neither, how-
ever, are the tvo so far apart as to cause one to con-
clude that there is an unbridgesble gap. Rather, there
18 reason to be opitimistic that universities can be
helped to do better what .h:y are supposed to do, and
that by doing so they will w¢'e an enhanced contribution
to the nation's security ana foreign policy.

The national concern for the humanistic aspects of
- our relations with the rest of the world is reflected in
the detsiled analysis of the current state of our
foreign language competencies snd of the important re-
search and teaching concerning the other great civiliza-
tions of the world. Indeed, the report illuminates how
the humanistic portion of our universities and the
federal agencies that relate to it have together created
an especially impressive enrichment of our intermational
understagding.

w

More generally, the report documents the oye:allf
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condition of university programs in language and area
studies and recommends strategies for strengthening
them. The main, orgenizing conclusion is foreshadowed
in the report's title, "Beyond Growth.” The assertion
that the period of expansion in programs of internationm-
al and foreign area studies is over and that the main
goal of policy should be to sustain the base and improve
its quelity in various ways will surﬂly invite debate.
And so it should. We are long overdue for a serious
debate about how to deal with these fields that are
simultaneously central to the way in which universities
define themselves intellectuslly and to important
interests of the nation. That discussion is continuous-
ly in progress with respect to science and technology.
It is time for its scope to be enlarged, and this report
should make an important contribution toward that end.

Robert M. Rosenzweig
President, Association of American Universisfes
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Preamble

George Washington's injunction to America to avoid
foreign entanglements may have beem good advice in the
eighteenth century, but in today's world, the
cosmopolitanism of Jefferson and Franklin is more
appropriate. Every day yet another international crisis
on the front page of our nevspaper reminds us that
insular America disappeared with high-button shoes.

Our armed forces are deployed in many countries
throughout the world, and in many places they are in a
state of semi-siege. Units of our fleet are permanently
stationed in each of the seven seas, and our ships rush

*ward yet another shore as each new international brush
ire ignites. Around our bases in Europe swirl the
eddies of political controversies. For the first time
since colonial days we have a durable adversary in the
Soviet Union, which acts as a lodestone for all of our
foreign policies.

A significant and growing portion of our national
product is sold abroad, but many of our customary
markets, both domestic and overseas, have been

_inzreasingly penetrated by aggressive foreign
manufacturers and exporters. The well-beipg of our
major banks hangs on the internal economic policies of
countries that some of our citizens have barely heard of
and fev know much about. Workers in Detroit and Gary
are on unemployment lines because of the price of labor,
managerial styles, and public policy ir Tokyo, Taipei,
Seoul, and Tijuana.
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Our physicists use multinationally owned
cyclotrons. Our space flights are monitored and our
veather forecasts emanate fro ststions manned and
operated by many nations. And at home, yet another wave
of immigration reminds us that we ourselves are now and
always have been 8 shifting mosaic of ethmic groups with
unsevered ties to their homelands.

It is this imperative of a growing international
dimension to much of American life that has led to the
development of two occasionally interrelating but
usually quite separate sets of institutions--one on the
campuses and one within the government--dedicated to the
creation of an organized body of knowledge about other
parts of the world and of a set of people to generate
and interpret that knowledge. To understand how these
tvo systems came about, a little history is in order.

THE HISTORICAL SETTINGI

The first organized accumulation of knowledge by
Americans of the languages, histories, and folkways of
distant parts of the world occurred as part of the
launching of the American Protestant missionary
enterprise in the opening decades of the nineteenth
century. Most of what Americans knew about India,
China, the South Seas, and the Middle East, they knew
through the mediation of missionaries, some of whom--the
"missionary literati"~-became accomplished linguists and
ethnographers in the course of their ministries.
Although the missionary enterprise peaked just prior to
American entry into World War I and thereafter declined
as & force in American intellectual and religious life,
35 years later American military officials found
themselves heavily dependent upon American missionaries
and the children of missionaries who had been stationed
in Korea for translation services needed during the
armistice talks at Panmunjom in 1953. Many of today's
leading academic experts and government officials
dealing with Fast Asia--not least the current Ambassador
to the People's Republic of China-—trace their familial
and iptellectual roots to this once rich source of

o 18




Chaptes 1 Pxeswble

[4

American knowledge about "the heathen world."”

Sustained American academic interest in distant
parts of the contemporary world dates from the 1890s,
when Archibald Cary Coolidge sparked Harvard
University's curiosity about Buseia and the Slavic world
generally; interest in the biblical world and that of
ancient India can be traced bsck considerably farther.
By the early 1900s, Yale and Columbia University
embarked on what has since become their substantial
commitment to the study of East Asia. Shortly
thereafter, the University of California established
itself as an important center for the study of Latin
America, while the University of Chicago, with 'the
creatinn of its Oriental Institute in 1923, became an
important center for the study of the Middle East and
South Asia. By the 1930s, the University of
Pennsylvania began to acquire the intellectual
wherewithal that later allowea it to become another
leading center for the study of South Asia, while
Northwestern was gathering the resources to become the
first American university with a substantial commitment
to the study of Africa. Yet none of these academic
initiatives was so substantial on the eve of World War
II that it was assured survival, much less additional
support. Although by 1940, American universities had
produced some 400 Ph.D.'s in specialties we nov think of
as falling within international studies, the enterprise
itself struggled along o. a semester-to-semeste: basis.

Equally important, if equally tentative, were
initiatives undertaken during the interwar years by
goverqﬁental agencies in dealing with the world beyond
America's borders. With the passage of the Rogers Act
in 1924, which joined the Diplomatic and Consular Corps
into the Foreign Service while removing it from the
vicissitudes of partisan politics, a representative of
American diplomatic interests abroad could for the first
time look forward to a career of sufficient length to
undertake the training necessary to become a specislist
in a particular world region. Among the first to
exploit this possibility of "an intellectual career in
the Foreign Service” were George F. Kennan, Charles
Bohlen, Loy Henderson, and Llewellyn Thompson, all of

13 :



Chapter 1 _ _ Presmble

whom eventually served on the Russian desk at the State
Department and represented the United States in Moscow.

It was ic the late 19208 and 1930s that the State
Department had at its disposal a cadre of young
diplomats ready, willing, and 11nguxst1c311y able to
devote their careers to representing American interests
in East Asia. 1In the case of Latin American studies,
the initial federal impetus came from the Inter-American
Affairs section of the State Department under the
leadership of Nelson Rockefeller and others.

LANGUAGE AND ARFEA STUDIES IN THE MILITARYZ

The interwar years also marked the point at which
the military services first moved, however cautiously,
to meet their needs for linguistically equipped regional
specialists in their ranks. The Navy proceeded to
provide language training for a select number of its
officers in Japan, China, Manchuria, and, prior to the
recognition of the Soviet Union by the United States in
1933, Latvia. Meanwhile, in the Army, the careers of
both Joseph Stilwell and David B. Barrett attest to the
fact that the Army General Staff was careful to maintain
someone in its ranks who legxtxnately qualified as an
"expert on China affairs.” Kurt MUller of the Modern
Language Association has recently documented these early
days, with particular reference to language study in the
Defense Department.

With the onset of World War I1I, the overseas
training programs for military personnel moved to the
United States. For instance, training in Japanese moved
first to Berkeley and Harvard, then to schools on
military installations. In addition to the schools that
provided only language skills, there were a dozen
programs runm by the Army and the Navy to prepare
officers for service in civil affairs and military
government. Individuals selected for their professional
or administ-ative skills were given some language
training and some area familiarity with the country--
mostly European countries——where they were expected to

20




Chapter 1 Pxesmble

be based.

The tirst program rum by the Army was established
at the University of Virginia. Later, Civil Affairs
Training Schools, as they were called, were established
at Harvard, Yale, Stanford, Chicago, Michigan,
Pittsburgh, Boston, Northwestern, Case Western Reserve,
and Wisconsin. At the same time, the scope of the war
extended to countries around the world in which our
nation had had little interest and even less exXperience.
In order to train specialists in the languages and
societies of these countries, the Army turned to the
campuses where such expertise was more likely to reside.

In December 1942, Secretaries of the Army and the
Navy jointly announced the establishment of the Army
Specialized Training Program (ASTP) on a large number of
American campuses. In part, the initiative for this
program grevw out of & national concern that a generation
of American youth who would normally have been attending
college would be missing that experience, with serious
consequences for the future pool of military and
national leadership. This concern for the national
resource base of educated manpover was the same
rationale that led the Army in 1945-46 to establish from
scratch a. tull-blown American~style university in
Biarritz,. France, complete with American faculty,
courses for college credit, books, and several thousand
GI students.

The correspondence leading up to the establishment
of ASTP indicates that the Army was not only concerned
about 1ts own ueeds, but saw a need for a mational pool
of competencies in five specialties: mathematics,
physics, electricity, engineering, and 1anguages-3 As
ve will note below, it is interesting that these are
almost the same topics about whose well-being on
American campuses Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
expressed concern exactly 40 years later.

While the ASTP programs trained engineers,
mathematicians and psychologists, our interest here is
in the training of specialists with high levels of
skills in a wide variety of languages, and, as it turned

21 >



Chaptex 1 _Prcamble

out in practice, some familiarity with the area in which
the languages are spoken. Between June 1943 and
December 1945, some 16,307 members of the armed servicet
had been trained in one or another language and area
specialty. MHller repocted: "In all, fifty-five
colleges and universities ran language and area programs
for ASTP, in up to nine languages; most offered programs
in three languages.

The bulk of the training--a minimum of 60X--
comprised intensive language instruction, but courses
were also given in the history, society, culture, and
politics of the countries whose language was being
studied. So limited was our natiomal resource base at
the time that on many campuses, both the language and
the area teaching materiels were being created gt the
same time the instruction was being given; finding a
full complement of qualified teachers on such short
notice was not easy. In one program im\Turkish studies,
for instance, almost all of the area sfudies teachers
wvere of Greek or Yugoslav origin, with a consequent viey
of Turkish h{§story that might be imagined.

The prototype of the comprehensive language and
ares studies program had been borm: it was campus-based;
it trained students in an integrated program combining
language instruction with a variety of disciplinary
survey courses concermning a country or a region; the
teaching staff were members of the regular faculty of
the institutions where they taught; the rationale for
.the program was to train scarce manpower; and basic
support for the program was the responsibility of the
federal government. The institutions where ASTP
programs werée located and the languages they taught arze
given in Appendix C.

POSTWAR PROGRAMS AND RAPID GROWTH

It is interesting that these crash programs, so
quickly assembled during the war, could disappear
without a trace almost as quickly. The Biarrits
University was completely dismantled within 8 few wonths

K
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of the final victory in Japan. The ASTP fell victim to
a sudden acute shortage of manpower for regular military
duty, especially in Europe in the winter of 1945.
However, although ASTP and the'Navy's Civil Affairs
Training schools were disbanded in the final months of
the war or in its immediate aftermath, their impact was
of lasting importance. Earlier American interest in
distant parts of the world could be--and often was--
attributed to the lure of the exotic and reflected a
certain distaste for America. These wartime programs
demonstrated that such interest could also become a
crucfial component in any future mobilization of American
society. .

Moreover, the universities that housed these
programs had become fully persuaded that for both
intellectual and patriotic reasons, there should be no
return to the pre-war academic status quo. With the war
still on, Columbia University officials had arranged
with the Rockefeller Foundation to help establish the
Russian Institute. in Morningside Heights. Officials at
Michigan, Berksley, and Harvard were equally determined
that "the lessons" of the war--chief among them that
vigilance has an intellectual as well as a military
component--not be lost on those who enjoy the peace.

The years immediately after World War II mark the
take-of f of American international studies as an
academic enterprise. Between 1948 and 1951, the number
of international studies Ph.D.'s produced by American
universities annually more than doubled, from around 100
in 1948 to 225 in 1951. It doubled again between 1955
and 1965, then doubled once again by 1970. These
substantial increases in manpower trained as specialists
were a8 result, in part, of the growth and widespread
diffusion, roughly following the ASTP model, of
organized programs On many campuses.

In 1947, Robert Hall, in a national survey for the
Social Science Research Council, counted only 14
organized language and area studies programs on American
campuses: © for Latin America, 3 for Eastern Europe, Il
for South Asia, and 4 for East Asia. By 1951, modest
growth had occurrede Wendell Bennett, using Hall's
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criteria in another enumeration for the Social Science
Research Council, counted 25 organized language and srea
studies programs, an increaee of ll ceanters in 5 years.
Bennett reported that there were a few more programs in
East EurSpexn and East Agian studxes. but more impor-
‘tant, coverage of the Middle East, Africa, and South
Asia had begun.5

In the 1960s, campus-based language and area
studies expanded immensely. Theguumber of organized
campus-based langugge and area studies programs
increased to about 600 self-identified programs, or
about 300 that met the minimal organizational criteria
for a strong program as defined by Hall and Bennett.
The major impetus for this growth was the intellectual
engagement of American higher education internationally,
particularlysvith the Third World and its development
efforts. The bulk of the investment in this expansion
of the internstional component on the campuses was made
by universities and colleges out of their own resources,
and by individual professors and students out of their
time and interest. .

Nonetheless, external financial support playld s
crucial catalytic role. In the first decades after
World War II, financial support for campus-based
language and area studies came primarily from private
and state sources. Both the Rockefeller Foundation,
which had been underwriting international studies on
Anerican campuses since it helped found the Oriental
Institute at the University of Chicago in the 1920s, and
the Carnegie Corporation, whose grant to Harvord
University in 1948 for its Russian Research Center--
§740,000--was the largest of its kind to date, made
heroic efforts to support the enterprise as it attempted
to establish itself as a permanent fixture on American
campuses. Simillarly, state legislatures, particularly
those of Michigan and California, tried to help their
universities develop facilities in international studies
competitive with those of the private eastern
universities.

A crucial development in the history of campus-
based language and area studies programs occurred in the
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early 19508, with the emergence of the recently
_reorganized and greatly enriched Ford Foundation as the
principal ocutside underwriter of such programs. Between
1953 and 1966, when its International Training and -
Research Program was terminated, the Ford Foundation
made grants exceeding $270 million to some 34
universities specifically and exclwvsively for
international studies, a substantial portion of it in
support of language and area studies.

43

LN

Once ASTP had collapsed and its training functions
had been taken inside the federal agencies, federal
support for campus-based language and area studies
disappeared, despite assurances from nationai officials,
including a Presidential Commission in 1943, that such
highly trained individuals were a valued national
resource. It was the unanticipated Soviet launching of
the satellite Sputnik in 1957 that made the federal
government realize that it had a major stake in creating

. and sustaining a substential body of experts who could
follow events in other ~untries using materials in the
* languages of those councries, and vho were familiar
enough with those societies to interpret these
materials. The subsequent enactment in 1958 of the
Netional Defense Education Act (NDEA) to create and
maintain such a8 pool of expertise immensely eucouraged
~ the growth in the number of specialists trainmed on the
campuses and sponsored the creation and maintenance of a
substantial number of organized programs, roughly
following the ASTP model.

The result was the creation of a network of
institutions unmatched anywhere in the world, a national
resource whose loss would immenscly impoverish the
capacity of our democratic society and our government to
understand the complex, interrelated world in which we
live. In addition to the training of specialists, these
centers provide instruction about other countries to a
substantisl portion of the future elect xate; provide a
catalyst for internatiomalizing the perspective of
primary and secondary education; inform the general
public on important national events in the couantries
they study; serve the medis and the public policy
makers; assemble library and resource materials on other

® 29 9

)



Chapter 1 ‘ Preamhle

parts of the world; establish and maintain training
facilities used by government and private sgector
organizations as well as by their own students who'
require overseas experience} and provide durable
overseads linkages with scholars and political leaders in
the service of our long-range public diplomacy.

Much of the enormously esriched information base
mobilized for their clientele by "information
intermediaries,” such as free-standing translators,
language training institutes, research :zontractors, and
consultants-—for example, consulting firms in economics,
accounting, sanagenent. marketing, and business
information aervxces--vas created or assembled by
language and area spec’alists. Moreover, & great many
non-area specialists now employed in the private and
" public sectors have had one or more courses providing
then with some exposure to foreign avea studies and
familiarizing them with specialized information sources
in these fields. Business firms, including law firms,
banks, the "information intermediaries,"™ and government
agencies, tap the specialized kpoowledge of area experts
with some frequency througk ad he. comsultation, or,
less frequently. tetaxnershxps- The libraries of the
major institutions are also welied upon as a source of
area information on an as-needed basis. The language
and area studies efforts have built an ample and complex
infrastructure of skills and information, one that
vields, as ecc 'omists would put it, rich externmalities
to consumers of this information and expertise in both
the publxc and private sectors. .

* THE END OF RAP1D GROWTH

In the late 1960s, the expansicna®y mood, both in
higher education in general and in language and area
studies in particular, changed. For langusage &nd area
studies, a turning point came in 1967. This was the
year in which the Ford Foundation brought its vast
Internaticnal Training and Research Program to am end--
though grant funds continued to be used for a good many
more years-—and the International Education Act (IEA)
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vwas passed without subsequent appropriation of fuuds.
What this meant, in effect, was that in the next decade,
the universities picked up the ball that the federal
government and private foundations had dropped.

‘To a surprising exrent, the universities assumed
the costs of language and ar¢a studies programs; not
surprisingly, the number of such programs ceased to grow
and may have declined. The definition of what
constitutes & pProgram is 80 imprecise that an exact
number of centers.at & particular time or over a period
of years 1is xnpossxble fo come by. The evidence of
various surveys does suggest that the growth in the
number of programs slowed down and possibly has
reversed. For one thing, in 1973, the number of
language and area centers for which federal support was
provided under NDEA Title VI was cut from 107 to 46; the
number has crept back to 76 in 1983 as the Title VI
appropriations increased.® With this cut, the federal
government compounded the scarcity of funding created
when the IEA bonmanza did not materislize, although most
of these IEA funds were not earmarked for the support of
language and area studies.

Overall, language and area programs have lost out
in the competition for external funds, both absolutely
and compared with other sections of internationmal
studies. A 1981 Rockefeller Foundation survey reported:

Institutions dealing with econmomics and
political studies have maintained their
purchasing power better than those concerned
with security or area studies; of the latter
the university affiliates performed poorly.-
Among the area centers... some have done
better than orhers; centers concerned with the
Middle East, Canada and Asia have increased
their purcnasing power; those dealing with the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, Africa, latin
America, and especially Western Europe, have
lost ground--an unexpected development....
[I]n general, university-based area study
centers--representing mwore than half the
total--have suffered more from inflation than

11
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other institutions and may be in financial
difficulty as a result.’

The Rockefeller Foundation survey, which asked for
detziled information {or the years 1970-89, also asked
the program directors to make some estimate of the
future availability of various types of funding in real
dollars over the period from 1980 to 1982. The survey's
conclusions in this regard are dramatic. 'Over-all, the
survey indicates that steep declines are expected in
real terms of many sources of funding for both kinds of
institutions [university affiliates and independent
institutions). Area studies centers anticipate a disas-
ter." More precisely, area studies centers anticipated
declines of 181 in endowment income, 20% in university
subsidies, 112 in private foundation funding, 22% in
corporate funding, 353 in government funding, and 30% in
individual contributions, for a total decline of 28%.8

It was indicated above that it is not easy to
define prugrams or centers and is therefore difficult to
count them. A recent tgbulation of Latin American
Programs by Gilbert W. Merkx is helpful in this regard.
Merkx sorted these progrsms into three tiers: 20
graduate-level comprehensive programs largely defined by
their Title VI comnection, past or present; 40 with
segmental graduate teaching and research capacitie:; and
120 or so exclusively engaged in undergraduate
instruction.? Owing to its mandate to examine the
resource base for "advanced research and training" in
language and area studies, the present review will
concentrate on the upper tier of programs. However, it
should be remembered that there are a large number of
programs serving the public interest that perform
different functions. We shall have something to say
about this matter at the appropriate time. '

Counting the existing pool of individuatl
specialists is even more difficult, more promne to
boundary problems, than the enumeration of organized
programs. No exhaustive inventory of the total number
of specialists has been undertaken since 1970. At that
time, the estimate of the total number of language and
area specialists was about 13,000.10 garber and Ilchman
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estimated that there were about 17,500 Ph.D.~trained
specialists in 1979, which is in general agreement with
the total membership of the area studies professional
associations of 18,350.11

The comparisons over time within world area study
groups carry some of the same definitional problems but
probably have a somevhat smaller range of error. For
instance, the Language and Arez Studies Review (LASR)
counted 2,218 agecxaluts on Soviet and East European
studies in 1970. Warren Eason in his 1981 "A Dynamic
Inventory of Soviet and East European Studies in the
United States” counted 3,500 specialists.l3 Gilbert
Merkx presented a very useful tabulation of different
estimates of Latin American specialists over time: the
National Directory of Latin Americanists for 1965 listed
1,884 specialists; the LASR, (with data compiled for
1970) enumerated 2,118 specialists in 1970; the Direc-
tory of Latin American Studies Programs and Faculty in
the United States had 2,054 entries in 1975; the profes-
sional members of the Latin American Studies Associstion
numbered 1,784 in 1983; and the Latin America Panel of
the National Council on Foreign Language and Interna-
tional Studies estimated 1,875 specxalxsts in the same
year.

The evidence suggests, then, that while there was
substantial growth in the number of programs and
specialists in the late 1950s and the 19608, this growth
tapered off in the 19705 and 1980s. We will consider in
detail in future chapters what the minimal number of
programs, specialists, and students should be.

LANGUAGE AND AREA STUDIES TRAINING
IN THE DEF:NSE COMMUNITY

It is curious that this rich mational resource that
was growing on the campuses in the immediate postwar
period had little direct connection with the military or
the inteiligence community, Rather, these organizations
preferred to develop in-house resources to train their
own personnel who needed language and area competencies.

\(o e3 13




Chaptex 1 Freamble

The details of those resources, their organizatior, and
their purpose are examined in the report conducted under
8 sub-contract with the present survey by SRI Inter-
aational, entitled "Defense Intelligence: Foreign Area/
Language Needs and Academe." The general outl.nes of
the training resources can be quickly sketched in.

The largest and most important--indeed, the
central--agency for language training within
the Department of Defense is the Defense
Lenguage Institute (DLI), at the Presidio of
Monterey, Cglifornis. A DOD-level orgami-
zation, .l serves all four of the armed ser—
vices (i.e., including USMC), as well as a few
other executive branch agencies. DLI's pri-
mary mission is to conduct a full-time resi-
dent foreign language training program, and to
develop and offer non-resident language pro-
grams for DOD personnel.

Since its establishment some forty years ago—-
originally as an Army language school--DLI has
graduated over 120,000 students from its vari-
ous resident military langusge programs. At
present, it is training approximately 5,000
students 8 year.... None of the services has
anything comparable, although the US Army
Ruseian Institute in Garmisch, Germany, & two—
year study program, does include considerable
language training.... '

DLI aims at producing solid Level 2 language
croficiency (by Department of State, Foreign
Service Institute standards), which DLI con-
siders the equivaleat of six years of college
language training....

DLI seeks to develop proficiency in the four
separate language skills of reading, writing,
speaking, and comprehension. To this end,
students attend classes five days a week for
six hours each day, with an additional three
hours of nightly homework. The average class
size is seven, with the number of students in
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each class ranging from a single i.dividual to
ten (the maximum allowed). Most of the basic
language courses run from 24 to 47 weeks in
length.... DL1I does not teach area courses per
se, but as an adjunct to language training
there is an effort to provide am introduction
to foreign culture: customs and habits,
philosophy and way of life, demographics,
geography, and so forth.16

Unlike language training, area training in the
sexvices is decentralized. The Army, with ite greater
need for om-the-ground intelligence and operations, has
the most extensive training program for officers who
will spend from 12 months to an entir: career as Foreign
Area Officers. The Air Force and the Navy feel that
they have less need, gnd thus have less extensive pro-
grams.

Army area specialty training involves several
related phases, conducted under various
‘auspices. Officers receive language training
at the Defense Language Institute and six
months of specialized area trsining at the
Army's Foreign Area Officer Course at Fort
Bragg, N.C. They may also attend high level
courses at foreign military staff colleges.
Selected officers, perhaps half of the army's
area specialists, will be sent to obtsin a
graduate level degree in a foreign area-
related academic discipline. Perhaps as many
as 50 to 60 of these are attending fully-
funded graduate programs at as many as 40
colleges or universities of their choice that
have acceptable area study graduate programs;
the specific colleges will vary from year to
year and student to student. Another 40 stu-
dents may be enrolled in a cooperative degree
program at Campbell University, N.C., linked
to their course work at the FAC course at Ft.
Bragg, and another 20~25 in a similar program
with Georgetown University tied in with their
agsignment to the U.S. Army Russian Institute
at Garmisch, Germany. 8till another three
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dozen ofi{icers who will be teaching at the
U.8., Military Academy in related disciplines,
are attending graduate schools under a joint
USMA-FAO program.

An elaborate overseas training program usually
consists of a year's travel and research in
the region of specislization....

Air Force personnel selected for such [lan-
guage and area studies) training, if they do
not already possess proficiency in the lan-
guage of the area to be studied, will undergo
language training at DLI or, in a few cases,
FS1 [Foreign Service Institute]. The over-
whelming majority of these officers will then
attend appropriate courses at the Naval Post-
Graduate School, Monterey, CA. Some officers
will be sent under am AFIT [Air Force Insti-
tute of Technologyl-sponsored program for
graduate study at the MA level in Latin Ameri-
can affairs at the University of Texas,
Alabama, or Tulane. This year. for the first
time, the Air Force is funding a single doc-
toral candidate, in Southern European Affairs,
and plans to place two more next year, in
Soviet and East European studies....

Area studies in the Navy are confined to the
Post~Graduate School at Monterey, with lan-
guage training essentially at the DLI. Naval
officers spend either a8 year or 18 months in
the National Security Affairs Program at the
Post-Graduate School, where area studies con-
stitute an important portion of the
curriculuwma....

The Marine Corps has 8 small area training
program for four officers annually, one each
to be trained in Russian, Spanish, Chinese,
and Arabic. Following language training at
DLI, these officers go abrosd for a year's
advanced study at the Army Russian Institute
at Garmisch, the U. 8. Army School of the
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Americas in Panama, the Singapore Nationmal
Unxveraxty. or 4 State Department FSI facxlxty
in Tunis....

The Defense Intelligence Agency, which uses a
great number of military and civilian area/
language specialists, does not have its own
area training program. Military and civilian
analysts assigned to or hired by DIA are as-
sumed to have the requisite skills for their
jobs. DIA does, however, provide considerable
support in the area of skill maintenance.l?

It should be added that most of the enlisted men
and civilian personnel employed in military intelligence
are really specialists in the use of passive language
skills for the interception and translation of intelli-
gence materials and have only enough exposure to sub-
stantive area studies to give context to those tasks.
For others, especially in the Navy and the Air Force,
the primary qualificetion is a technical skill in some
aspect of military science with a language skill added
for particular kinds of assignments.

RELATIONS WITH CAMFUS-BASED PROGRAMS

Clearly, then, except for the Defense Intelligence
Agency, the armed forces have developed their own train-
ing programs for their personnel who require language
and area competency. They utilige the campus facilities
in language and area studies on a selective basis for
some of the training of some of the officers, but, in
the main, training is carried on in-house. Out of the
single training program on the campus represented by
ASTP, there have now emerged two highly developed lan-
guage and area studies training systems with quite dis—
tinct foci representing the quite different missions of
the CDopartment of Defense (DOD) and the universities.

What is true of training is to & less extent but
still largely true of the intake and utilization of
information on other countries. On a day-to-day basis,

17
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the immediacy and the technical content of most DOD
intelligence requirements is so high that academic re-
search tends to be "out of syne," to quote one of the
DOD interviewees, with the needs of the journeymen in
- intelligence working on immediate policy questions. It
is unlikely that the academic setting is the proper
place for most intelligence analysis. Most of it is and
will continue to be carried out in—house.

The reasons for the gap between the military and
academic concerns are not difficult to find. In train-
ing, the former begins with the technical skills needed
for military and intelligence purposes and adds language
and area studies competencies s0 that those functional
tasks can be carried out. The latter focuses om train-
ing for scholarly research and teaching and is anchored
in the academic disciplines around which universities,
and graduate schools in particular, are organized. The
knowledge requirements of the former are the applied and
scientific aspects of military affairs and, to a limited
extent, international relations. The domains of knowl-
edge of greatest interest to campus—based langusge and
sarea studies are langusge and literature, history,
anthropology, and political science-—mostly analyses of
the domestic polity of other countries, as we will see.
These are the disciplines most concerned with the char-
acterization of other civilizations and societies.
Hence, what the campuses can provide as part of the
training of military of ficers, as well as other mission-
oriented agencies, is contextual knowledge several steps
removed from specific policy concerns.

The SRI International report indicates that the
contextual knowledge produced by campus—-bssed language
and area specialists is already being used by the DOD
intel ligence specialists.

Within the broad area of indirect support of
the intelligence community provided by
academic/scholarly institutions and indivi-
duals, one of the most obvious sources is the
continuing publication of books, journals and
special studies and monographs in the general
category of area studies. These publica-
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tions--historical, sociological, cultural,
political, geographic, and so forth--serve as
the broad basis and background for analysts
preparing for more specific, classified stud-
ies. While the tendency is for analysts to
focus on current, more general periodicals—-
such as Foreigp Affairs or Faxr Esstexn Ecopom—
Ac Revigw—or on technical publications, they
do read some university-based periodicals, and
scholarly books and journals are used for
deeper research where time and analytical
requirements permit or demand them....

[1]t is evident that many DOD area specielists
are avare of the value of scholarly publica-
tions, that they are familiar with publica-
tions in their field, and that, in varying
degrees, they find them useful as genersl or
specific background sources. In. many
instances, of course, such materials have only
limited application to current intelligence
requirements, Oor time comstraints preclude
their extensive utiligation. By the sanme
token, many area specialists are restricted in
their reading of such materials to spare
moments, or of f-duty hours, because of their
heavy workload of current materials. But
there seems to be a consensus among special-
ists interviewed that there will be a coatin-
uing need for high-quality scholarly publica-
tions of this sort, that in an ideal world
specialists would have time to make greater
use of such publications, and that extensive
foreign area study programs and publications
provide a sound basis for the development of
area specialists and for their indirect
support in DOD.18

Whether there should be more contextual information
introduced into the training process of DOD language and
ares specialists or in the construction of intelligence
estimates is & matter for the department to decide.
However, a recurrent series of inappropriate intelli~
gence projections, particularly about Third World
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countries, would lead some to agree with a statement
given in congressional testimony by Admiral B. R. Inman,
former Deputy Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency end former head of the National Security Agency:

My concern has grown as I have watched us
become subject to surprise time and again,
surprise where we have had insufficient assets
applied to problems, and surprise because we
did not understand the events that we had some
inkling were underway. We have become very
good at counting things, and very poor ai
projecting the challenges that we are likely
to face.

1 believe increasingly that is a result of the
lack of deep understanding of those societies,
wvhat motivates them, and how they are chang-
ing. The need for scholars inside the govern-
ment is going to be much greater in the 15
years ahead of us than it has the past 15
years. I believe we are moving into an in-
creasingly hagardous time.l

It would seem that it is iz the national interest
that the two systems of training and informationm utili-
gation should be more mutually supportive than they are
now. Some obvious areas of shared interest are language
pedagogy a=1 the collection, cataloguing, and accessing
of published materisls on other countries. We will have
comments to make on these matters in the course of the
report and in the conclusions. However, even with the
current forms and extent of interrelationship, it is
clear that the defense community has 8 major stake in
the continuing vitality of campus-based language and
area studies. To quote the SRI International report
once again:

Notwithstanding the conclusions stated above,
the SRI project team feels obligated to under—
score the strong correlation between the
health and vigor of language and area study
programs within the academic community and the
quality of area and language specialists
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within the Defense intelligence community.
The intelligence professionals interviewed by
SRI wvere presumably all products of academic
institutions with stronmg traditions of rigor-
ous scholarship. In all likelihood, they were
benef iciaries to some extent of graduate pro-
grams that enjoyed unprecedented financial
support in the post-Sputnik ere--that now find
themselves less well endowed. Just as these
professionals reflect the qualities and attri-
butes of the institutions where they received
their training and from whose scholarship and
research efforts they cootinue to benefit, so
will the intelligence professionals who fol low
them.

Any degradation of the language and area study
programs that produce such unique talents and
subsequently nourish and enrich the quality of
their work will ultimately be felt in some
perhaps unmeasurable way in the capacity of
the U.S. government to protect our national
interest.

given set of cixcumstances [emphasis added].
But it is not difficult to imagine a chain of
events that would once again expose the United
States as woefully ill-equipped in the human
resources required to meet its international
obligations. Driven by a wave of post-Sputnik
national concern, in the late 19508 and 1960s
the Federal Goveroment ind American founda-
tions invested heavily in foreign area train-
ing and foreign language training. The re-
sults were impressive, but just as the fruits
of these area studies investments were begin-
ning to pay off, interest shifted to other
concerns and funding dried up. The full
penalty for this “"boom or bust" support for
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intellectual and human assets that are easily
lost may yet have to be paid.zo

This discussion reminds us of the debate several
decades ago about the exploitative relationship of the
Agency for Internastional Development (AID) toward the
universities that provided the technical manpower for
ite overseas missions. It was realized that AID wvas a
major bepeficiary of the campus-based resources for
technical assistance but conmtributed very little to the
creation or sustemance of those resources. Out of this
realization came a number of AID-sponsored programs to
buttress and enhance the university base of expertise so
necessary to its overseas missions. We will discuss the
possibility of an equivalent program of support by the
DOD and other goverament agencies to nourish the
national resources on the campus that provide the pools
of expertise and basic research necessary to the carry-
ing out of their mission.

THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE PROJECT

It was in this frame of reference that Secretary of
Defense Caspar Weinberger chose language and area stud-
ies along with mathematics and science as one of the
domains of higher education he felt was in greatest
jeopardy of decline and of greatest interest to the
nation and the DOD.2l It was in the same frame of
reference that the Conference Report of the
Congressional Committee enacting the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1983, directed that there be
an assessment of "the national resource base which pro-
motes the study and understanding of foreign languages
and nations, in particular, the Soviet Union."

While the initial impetus and a8 major focus of the
assessment are the needs of the DOD, it has become
apparent that 8 number of other federal agencies are
considering the question of the adequacy, distribution,
and appropriate support of language and area studies.
For instance, the National Endowment for the Humanities
has provided financial support for the survey to assure
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that the humanities are thoroughly covered. The Depart-
ment of Education and Congress are conterned with the
future shape of Title VI as they prepare for the
reauthorization hearings on the Higher Education Act.
The Department of, Commerce is concerned about the
impending shortage of specialists on the Soviet economy.
The United States Information Agency is considering its
role in support of overseas research centers, which
serve as in-country extemsions of language and area
studies programs. The Smithsonian Institution, the
Library of Congress, and some federal agencies are
concerned with the forthcoming exhgustion of the excess
currencies, particularly in South Asis, that for several
decedes have enabled them to provide substantial support
for overseas research and book acquisition for language
and area studies.

On the private side, many of the major foundations
are considering their role in providing support for
these activities. Many universities and colleges are
engaged in their own review of and future commitments to
language and area studies faculties and students.

Accordingly, we have attempted to take a comprehen—
sive, cross-sectional look at the current state and
future prospects of language and area studies, with
particulai emphasis on advanced research and training.
The data available for this anslysis, described in de~-
tail in Appendix B, "Methodology,” comprise:

1. Interviews with administrators, faculty, and
students of programs on 20 major campuses.

2. Analysis of the comprehensive descriptions of
courses, enrollments, and faculty in 39 Title VI cen-
ters, for both 1976 and 1982.

3. Analysis of the five-year publication record of
faculty in 72 of the 76 language and ares studies cen-
ters supported by Title VI in 1981; in that vear, there
were 91 Title VI centers, but the 12 intermational
studies centers, the 2 Cauadian gtudies centers and the
! Pacific Island studies center were beyond the scope of
this project and were not coded.
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" &4, Analysis of the transcripts of students com-—
pleting language and area studies training at a large
unber of centers.

5. Analysis of the inventory of Soviet specialists’
assembled by Dr. Warren Eason of Ohio State University
for the American Association for the Advancement of
Slavic Studies. This survey encompasses data on spe-
cialists from 1945 to 1981.

6. Analysis of the internationally oriented re-
search grants given by the National Endowvment for the
lluuam.txes, Natiomal Science Foundation, National
Institute of Mental Health., Smithsonian, Fulbright, and
the major private foundations.

7. Special runs of the 1983 Rand survey data on
Foreign Language and Area Studies fellowship holders.22

8. Modern Language Association tabulations of
language enrollments in the less commonly taught lan-
guages, by institution.?

These data will be utilizWfto discuss a number of
aspects of campus—-based language arnd area studies. The
next two chapters will be concerned with the training
programs and resources that produce the basic competen-—
cies for individuals in language skills (Chapter 2) and
knowledge of an area (Chapter 3). The fourth chapter,
which deals with centers, faculty, and their research

4 output, will be concerned with strengths and weaknesses
in the cross-sectional coverage of areas, languages,
disciplines, and topics. The fifth chapter will deal
with the organizational structure of language and ares
studies. with special attention to centers and national
and international organizations servicing the field.
The sixth chapter will deal with library and information
resources. The seventh chapte:r contains a summary of
the principal recommendations emerging from the various
parts of this report.

Throughout the report, our focus will be on‘'the
campus~based programs, using the federal language and
area studies programs as a point of reference. We will
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not attempt to evaluate the federal programs. although
it is clear from interviews and numerous published ac-
counts that they. like the campus—based programs. could
be improved. Rather, we will concentrate on the
academic language and area studies resources. We hope
that it will be conetantly kept in mind that in our
view, the creation and sustemance of this resource rep-
resents & remarkable American achievement, an gsset of
immense value for our nation. If, through neglect, ve
let this tremendous resource slip away, it will be at
our peril.

However, it does seem appropriate to take the occa-
sion of the end of approxxnately 40 years of growth and
some 25 years of continuous federal support for campus—
based language and area studies to see where we have
come and where we might want to go next. Where has the
almost haphazard mix of individual initiative,

‘unyvetsxty resources, private phxlanthropy. and public
monies applied without any overall vision of the appro-
priate size, shape, and focus of this national resource
base taken us? To what extent have our original
national goals been met--to create a cadre of highly
trained language- and area-competent scholars and pro-
grams? How secure are past accomplishments, and how
suitable are they for the next quarter century? What
important aspects of our resource base are in jeopardy
as campus economies and federal and private support
contract? Are there aspects of language and area stud-
ies that are of high national interest but are unlikely
to develop under the existing laissez-faire system of
support and planning unless special effort and funding
are applied? In short, what should the next phase of
langusge and area studies look like?

We will also highlight thcse concerns shared by the
two separate domains of language and asrea studies, the
federal goverument's programs and those on campus, and
those in which they differ, and we will consider how the
two enterprises might be made more mutually supportive
in serving the national interest, keeping in mind their
very different functions and orientations.

In short, we will be attempting to give a cross~—

Q 4 1
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sectional picture of where we are. make some recommenda-
tions as to where the national interest indicates we
should be heading, and finally, give suggestions as to
first steps and mechanisns to get from here to there.
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Language Competency

TWO SYSTEMS OF INSTRUCTION

Problem:

TIvo parallel systems of instruction in the uncommonly
taught languages have grown up, ome within the govern-
ment agencies and one on the campuses. While they serve
somevhat different purposes and do so within different
institutional contexts, they can be mutuslly supportive.
There are no established mechanisms for sharing problems
and solutions.

In the Preamble, we noted the development of two
largely unrelated teaching systems for the training of
language end area studies specialists, one on the campus
and the other in the Department of Defense (DOD). 1In
no other aspect of language and area studies is the
separaticn as great as in langusge teaching; in no other
aspact of language and area studies is the possibility
for mutual reinforcement and collective goal setting
quite so promising and so potentially bemeficial for the
pation.

After the war, the Army Specialized Training
Program (ASTP) model of intensive, short-duration
instruction, with the training cobfined almost entirely
to the promotion of lsnguage use skills, moved from the
campus into the government language schools, dropping
most of its area studies component as it did so. Some
parts of the ASTP traditionm may still be found en
campuses, but, by and large, campus-based imstructionm in
the less commonly taught laoguages hss come to reflect
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the style of all other language instruction om the
campus: instruction tends to be given for a few hours
per week during the academic year; skill enhancement
takes place over a number of years and is measured in
termeé of academic course grades and the number of
courses or years 8 language is studied; the bulk of the
students are enrolled in and do not move beyond the
elementary skill levels; and advanced skill instruction
tends to take the form of literature courses.

In addition to these differences in institutionsl
format, it should be kept in mind that the goals of the
twvo systems, the government's and the academic, are
somewvhat different. One substantial goal of the lan-
guage training oo campus, even in the less commonly
taught ones, is for the general education of our citi-
zenry and not for the training of specialists; this
training reaches dovn into other levels of the educa-
tional system. For instamce, if there is to be any hope
of success for the current plan to train a large number
of American students in the Japanese language so that
they can participate in regular instruction in Japanese
educational institutions, it will bhave to be Title VI
language center teachers who make it possible. In
addition, an importaent component of the academic enter—
prise with respect to the less commonly taught languages
is the stress placed by some students on classical and
literary forms of a language rather than on contemporary
forms used as 8 means of communication.

A second major approach on the campus for some
students is to treat the language itself as an object of
study, as in linguistics or philology, instead of or in
addition to the acquisition of a working mastery of the
language. Moreover, even among those training to be
specialists, many students are more interested in the
area studies than in the linguistic aspect of language
and area studies. DOD training, on the other hand, is
geared almost entirely to the acquisition of a working
language competency and deals almost exclusively with
languages as they are in current use.

The two language teaching systems have their own
mandates, rhythms, and problems. OQur focus is on the

Q
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campus programsé. We will touch upon the government
language teaching programse only by way of contrast and
to point out aspects where common concerns and uneven
development in one or the other system would make some
coordination and cooperation quite fruitful. We do want
to note, however, that the continued lack of contact
between the two systems reinforces the veaknesses of
each, and it is in the national interest that some
vehicle be constructed for making them more mutually
supportive. For instance, it is surely in the nation's
interest that there be a national cross-sectional
stocktaking, language by language, to examine together
the teaching materials and technology for instruction in
particular languages.

We note that considerable progress is already being
made in the cooperative development of criterion-based
language proficiency tests and the training of teachers
to administer those tests. Another obvious area of
mutual interest is in the development of teaching.
materials. The extensive listing of text materials in
use in the various academic programs and the materials
available in the various government organizations
reported in the Centet for Applxed anguxstxcs §g;ggx

[aught Languages Lhe pited 8 8 is nnother
starting point,* as is the lead taken by the National
Security Agency and a number of universities largely
outside the language and area teaching system in the use
of high technology in language instruction. However,
these advances have as yet had little impact on the
teaching pattern in most language and area studies
programs.

Recommendation:

A series of national conferences of governmgnt and
academic language teachers should be convene& on an
annual basis for each of the major language families.
Their purpose would be to share informsation about
problems, pedagogical technology, and materials. The
hosts would be the Inter-Agency Language Rourdtable on
the government side, and on the academic side one or
more of the national organizativns, such as the Center
for Applied Linguistics, the American Council of
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Teachers of Foreign Languages, or the Modern Language
Association, and the professional organizations of the
teachers of each language.

SUSTAINING EXISTING NATIONAL RESOURCES

Problem:

The cost of teaching low-density languages is
increasingly difficult to justify inm traditional
administrative budgetary terms. The basic reason for
high costs is small and decentralized demand for
instruction by students who require high-level language
skills for research and other purposes. Some coverage
of all languages is needed.

As noted in the Presmble, throughout this report we
vill be dealing mostly with the promises yet to be
fulfilled, with the next development stage of campus~-
based language studies, rather tham with its past
accomplishments. It should be said at the outset,
- however, that the nation can point with pride to the
unrivaled diffusion of instruction in what the Europeans
call "ittle languagea” throughout higher education in
the United States.

Much of this growth, particularly its extension
into the least commonly tsught languages, has resulted
from sponsorship of Title VI by the National Defense
Education Act, now the Higher Educationm Act. However, in
almost every case, the primary burden for long-term
sustenance of these teaching capacities on the campuses
has been borne by univergities out of state or private
funds as part of their regular budgets. Private founda-
tions rarely permit their funds to be used for regular
salary support for such teaching positions. The total
salary expenses paid out of the Title VI grants for
language faculty in those programs in 1981-82 was
$1,699,365; the total Department of Education Title VI
grants in 1981-82 was $10 million. In other words, in
198i, 16.22 of Title VI budget allocations was spent on
language jinstruction. In fact, the portion of Title VI
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graots spent on language instruction has been declining:
in 1976-77, 17.71 of the total Title VI grant monies was
sgent on language iastruction.

The first four columns of Appendix D indicate the
extent of the diffusion throughout higher education of
instruction in each of the less commonly taught lan-
guages, and the extent to which the federally supported
Title VI centers are the sole or primary providers of
that instruction.

The languages of special interest to language and
area studies that have more diffuse roots in the educa-
tional system are Spanish, Hebrew, Russian, Chinese,
Japanese, and, to a lesser extent, Arabic. The lan-
guages almost totally dependent for their instructiom on
Title VI centers are all of the Central Asian languages;
all African languages except Swvahili and Hausa; the
Indian languages of Latin Americe; non~Arab languages of
the Middle East; Southeast snd South Asian languages;
and, except for places where there are clusters of
ethnic interest, the languages of the Balkan and Baltic
areas. As can be seen, there are a number of languages
and, of course, even more dialects that are not taught
anywnere in the United States.

The universities' willingness to take on these
respongibilities is truly remarkable. The bulk of the
support for this teaching comes from university budgets.
As their financial resources have come uader growing
stress, all instructional programs that have & high
faculty-to-student ratio have come increasingly under
critical review.

There is no problem in this regard in the high-
enrollment languages~-we use this term in the relative
sense, that is, high enrollments within the generally
low-enrollment profile of the less commonly taught
languages--and some, such as the Esst Asian languages,
are undergoing an enrollment boom in many places, most
noticeably in introductory-level classes. The internal
economies of the universities, however, are forcing a
review of their commitments to low-enrollment teaching
programs, and are requiring fresh decisions as to which
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ones should continue to benefit from administrative
forbearance from the application of strictly economic
criteria. Even if one includes the high-enrollment
languages, instruction in the less commonly taught lan-
guages is a prime candidate for such critical review.
The distribution of language courses by class size in
the 39 Title VI centers on which we had detailed infor—
mation for 1981-82 is given in Table 2.1. This table
indicates the number and percentage of language courses
given in these centers whose enrollments consisted of 1)
10 or fewer students; 2) 11 to 20 students; and 3) 21 or
more students.

Table 2.1, particulariy the second row, indicates
the scale of the problem facing university administra-
tors, language and area center faculty, and the nstion.
In a large number of the scarce language courses, par-
ticularly those in the least commonly taught languages
and at the upper skill level, enrollments are low by
general university standards. For instance, out of 87
language courses at all levels taught in the South Asia
Title VI-supported centers, 83 or 951 were taught in
classes with 10 or fewer students enrolled in them. The
equivalent figures for Inner Asia were 90X, for
Southeast Asia 100Z, and for African languages 83%. It
is not surprising that such courses stand out on a
dean's or 8 financial officer's charts like a sore
thumb. Even for higher-enrol lment languages like Japa-
nese and Chinese, enrollments in advanced courses-—the
very courses usually taught by the most senior
faculty-—continue to be very low, while the high-
enrol lment introductory courses tend to be taught by the
less experienced or untrained instructors.

Given this obvious low student—-to-faculty ratio,
and these parlous financial times for . universities, it
is surprising that there has not been more attritiom in
our natiomal capacity to teach the scarce languages than
seems to have taken place. A careful comparison of the
course of ferings of those 39 Title VI centers by lan-
guage in 1976 and 1982 did not show a major attrition in
offerings. However, there is some erosion already in
some of the languages—-—for instance, in Turkish and
South Asian languages; had we extended our enumeration
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Table 2.1

Number and Percent of Language Classes By Number of Enrollees in a
Sample of Title VI Centers, 1982

SIZE CLASSES BY KUMBER OF ENROLLEES

1-10 11-20 . 21 OR MORE
RO. OF X OF KO. OF 22 0OF NO. OF X OF TOTAL
COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL CODRSES

WORLD AREA

AF  With High-Enrollment 29 a3 4 11 2 6 35
Languages

Without Righ-Earoliment 29 &3 4 il 2 6 35
Languages

EA With High-Enrollment 72 50 31 22 &0 28 143
Languages

Without High-Enrol lment 29 58 7 14 14 28 50
Languages
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Table 2.1 (continued)

.
Rumber and Percent of Language Classes By Number of Enrollees in a
Sample of Title VI Centers, 1982

SIZE CLASSES BY NUMBER OF ENROLLEES

1-10 11-20 21 OR MORE
NO. OF X OF RO. OF Z OF NO. OF X OF TOTAL
COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES

WORLD AREA

EE With High-Enrollment 87 53 41 25 36 22 164
Languages

Without High-Enrollment 67 713 12 13 13 14 92
Languages

IA With High~Enrollment 19 90 1 5 1 S 21
Languages

Without High-Enrollment 19 90 1 5 1 5 21
Languages
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Table 2.1 (continued)

$

Number and Percent of Lamguage Classes By Number of Enrollees im a
Sample of Title VI Centers, 1982

s

SIZE CLASSES BY NUMBER OF ENROLLEES

1-10 11-20 21 OR MORE
NO. OF X OF RO. 0 X OF NO. OF X OF TOTAL
COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES

WORLD AREA

LA With High-Enrollwment 24 30 12 15 43 54 79
Languages

Without High-Earollment 14 58 4 17 6 25 © 24
Languages

MB With High-Enrollment 6% 68 19 20 11 12 95
Languages

Without High-Enrollment 49 86 7 12 1 2 57
Languages
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Numher and Percent of Language Classes By Bumber of Enrollees in s
Sample of Title VI Centers, 1982

KA

3

NO. OF

COURSES TOTAL

SIZE CL. 8SES AY NUMBER OF ENROLLEES

1-10
% OF

11-20 21 Ok MORE ,
HO. OF X OF X0. OF X OF TOTAL
COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES

WORLD AREA

SA With High-Earcllment
Languages
Without High-Enrollment
Languages

83

83

95
95

N
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Table 2.1 (comtinued)

Number and Percent of hhguge Classes By Number of Enrollees in a
Sample of Title VI Centers, 1982

SIZE CLASSES BY NUMBER OF ENROLLEES

1-10 11-20 21 OR MORE
NO. OF % OF NO. OF XY OF KO.OF ¥ OF TOTAL
COURSES YOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES TOTAL COURSES

VOBLD AREA
] 1 iith Bigh—-Earollment 42 100 0 - 0 - 42
Languages
Without' High-Enrollment 42 100 0 - 0 - 42

Laas'mg_es

Note: Bigh—enrollnent languages = Spanish, Chinese, Japsnese, Arabic, Hebrew, and
Russian.

Sample Size = number of centers analyzed out of total number of Title VI centers
(1982), by world area: AF-4/10; EA-7/16; IA-1/1; LA-6/16; ME-5/13; ER-6/12; SA-6/8; SE-
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to programs lover in the national hierarchy of centers,
ve would undoubtedly have encountered greater evidence
of curtailment in language offerings.

The findings of these tabulations of courses and
course enrollments were reinforced by our campus visits.
In the very strong centers, most but not all of the
language teaching capacity was still being preserved,
although the level of staffing, particularly the ability
to move poeitions into tenured or tenure~track lines,
vas beginning to weaken, and there have already been
. casualties at some institutions.

Almost invariably, hovever, we heard concern for
the future, particularly with respect to staffing in the
least commonly tgught languages. The importance of
Title VI funding in reinforcing the university's deci-
sion to maintain its scarce laaguage instructiomal
capacity in the pationai interest was consistently
stressed in our interviews, although all university
administrators emphasized that the academic quality of
the program was their primary comnsideration. 1In a
number of cases, however, the administrators we inter-
viewed were worried about their ability in the long rum
to protect these language instructional programs against
the pressures of the universities' internal economies.

In short, we found that the national resource for
instruction in the less commonly taught languages is
only beginning to fray at the edges, but there is a
widely shared concern that past progress is im real
danger of slipping away in the near future.

In addition to the problems of sustaining the
current resource base, there are & number of highly
specific agendas for the expansion into languages not
yet covered. A few years ago, the Modern Language
Association mapped out a phased target list of some 100
lang.ages, sorting them into high and low priority and
indicating the kinds of resources that should ideally be
available in each.3 1In 198), the Africanists surveyed
the language training needs of that field.” And within
the past few months, the American Association for the
Advancement of Slavic Studies has prepared such an
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overall plan for Russian.

Does the national interest lie in helping preserve
the campus-based resources in scarce language
instruction? One ansver lies in whether the govern-
ment's own lasngusge teaching and staffing is now suffi-
cient in these languages. The final columns of Appendix
D indicate 1) those languages that are currently taught
in the primary government language schools; and 2) an
estimate of the resources of language-competent person-
nel in each language in the DOD intelligence branches
for fiscal year 1983. The columns marked with an "X"
indicate which agencies--the Defense Language Institute,
the Foreign Service Institute, the Central Intelligence
Agency, or the National Security Agency--have language
materials available, whether developed in-house or
commercially; the assumption is that if an agency has
language instruction materials, it has the capacity to
teach that language subject to the availability of
qualified instructors.

From Appendix D it is clear that current government
capacities for some langusges exceed those on the
campus, but there are others where university-based
instruction stands alone. There is only one African
language and one South Asian language for which the DOD
indicates a requirement but for which there is currently
no capacity, although for many languages the number of
qualified people available is below the curremtly
projected requirements. More importsntly, there are 50
languages on the DOD-generated list for which there is
no expressed requirement, and there is no mention on the
list of a number of the major languages of South Asia,
Southeast Asia, and Africa. We must hope that there are
no imminent "surges,™ as the DOD calls them, where a
fresh "hot spot" requires language capacities not
presently envisioned. More important.y, these data
suggest that there are languages currently not being
taught in either military language teaching schools or
on the campus. Knowledge of these languages could take
on major importance to our mation, even with respect to
our military operations.

Reference to the DOD's sudden "surges” in demand
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reminds us that the lead time for tooling up to meet
those surges is considerable. One characteristic of
campus-~based language teaching capacities, in part
because of tenure rules and the general conventions of
academic appointment, is that they are more durable than
the staffing patterns of the DOD or other government
agencies. Moreover, the government pays only the
marginal costs for on-campus teaching capacities rather
than the full costs it must bear for sustaining such
capacities within its own staff. In addition, it should
be remembered that the numerical figures on total
capacity within the DOD refer only to an existing stock
of specialists, some of whom will have been trained in
the universities, and to people competent im these
languages.

We do not mean to suggest that campus-based lan-
guage teachers should be recruited into intelligence
roles. As we will note more generally later, the dif-
ferences in roles on both sides of the divide are quite
clear end wvorth meintaiming., It would appear, however,
that the campus-based training of students in the
scarcest of the languages is of mutual interest.

Given the fact that the continued presence of
scarce language instruction on the campus may come to
depend increasingly on the enrollment~based internal
economics of the university, one obvious way to emsure
their continuation is to increase enrollments to the
extent that the courses are ecomomically viable. This
suggests the development of plans for either an increase
in demsnd on a8 single campus or the aggregation of
demand across a set of cooperating colleges. However,
for many languages, increasing enrollments is neither
poasible nor, from the perspective of the student or the
national interest, desirable. Neither the job market
nor the national need is great emough to justify such a
strategy. The only alternative is that more of the
marginal costs of sustaining such teaching capacity must
be borne by the federal government, which has a stake in
its maintenance at least equal to and perhaps greater
than the institution.

Obviously, some consolidation on all campuses is
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inevitable. Moreover, some of the current language
teaching competencies already comprise second and third
languages for teachers, rather than ome teacher per
language. More of this is likely to happen, although
the quality of coverage in individual languages will
probably suffer. Physical exhaustion on the part of the
teacher and poor learning on the pasrt of the student are
the price of expanding the practice of making one
teacher teach two or three languages at all levels. The
increasingly common practice of staffing some language
courgses with foreign students or with visiting Fulbright
scholars whose main qualification is that they are
native speakers will lower the standard of instruction
even further.

What aurely will not serve the national interest is
for every center to drop the same languages 80 that the
national profile of available language instructionis
seriously curtailed. Clearly some centralized monitor—
ing and planning is essential to maintain a representa-
tive national corps of teachers in the less commonly
taught languages.

At the same time, instruction in the least commo'ly
taught languages is a natural domain for the development
of some of the cooperative teaching ventures across
institutions, and for the movement of students and
faculty among institutions. There is some informal
selection of languages offered among programs now, but,
to our knowledge, cooperative agreements to be jointly
responsible for language instruction occur only in
special summer programs. Surely, if the federal govern-
ment is to be asked to bear some of the costs for
sustaining instruction in some of the rarest of the less
commonly taught languages, parsimony urges that a
deliberate plan be Jdevised among the centers as to which
program will sustain which languages, and how the
teaching resources in these languages will be made
available to students enrolled in other institutions.
It is not unressonable to suggest that this is one of
the domains in which the government and the academic
language teaching establishments might engage in some
joint planning.
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Recommendation: .
A supplemental national support program should be
devised to assure the continuation of our capacity to
teach the least commonly taught languages on our cam-
puses. Some Title VI funds should be specifically
earmarked for this purpose instead of coming out of the
162 of general cenmter support currently allocated for
language instruction. BRach major center receiving
support should be required to cover at &8 minimum one of
the least commonly taught languages relating to its
area, with careful attention to complementarity both
within the program and nationally. In additionm, par-
tially aupported posts to sustain instruction in lan-
guages that are judged to be critical to the national
interest would be open to national competition; be sub-
ject to sharing with an institution or set of institu-
tions; and be contingent upon the development of a
national cooperative planm for the maintenance and
sharing of instruction in the least commonly taught
languages for each area studies group.

We would, however, postpone sxpansion into nev languages
until some of the issues discussed below are dealt with.

PERSISTENT PROBLEMS IN CAMPUS-BASED LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION

All in all, there have been remarkably few changes
in the organization and technology of instruction in the
less commonly taught languages. Among the problems

identified in Richard Lambert's Lapguage and Area
Studies Review (LASR) that still remain are the

following.

On most campuses and for most languages, there are
still steep enrollment gradients by skill level--that
is, in languages and programs where there is substantial
enrollment, it is overvhelmingly concentrated at the
firat- or second-year level. With the exception of a
few languages with substantial enrollments, such as
Arabic, Jspanese, and Russisn--we omit the West European
languages from this discussion since they comprise a
totally different phenomenon on the campus with, alas,
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almost no ties to the scarce language teaching
enterprise-—there are few articulated teaching materials
that take the student sequentially through the entire
range of ekill levels. Especially limited are the
teaching materials and classroom styles for imparting
the upper-level language skills that should distinguish
the true specialist. More generally, the production of
nev teaching materials, vith a fev exceptions we will
mention, has slowed down and the existing ones are in
sore need of updating. The field is just beginning to
face the problem of providing learning materials and
instructionsl opportunities for professionals who need
to maintain or refresh language skills lost through less
than full use of the language over time.

On many campuses the overvhelwing, occasionally
exclusive emphasis on literary and classical languages
in upper-level courses continues. By and large, skill
testing still comprises achievement tests geared to the
content of classroom instruction or the particular text
used. There is limited articulation between domestic
and overseas language training, and, in some cases,
between the levels of language instruction within the
program itself. There has been no sustained effort to
tailor on-campus language instruction to the needs of
non-academic employers who might be expected to hire the
students. Very little sttention has been paid to
providing language instruction for adult learners,
vhether they be academics choosing to work in an area
after their student days sre over, or businessmen,
government professionals, or others whose work requires
them to work for long periods of time overseas.

The most satisfactory combinatiom of the very
different pedagogical skills of native speaker drill
masters and American linguists is still to be imple-
meuted. In some cases we have highly trained native
speaker teachers, but in many others their principal
qualification is that they learned the language growing
up in, or conducting original research on the literature
of, their former country. There is a long-term trend of
surrendering classroom instruction to native speaker
teachers, many of whom have not been trained for the
vork.
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We note that many of the mission-oriented agencies
with language instructional responsibilities hsve faced
and worked toward solutions to some of these problems,
but there is so little connection between the campus and
the government world that innovations on either side of
the divide are rarely available to, or taken advautage
of, by the other sides This is particularly true of
skill testing snd of the utilization of high-technology
equipment to emhance the effectiveness of language
teaching. The fundamental structural problem of the
field uas yet to be facud: dispersed, discontinuous,
and lowv-volume demand for instruction in all but the
most commonly taught of the less commonly taught lan-
guages, coupled with an increasingly spotty teaching
capacity on a8 limited number of campuses.

It is to these continuing problems of the field
that we now turn our attention.

AREA STUDY GROUP DIFFERENCES

Problem:

The needs, resources, and problems of instruction in the
various langusges are quite different. Hence, any next—
stage planning must be tailored to the special needid of
each area group. S8Simultaneous attention to all
languages is not practical.

Beforr we pronceed to discuss our findings with
respect to the next stage of langusge instructionm in the
less commonly taught languages, it must be noted that
the nature of the problems and current capacity of the
teaching establishment to make the required changes vary
among the different area studies groups. Latin American
and West European studies programs can largely leave the
problems of language instruction to the traditional
Romance and perhaps Germanic language departments,
althovzh the Latin Americsn programs have to stress the
particular variety of Spanish and Portuguese spoken in

Central and South America, Both they and the West———

European studies programs have to supplement training in
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the regular language departments by adding high-level
spoken and comprehension skills largely through experi-
ence in the countries of the region. It is at this
advanced and highly focused level that improvement is
needed in language instruction for those area studies
groups. Instruction in Chinese, Japanese, Arabic, and
Russian, oo the other hand, is likely to be the respon-
sibility of the language 8nd area studies programs,
vhere they are taught from the lowest to the highest
levels.

There is8, in fact, a continuum in the degree of
development of the language teaching systems among the
aresa studies groups. The position of an area studies
group on this continuum is reflected in the size, degree
of importance, extensiveness of teaching materials, and
movement toward a self-conacious strategy for language
teaching, as well as the level of competency that
student s-—and faculty——are likely to achieve in one of
the languages of the area in which they are expert.
Among the factors that influence these differences in
development are 1) the ease with which Americans can
learn the language; 2) the number of languages to be
covered; 3) the dispersal of learming opportunities
throughout the educational system; and 4) the extent to
wvhich sources of research and sojourns in the country
require a mastery of one of the indigenous languages.

0f special importance in this contrast smong ares
stud, groups is the intrinsic difficulty of the relevant
languages for Americans trying to learn them from
scratch, reflected in the amount of time the student and
the program must allocate to language “learning out of
the total training time. A clue to these varying levels
of difficulty is the categorization of languages by
difficulty level based upon the length of time American
students on the average take to learn them at the
Defense Language Institute (DLI). Table 2.2 presents
the recent classification of languages from the least
difficult in Category I to the most difficult in
Category IV. These are the DLI's classifications. We,
in fact, would move & few languages from one category to

another, particularly in the middle ranges; furthermore,
many languages taught on the campuses are not included

A7
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Table 2.2

The Defense Language Institute Classification of

Languages by Level of Difficulty

LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY

1 11 111 IV
Afrikaans German Albanian Arabic
Basque Hindi Amharic Chinese
Danish Indonesian Bengali Japanese
Dutch Malay Bulgarian Korean
French Romanisn Burnmese
Italian Urdu Casmbodian
Norwegian Czech
Portuguese Finnish
Spanish Greek
Swahili Hebrew
Swedisgh Hungarian
) Lao

Nepalese

Persian

Polish

Pashto

Russian

Serbo~Creoatian

Tagalog

Thai

Turkigh

Vietnamese

in this list.

However, these DLI ratings do indicate in

a general fashion the relative levels of difficulty of
these languages and consequently the amount of time that
needs to be expended by students in learning them.

To return to the basic point,

the area studies

groups can be ranked with regard to their language
ekills by where they fall on each of these four
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dimensions: learning difficulty, number of languages,
availability of instruction, and essentiality. For
instance, West European languages, inc uding Spanish for
Latin America, enjoy a favorable situa.ion on all four
dimensions; Quechua and other Indian .anguages (not
listed in Table 2.2) have the least developeu Language
teaching systems; and Portuguese falls somewhere in
between. Russian and especially East Asian languages
are more difficult to learn, but inatructiom in these.
languages is available in many locations and at various
levels of the educational system; there are few
opportunities for either research or sojourns in the
Soviet Union and East Asia that do not require the use
of the language. Middle Eastern, South Asian, Southeast
Asian, and African languages, in about that order, fall
on the unfavorable gide in all four dimensions, although
Arabic is moving toward the same position as Russian or
East Asian languages and is following a similar
transition on each dimension. The statement of Michael
Lofchie in his summary of the special needs of African
studies illustrates the continuum quite well:

Africa has 2,000 languages, many of which have
highly diff®rentiated dialects. Selecting
which of thkse languages should bde taught on
a regular basis, and at what levels, is a
formidably difficult problem. Finding the
resources to mount an effective program is
almost impossible. Many of the key
individuals involved in the administration of
African language teaching programs would, if
pressed to the wall, acknowledge that their
resources are stretched beyond razor-thin. We
are not doing as good a job of teaching
African lernguages as we should. This is due
in part to the sheer immensity of the task,
and in part to the lack of language teaching
materials in this aresa.?

In view of these differences in the level of
development of language instruction among the various
world area studies groups, the urgency of these problems
and recommendations will vary accordingly. The
languages that most closely meet the requirements
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referred to above to effect a major upgrading in
instructional technology are Japanese, Chinese, Arabic,
and Russian. These four languages are at the high-
difficulty level of the spectrum; they are essential for
research in the ares; and they have a substantial corpus
of teaching materials, a fairly well-developed tradition
of work on effective. langunge pedagogy. and a wide range
of programs that ptovide instruction. Accordingly, im
the experimental stages of attempting to move campus—
baeged language instruction to a higher level, and in
view of the scarcity of finsncisl resources, & starting
point in the development strategies we are about to
suggest would be with language teaching in these four
languages. The effort at improvement cam then be
directed more generally over the remainder of the least
commonly taught languages.

Recommendation:

Experimental programs for upgrading campus-based
language instruction should begin with Japanese,
Chinese, Russian, and Arabic.

A COMMON METRIC OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
Problem: -
In the academic training system, there is now no
standardized way of measuring an individual's language
skills. This impedes efficient articulation across the
levels of training and certification of an individual's
skill level. Furthermore, the differential effective-
ness of pedagogical styles and teaching materials cannot
be establ.shed.

-

We take as fundamental to the notion of a language
and area specialist that such a specialist should have a
high level of competency in one or more of the languages
of the area in which expertise is professed. The
implication of this simple premise is that analyses and
recommendations should start with the production of
languags competencies in individuals. Given the
partitioning of the academic system into semester,
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Quarter, or academic year units, and with students
moving acroes different levels of the educational system
snd cften to different sites for instructionm, it is time
that a way of measuring the individual's language
proficiency be devised that will reflect real skill
levels, not just how many years of language instruction
the student has had and vhat grades he received in the
courses.

Most discussions of resources for scarce language
instruction stop with the descriptiom of course
of ferings and enrollments by language. Indeed, these
are the only data currently available on campus-based
programs; even these are no longer assembled centrally
on an annual basis. However. we believe that while such
programmatic statistics were appropriate for the rapid-
growth stage of language and ares studies, they now tend
to mask an important problem that must be faced. That
i8, if ve put aside for the moment the question of the
number of languages taught and total enrollments, the
crucial question relevant to the creation and
maintenance of a corps of language and area specialists
is: how many people are already trained or are in the
process of being trained to high levels of competency in
each language? We mean by full competency not just the
Foreign Service Institute (FSI) level 2--"limited
working proficiency™-which DLI aims at, but a closer
approximation to the full fluency that an educated
native speaker has.

The truth is that we really do not know what the
actual level of language competency of most members of
the existing pool of language and area specialists is,
whether at the end of trainimg or later during their
professional careers. While DLI and F8I do assign
normalized test scores at the erd of training, and while
there has been some progress in making the rating
systems in the various services and other branches of
the government compatible, there are still deficiencies
in record keeping. Many of the scores in individual
personnel records are based on self-ratings or old test
scores, and for most DOD personmnel there is no record of
the recency of either a test or a self-rating. Most
individuals are not reexamined in a language unless they
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choose to be. As a consequence, in most cases. the
highest rating ever achieved is allowed to stand in the
record forever.

On the academic side, the only measure we have to
go by is the number of semesters or quarters during
vhich a language has been studied, occasionally with an
indication of the highest year level in which a course
vas taken. Within the program itself, end-of-course,
end-of-year, or end-of-training examinations tend to be
geared to the actual material used in the classrooms and
textbooks, rather than to an external criteriom for the
students' skill level. Moreover, even in the current
system of counting years and semesters spent in class,
there is little evidence of integration across the
various levele of instruction. The recent survey by the
Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) of campus-based
teaching programs in the less commonly taught languages
included questions on the procedures used to assess
students' progress. The CAL findings are worth quoting
at length in this respect.

As would be anticipated, across both course
levels, "general observation of student
performance during the course" is the most
frequently cited assessment procedure (99Z of
the total renpondentn in both instances),
followed by paper-aud—pencxl quizzes prepared
by the instructor™ (95% and 912 for the
beginning and intermediate cdurses,
respectively) and "end-of-term written
exsmination prepared independently by the
individual instructor” (85 and 89%). Foa
both beginning and intermediate levels, use of
an "end-of-term written examination prepared
on a department-wide bagis (or by individual
instructors following & specified department-
wide model)"” was infrequently mentioned (17%
and 162 respectively)... [emphasis addedl].

Although the development of proficiency in
listening comprehension was judged by the
respondents as the most important and second
most important teaching objective for
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beginning and f;terlediate courses, only 652
of the begigning course and 552 of the inter-
mediate course instructors indicated that they
made use of "a test of listening comprehen-
sion, in which the student wmust indicate com-
prehension of the target language as spoken by
the instructor or given on a tape recording.”
With respect to the testing of speaking abili-
ty, the positive responses to both "face-to-
face speaking proficiency interview such as
the Foreign Service Institute (FSI)-type

.interview or other formalized conversation-

based test" and to "a speaking test in which
the student records his or her responses on
tape” were quite a bit higher (especially for
the former) than would have been anticipated.
For both beginning and intermediate courscs,
392 of the responding instructors indicated
that they gave a "face-to-face speaking pro-
ficiency interview" of an FSI- or other
formalized type. Although the direct testing
of speaking proficiency by means of a struc-
tured interview such as that originally
developed by the Foreign Service Imstitute has
within the past two or three years begun to be
known to ard u° 4+ .. "nme extent by the aca-
demic coms' . . .1.e= has been for the most
part withiu the larger-volume languages
(principally French and Spanish), and would in
no event approach the frequency of use sug-
gested by the response data. A more appro-
priate explanation of the survey results for
this question is probably that the question
was quite libera!ly interpreted by the respon-
dents to includz .- type of general conversa-
tion with tr¢ students as constituting a
“"proficiency interview,"” notwithstanding the
intended emphasis on highly formalized pro-
cedures in the original yuestion....

The assessment of develuped proficiency in the
langus ve by means of an "externally-prepared
standardized test" was, by all odds, the least
frequently reported tosting procedure at both
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beginning and intermediate levels (3T and 4I,
respectively). Absolutely no use of such
tests wvas reported for Western European,

Arabic, Other East Asian, Southeast Asian, and
Sub-Saharan African languages at the beginning
level and for the same languages plus Other
East European, Other Middle East and North
African, and South Asian at the intermediate
level. This is#undoubtedly & raflection of
the fact that, with the known exceptions of
the Japanese Proficiency Test, developed in
1979 through a grant from the Japan—-U S.
Friendship Commission, and the MLA-Cooperative

Proficiency Iaste fox Teachexs and Advanced
Students in Russian ‘developed in 1961 and no

longer readily availadle), there are currently
available no objective, mon~curriculum speci-
fic, standardized tests of functional profi-
ciency in the less commonly taught languages.
(» standardized test of listening comprehen—
sion and reading proficiency in Chinese [and a
similar test in Hindi] is under development
through a grant from the Department of Educa~
tion, but will not be available for general

use until the Spring of 1984.) In the absence

&1 3 ] % LS 28 4 3 e ) *Orms REG DY ek )
determinine the student's ability to function

1v difficul :
and validity [emphasis addedl].

We may add that there are geveral additional
ventures afoot in the development of proficiency tests
on the academic side. For example, the American Council
of Teachers of Foreign Languages f{ACTFL) has been
encouraged by the Department of Education to extend its
recent proficiency standard setting in the commonly
taught languages to include the less commonly taught
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ones. We are plessed to note that staff members from
the government language teaching schools have been quite
helpful in this process. However, the ACIFL's work to
date has been largely with the West European languages
taught by most of its members, and haa been aimed at
creating refined gradations for the lower levels of
skills that are charactevistic of most high school and
college-level instruction. Developing proficiency
measures at the advanced skill levels and in the more
difricult languages _represents a fresh challenge.

In the covrse of a major project studying language
skill attrition, fresh tests aimed at measuring
advanced-level proficiencies in Arabic, Chinese,
Japanese, and Hindi are being developed by the staffs of
the overseas advanced language training centers in
Cairo, Taipei, and Tokyo, the CAL, and staff from
several of the Title VI centers. Following the
completion of tests designed to measure real-life
proficiency in reading and oral comprehemsion plus oral
production, a series of diagnostic tests will be
developed for Arabic, Chinese, sand Japanese.

The development of such tests is « ly a first step.
Their use as part of the standard operating procedures
of 8 wvide variety of language teaching institutions is
at least as important as the development of the tests
themselves. For instance, on our campus visits, we were
surprised to see how little use was made of the readily
available standardized test for the measurement of
proficiency in Japanese. Toward this end, one of the
reasons for setting proficiency standards for admission
to and graduation from the overseas advanced lsnguage
training centers is t.at they provide excellent points
of leverage to influence the rest of the academic
training process in the United States, since the
graduates of the state-side programs compete for scarce
awards to attend the overseas programs. Evem with this
leverage, however, it is essential that a special effort
be made to encourage the use of proficiency tests in
more of the Title VI centers. We note that the
guidel ines for the fiscal year 1984 competition for
Title VI center support are a recognition of this
objective.
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A further step in the direction of assuring
.widespread use of normed proficiency tests would be to
require their use as part of the eligibility for support
of a Title VI center, and from the student, some
evidence of accomplishment according to nationally
accepted standards as a8 minimal requirement for federal
fellowship support at the advanced training level.
However, it is our belief that unless and until the
teachers of the less commonly taught languages, perhaps
through their professional organizations, are committed
to the creation and use of upper skill level proficiency
tests, progress will be slow.

It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of
developing s common metric geared to aztual proficiency
in a language, & metric that will not be tied to
particular classrooms or styles of instruction. Within
the armed services as well as throughout the government,
the advantages of a8 common metric are widely recognized.
Indeed, as pay differentials are increasingly tied to
language proficiency scores, the development of an
agreed upon, relatively objective standard of
measurement is mandatory. On the academic side, the
development of &8 common metric will make it possible to
shift attention from the layering of courses and
textbooks to skill levels of individual students. It
will also facilitate the movement of students among
institutions, including attendance at jointly wanaged
summer programs, and will enhance the employment
prospects of program graduates in non—academic positiomns
since their usable language competencies could be
measured and known.

A significant further benefit from reliable
measurement of proficiency is the possibility of
improving the teaching of languages. It would become
possible to determine, objectively instead of by hunch,
what aspects of various teaching methods actually work
in promoting maximum proficiency for most students, or
for particular kinds of students, including those most
and least gifted. It is startling to note that, to our
know ledge, there is no systematic, empirical, compara-
tive testing of the various newly coined teaching
methods. Surely, some controlled classroom experimenta-
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tion pinpointing the effect of various tesching method-
ologies would be in order once a common metric ig agreed
upon. Classroom—oriented research om the relative effi-
ciency of various pedagogical styles has just begum with
respect to the commonly taught lamguages; it is still on
the horizon for most of the less commonly taught lan-
guages. For some of the languages with very few enroll-
wments, it will be some time before emough experience has
been generated to norm a particular test, but a begin-
ning can be made in the development of beshavioral goals
and in the creation of test items s0 that individual
cases can be accumulatel over time and classrooms and,
eventually, normed tests can be created.

The development of a common metric and its applica-
tion to enhance the. effectiveness of pedagogy is an area
of common interest for the two separate language teach-
ing systems, that of the DOD and that of the campus.
While the purposes, important proficiency domains, and
targeted levels of skill will differ within and between
the two systems--for instance, the particular language
performance needs of cryptographers differ from those of
authropologists carrying out field research--each has a
stake in developing some standardized composite and
segmental measures of proficiency that will equate lan-
guage ekills across system boundaries. Each system has
a major stake in using these common metrics to determine
what works best in the classroom for particular lan-
guages, at particular levels, and for particular pur-
poses.

Recommendation:

A major effort should be undertaken, within both the
Department of Defense and the campus—~based teaching
systems for the less commonly taught languages, to
develop a common, proficiency-based metric. These
efforts should be carried on in a parallel fashion
within the various teaching establishments to ensure
their maximal applicability to the particular needs of
each institution and language. But efforts should be
coordinated on the government side by a committee of the
Inter~Agency Language Roundtable, and on the academic
side by existing coordinating institutions and
organizations such as the American Council of Teachers
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of Foreign Languages, the Center for Applied
Linguistics, and the area-specific language teaching
organizations where expertise can be assembled. In
addition, special efforts must be made to assure the
widespread use of existing tests and those to be
developed. Once these measures are adopted, basic
research on the effectiveness of various teaching
strategies needs to be encouraged.

RAISING LEVELS OF LANGUAGE COMPETENCY

Problem:

High-level competency in the less commonly taught
languages is difficult to achieve and maintain, and the
number of Americans who have done so is too small. The
competency of many Ppresumed language and asres
specialists is inadequate. Too many students are
graduating with too low a leve! of language competency.

Language Competency in the Existing Pool of Specialists

A widely held claim has 1t that Anglo-Saxons are
poor learners of other languages and that among them,
Americans are the poorest. Whatever the truth of this
notion, it does appear to be true that for many in the
pool of specialists, both those who were self-recruited
after their training was completed and those whose
expertise came almost entirely from training and
subsequent professional experience, language skills
could stand considerable improvement.

To test this proposition, we should have in hand
the common metric mentioned above and some recent
evaluation data on a8 substantial number of specialista.
Without such data, it is possible only to guess at the
general level of language competencies among specialists
today. The mos’ recent comprehensive data we have are
self-ratings in the 1970 LASR. At that time, some
21.17 of all specialists indicated that they had no
language competency at all with respect to their world
area, and only 412 indicated that they could read and

Q8
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speak one of the indigenous languages of the area
Yeasily." It is impossible to know whether any progress
has been made since 1970. Our campus interviews
indicated that some progress had been made, but how wuch
is quite uncertain.

We do have some spotty evidence both about the
current levels of competency and about change in those
levels over time. In a survey conducted in 1981 as part
of Warren Rason's 'Dynamic Inventory of Soviet and East
Europesn Studies in the United States,” 13.5% of his
respondents reported no competency inm speaking or
reading Russian (compared with 5.12 in the 1970 LASR),
while 4#2.31 reported that they were fluent and 26.22
vere above average in one or more of the languages of
the area (compared with 57.1% in 1970 who indicated that
they could read and speak an area language easily). The
ssnples are a8 bit different, of course, but the percent-
ages are probably not far of £.7

In South Asisn studies, we have & peer group
reputational evaluation. rather than a self-rating, of
South Asia scholars conducted as part of the National

Targets survey undexr the gegis of the Nationsl Coumcil

on Foreign Language and Internatiomal Studies. In this
survey, it was estimated that 28.62 of all the South
Asia specialists who wrote books, articles, or disserta-
tioms, delivered scholarly papers, or won research
fellowships were judged to have no language conpetency.s
The proportion of those who indicated no language
competency in the 1970 gsurvey was 23.43. We have no
information as to whether the proportion with upper-
level gkills has changed very much.

While we have little comparable information on
changes over time and no cross—gsectional inventory of
all specialists' competencies since the 1970 survey, we
do have some information on the self~-rated language
competencies of Russian and East European specialists
from the dats in Warren Eason's 1981 "Dynamic
Inventory." Eason uSed a relative scale--that is, he
asked people to rate themselves vis—a-vis a8 lvpothetical
average competency rather than give their view of their
fluency against some absolute standard. Table 2.3
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Table 2.3

lLanguage Speaking Competencies of Soviet
and East EBuropean Specialists
SKILL LEVEL
BELOW ABOVE
MINIMAL AVG. AVERAGE AVG. FLUENT TOTAL
NO. OF
4 2, p 4 y 4 2 SPECIALISTS
LARGUAGE I - -
‘Russian 15.4 16.8 26.0 { 22.5 19.4 1028
.Ukrainian 45.1 15.0 8.3 6.8 24.8 133
‘Baltica 12.5 8.3 16.7 12.5 50.0 24
Caucasus? 27.3 9.1 27.3 9.1 27.3 11
‘Asian Lgs.€ 40.0 20.0 15.0 15.0 10.0 20
Polish 43.2 19.1 9.9 8.1 19.8 294

™
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- Czech 39.4 18.8 13.1 8.6
Serbo-Croatiand 16.0 14.0 25.7 21.3
- Bumgarian® 25.9 9.3 11.1 9.3
Romanisn 41.3 18.2 5.5 7.3

20.0
23.0
44.4

21.8

175
300
54

54

@ Lithuanian, Latvian, Estonian

b Azerbaijan, Georgian, Armenian

€ Uzbek, Kazakh, Tadghik, Turkman, Kirghiz
{~ d Serbian, Crostian, Macedonian, Slovenian

€ Hungariam, Magyar

Source: Eason, "A Dynamic Iaventory."
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presents the results of that survey for each of the
languages covered.

The most interesting observation from Table 2.3 is
that except for Russian and some of the least commonly
taught languages where the specialiste are most likely
to be native speakers, a large percentage of those
claiming a language competency put themselves at the
lower end of the scale.

The comprehensive data from the 1970 LASR, plus
the scattered data assessing the language competencies
of the existing pool of specialists, indicate that there
is a major job to be done to upgrade and sustain the
language skills among many in the existing pool of
specialistes. This issue will be treated more fully in
.the next gection of this chapter.

Language Competency Among Program Graduates

Let us give the analysis an even more pointed =

focus. Since we are concentrating on cgmpus—based
programse that train language and ares specislists, we
should be especially concerned with the language
competencies of the graduates of those programs, with
particular reference to those selected for federal
support of their training, those who held National
Defense Foreign Language or Foreign Language and Area
Studies (FLAS) fellowships. Recently, the Rand
Corporation conducted a survey of graduates of the
programs who had held FLAS fellowships between 1968 and
1979, Among the dsta collected were self-ratings as to
language competencies. There are still gome in this
group (10.72) who learned their language as children,
but simost all (24.8%) had studied the language in the
United States.?

In many ways, these data are more interesting than
the data on the cross-section of specialistse, since they
represent the competencies at the end of training for
those specialists trained in federally supported centers
vho themselves received federal fellc ships to become
language and area specialists. They should, accord-
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P

ingly, represeat thnose studenfs out of all the center
graduates vho most closely approximated the ideal spe-
cislist.

The 1983 Rand survey asked respondents to rate
themselves at one of five skill levels for their most
proficient language, ranging from 1 (an ability to use
the language with great difficulty or not at all) to 5
(quite easily). Each respondent rated his ability to
use his most proficient language effectively in each of
the three general skills--reading, writ:ag, and speak-
ing. The Rand survey showed that ope in seven respond-
ents (15.32,; checked one of the boxes at the lower end
of the scale (a score of 1 to 3) when asked to indicate
if twy could read their most proficient language of the
area;‘that iu, they could use the language to read only
with difficulty or not at all. As many as one in four
(24.3) did so with respect to speaking; almost half
(47.42) put themselves at the lower end of the scale for
writing.

R 'Theése general skill ratings are a. bit crude, how-

ever, and one can get a8 more finely graduated rating by
looking at self-evaluation of the ability to perform
particular tasks at the end of training. Each respond-
ent was asked torate his ability to perform five spe-
cific tasks: 1) teaching a course in the lsnguage; 2)
understanding & native speaker; 3) giving simple auto~
biographical information; 4) explaining a position om a
controversial topic; and 5) describing the role of the
U.8. Congress. Those who marked their performance as
"uge with difficulty” down to ™ot at all” comprised
15.42 when asked whether they could give autobiographi-
cal information; 24.6% for understanding a native.
speaker; #42.1% for conducting fieldwork; 54.21 for sup-
pcrting a controversial position; 36.21 for describing
the role of Congress in the American politicgl aystem;
and 64.3% for teaching in the 1anguage.11 If these
self-ratings are to be believed, it is to be fioped that
many FLAS graduates will have only to give game, rank,
and serial number and understend the reply. JAny active
production skills are performed "with difficlylty.”

It is impossible to know precisely what these

[ﬂiﬁ:‘ 4 '753 63




!

Chapter 2 language Competency

ratings wean, but experience with these kinds of scales
tells us that such statements of one's own language
competency tend to be a bit optimistic. We believe that
anobjective measure would indicate even more clearly
that a substantial number of students training to be
language and srea specialists graduate with relatively
wodest language competency. However, if one takes the
self-ratings at face value and believes that a primary
purpose of language and area studies programs is to
produce a cadre of people with a high level of skill in
one or more of the languages of the various areas of the
world, it is clear that in at least gsome of the area
studies groups, there is much work yet to be done. This
is the ssme impression we got from virtually all of the
personnel officers doing the hiring in business or in
the intelligence community. Except perhaps for West
Eurojean languages, the common complaint was that the
language competencies brought to their jobs by a great
many of the graduates of the campus-based programs

needed substantial upgrading before becoming fully func-

- tionat. :

We noted earlier that the level of language davel-~
opment of the various area studies groups differed sub-
stantially. One of the ways in which these differences
show themselves is in the level of language skill that
is acceptable for professional status in the field.
Where the implicit standard of acceptable language com—
petency is low, as in South Asian studies or African
studies, the pool of individuals, both in and out of
government, who identify themselves as area experts or

who publish scholarly work on that part of the world.

will contain many people with no language skills or very
low-level ones.

The substantial number of people at the lower end
of the self-rating scale is not surprising when we look
at the limited levels of instruction at which courses
are offered in most languages and wmost programs. Once
again, one should keep in mind the sharp differe---
among area study group.. However, for mos. ianguages,
there is just no training available in the upper-level
language skills asid? from reading courses in literature
and tutorials. Interviews on our campus visits indi-

Q
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cated that in wany cases, these advanced-level tutorials
smounted to little beyond assigned readings. We could
not find any explicit technology or teaching materials
in use outside of the overseas centers that take
studente to a very high level of fluency. Since, in
many srea studies groups, few students get much beyond
the intermediate level in any event. to quote a common
response in India, ‘the question did not arise.”

Appendix E presents for each language within each
world area study group the percentage of enrollments
that fell in the first- or second-year, the third-year,
or the fourth-year or higher courses in our sample of 39
Title VI programs. Clearly, only in the major lasnguages
do many people get beyond the first two years of
instruction.

The same phenomena show up when we analyze indivi-
dual student records. We examined the transcripts,
without the names attached. of all of the applicants for

dissertation—year fellowships under Title ¥I for 1983~ . .

84, some 344 applicants in all. They comprise a sample
of students completing their traini®g and going to the
field for their research. Table 2.4 indicates for each
area studies group the number of students whose highest-
level course in any of the enumerated modern languages
fell at particular levels of instruction. Only one
language was tabulated for each student, so that the
enumerations indicate what are presumably the highest
proficiency levels attained during graduate-level
coursework.

The level of development of the area studies groups
is8 clearly evident in these figures. with only one
student in South Asian studies and two in African
studies getting beyond the third year. We have not
included classical languages in this particular tabula-
tion, but it should be noted that a fair amount of
graduate study, particularly at the advanced level,
includes enrollments in classical and literary lan-
guages. For instance, half of all of the graduate
credit hours in language studies reported by students in
South Asian studies were in Sanskrit. In East Agian
studies and Arabic, however, the study of classical
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Table 2.4
3

Fumber of 1983 Title VI Dissertation Year Applicants
by Highest Year Enrolled in Language
Course During Graduate Training

ISTYR 2§NDYR 3RDYR 4TH W

LANGUAGE AFRICA

1

Afrikagns
Banbara
Fulfulde
Hauysa
Shona
Swahili

Xhosa .
Zulu y ?;

‘ ndie;‘ French and German courses were not counted.

[
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Sample size: 63 gpplicants in AF, of which 27 took
AF¥ language instruction.

Chinese 2 ' i 5 5
Japanese 7 - 10 14

Sample size: 58 applicants in EA, of vhich 44 cook
EA language instruction.

Hote: In cases where the highest level attained by
a single person was s*tained in two languages, that
person was counted twice. .-




Table 2.4 (continued)

Number of 1983 Title VI Dissertation Year Applicants
by Highes: Year Eunrolled in Language
Course Dur?ng Gsaduate Training

18T YR 28D YR JRDYR 4TH YR
H

LANGUAGE EASTERN ZUROPE AND USSR
Bulgsrian - B -1 -

- Hungarisa - - 1 1 v
Polish 1 -2 - -

. Romazian 1 -3 - -

Russian - 3 4 10
Slovak - 1 - -

- Serbo-Croatien - 2 2

"

Sample size: 5] applicants in EE, of which 27 took
EE language instruction.

o - LATIN AMERICA |
Spanish 4 1 3 4
Portugaese 3 3 2 5
Quechua 1 2 1 - -

-

Sample size: 82 applicants in L4, of which 28 took
LA language instruction.

Note: In cases where the highest level attained by
a single person was attained in two languages, that
peraon was counted twice.

&
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Table 2.4 (continued)

Rumber of 1983 Title VI Dissertation Year Applicants
by Highest Year Enrolled in Language
Course During Graduate Training

1ST YR ZND YR JRD YR 4TH YR

LANGUAGE MIDILE EAST

Arabic - 3 4 1
Hebrew 1 - -
Persian 1 - - " 1
Turkish - 4 - 1
Greek - - 1 -

Sample size: 25 applicants in ME, of which 15 took
ME language instruction.

SOUTH ASIA
Bengali - - 1 -
Hindi/Urdu - 6 2 -
Tibetan - - 2 1
Tamil - 4 2 -

Sagale size: 30 applicants in SA, of which 16 took
SA la g€ instruction.

Note: In cases where the highest level attained by
8 single person vas attained in two languages, that
person was counted twice.
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Table 2.4 (continued)

Number of 1983 Title VI Dissertation Year Applicants
by Bighest Year Earolled in Language
Course During Graduste Training

1ST YR 2RKD YR 3RD YR 4TH YR

LANGUAGE SOUTHEAST ASIA

Indonesian 1 2 2 2
Javanese 1 - - -
Thai 2 1 ~ 1
Tagalog - - 1 -

Sample size: 27 applicants in SE, of which 13 took
SE language instruction.

WESTERN EUROPE

Frenck 2 - 1 -
German 1 - - -

Sample size: 8 applicants in WE, of which & took WE
language instructionm.

Note: In cases where the highest level attained by

a single person was attained in two languages, that
person was couated twice.
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forms of the language usually appears in the tabulations
as fourth-year—level courses.

There are, of course, many flaws in this kind of
tabulation. To the extent possible, we have excluded
natives of the area who would not hare to take language
courses. Title VI no longer requires such training for
the avard of a fellowship so that native speakers can
apply. Second, if we had some record of individual
prof iciency level, we would not have to depend upon
semesters and years studied.

We are aleo aware that this tabulation is an under
enumeration of the total language training of students.
Some of them, particularly in Soviet and East European
a.d Latin American studies, will have taken a substan-
tial amount of their language training as undergraduates
and may be taking only second languages as graduate
students. Others will attend one of the overseas
advanced language training centers where intemnsive
advanced language training is svailable. This kind of
training can significantly raise a student's language
competency.

We have no equivalent data for students in other
area studies groups, but in Arabic and Japanese, the
most accomplished students on the average -tend to reach
an FSI 1+ level at the end of their state-side training,
and the combination of domestic and overseas training
may bring them up to an FSI 2+ or 3 level. Overseas
advanced language training centers for other ares
studies groups will differ in their effectiveness,
largely reflecting the level of development of language
teaching we mentioned earlier for each particular area
studies group. For instance, while there are no hard
data to substantiate this, our impression is that most
students are admitted to the progrem in Hindi after
only two years of domestic study; the equivalent FSI
level at entry would be well below 2, and progress
beyond 2 at the end of the training would occur only
occasionally. In African studies, organized overseas
centers tend to operate irregularly at best, and a
aumber of applicants for Title VI dissertation fellow-
ships propose to conduct their field research in
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English, in French, or through an interpreter. These
are perfectly legitimate research strategies, but may
not be appropriate at the end of the training process
for students planning to be langusge and area experts.

While the overseas advanced language training
centers help, only a relatively small percentage of
students training to be specialists can attend such
centers. The 1983 Rand survey reported that only half
of the FLAS graduates went abroad for training, and
there are no effective overseas language traiming
centers in most of Africa, Southeast Asia, and the non-
Arab Middle East. We note that military personnel
training to be Foreign Area Officers are routinely sent
abroad for topping off their language training. We also
note that federal support for the academic overseas
language training centers is uncertain. They are sup-
ported in part by student fees and dues paid by partici-
pating institutions. Federsl support is largely through
Title VI, but it has to be squeezed within the general
category of ‘overseas projects," where it competes with
a number of other uses of the funds budgeted. Surely
more generous, longer-term, specially earmarked funding
is required, and the use of the overseas centers needs
to be more fully integrated into the language training
sequence for more students.

In general, then, the evidence indicates that at
least in several of the ares studies groups, many
students are acquiring a8 modest level of language skills
in the course of their training, and in all area studies
groups. some students are. Furthermore, there are few
domestic programs that bring their students very high on
the competency scale.

Length of Time Required to Learn a Language

The task of significantly raising the level of
language skill among those training to be language and
area specialists is immense, particularly for the area
studies groups where the level of skill is now low.
Seyeral years ago, a carefully designed eight-nation
survey of thousands of learners of French demonstrated
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that the aspect of language training that surpassed all
others in importance in determining the skill of the
speaker was the time spent in learming the languagelz
Many academics do not realize that the time and effort
required to bring to mear-fluency one's knowledge of the
difficult languages is very great, and the proficiency
required to move up each step on the FSI scale increases
geometrically.

The government language teaching institutions use a
sliding scale to get some rough indication of the time
required to reach an FSI level 2, their target basic
level of competency, using the training techmiques and
format of these institutions. Working intemsively--that
is, about six hours a day for five days a week--they
estimate that in Category I languages, such as French,
Spanish, or [talian (see Table 2.2 for the assignment of
particular languages to categories), it takes 28 to 34
veeks of training to bring most students to level 2

- proficiency. For Category II languages, it takes 38 to
48 weeks; for Category III languages, 50 to 76 weeks;
and for the most difficult, Japanese, Chinese, Arabic,
and Korean, 50 to 102 weehks.

To put it another way, according to government
estimates, it takes on the average 840 hours of class
time for the first category, about 1,140 hours fos the
second category, about 1,800 hours for the third cate-
gory, and about 2,500 hours for the most difficult
languages in full-time intensive programs.

To translate this into part-time training terms—-
the norm for academia-~direct mathematical calculation
based on hours of clusswork would, of course, not be
valid, but there i8s no question that .t would take many
years of training to reach a comparable level of profi-
ciency in classes that meet only a few hours per week.
In fact, in the Category IV langu:ges, there is a ques-
tion as to whether this level would ever be reached in
the typical university program.

As with the categorization of individual languages
by level of difficulty, we make no claim for the preci-
sion of these estimates. Gifted students and gifted

© 12
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teachers will undoubtedly shorten the time as dull ones
will lengthen it. Moreover, different classroom formats
and scheduling may shorten or lengthen the time re-
quired. We do believe, however, that they present rough
estimates of the amount of classroom time required to
bring a student to a minimal luvel of competency. We
will address in the next section the implications of
these time demands for the organization of language
instruction on campus.

Unfortunately, even these time investments do not
bring a student even close to native fluency, which on
the Inter-Agency Language Rcundtable scale is a level 5
and is almost never achieved by someone other than a
native speaker. A level 2, which is the goal--if not
Jniversally achieved--of DLI training, seems a rather
minimal goal for domestic training in the less commonly
taught languages. Here is the standard definition of
level 7 proficiency:

Able to satisfy routine social demands and
limited work requirements. Can handle routine
wvork-related interactions that are limited in
scope., In more complex and sophisticated work-
related taske, language usage generally dis~
turbs tke native speaker. Can handle with
confidence, but not with facility, most nor-
mal, bhigh frequency social conversational
sicuations including extensive, but casual
conversation about current events, as well as
work, fsmily, and autobiographical informa-~
tica. The 5~2 can get the gist of most every-
day conversations but has some difficulty
understanding native speakers in situations
that require spacialized or sophisticated
knowledge. The $~2's utterances are minimally
cuhesive. Linguistic structure is usually not
very elaborate and not thoroughly controlled;
errors are frequent. Vocabulary use is appro-
priate for high frequency utterances, but
unusual or imprecise el sewhere.l3

Adding a yesr of training 2t the overseas centers
should bring the student at a winimum to a level 3--that

3
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is, he base level of general professional proficiency.
Beyond that, the amount of time and ef fort required to
move a student closer to native fluency increases geo-
metrically with each point ca the scale.

Without FS8I-like measures for evaluating
proficiency of campus—trained students, we have no idea
of how many specialists or graduating students reach
these levels. Looking st the number of years of course
vork actually completed by the sample of Title VI dis-
sertation~year fellowship students, many still have a
long way to go. But there is nowhere to go0. As ve
indicated earlier, it is precisely in the provision of
the upper-level courses that would take students to this
high level of skill that on-campus training is least
well developed.

Accordingly, the solution has to be both in
enhanced teaching facilities and in giving students the
t e required to gain higher levels of proficiency.
While it is too much to expect that all students camn or
should invest the amount of time required to gain the
higher levels of proficiemcy, we have reached the poiat
where at least the most gifted subset of students can be
expected to achieve high levels of language skill, and
the facilities will be made available to allow them to
do so.

We believe that the time has come t< establish a
higher level of minimal acceptable language competency
for a larger proportion of students training to ke
specialists, certainly for'the bulk of those receiving
federal support for that purpose. In the next chepter,
we will be recommending a two-tier system of federsl
fellowships, one tier administered through the centers
for entry-level training, the other on a nationsl com-
petitive basis for that subset of students who will go
on to become truly advanced specialists. If such a
system is adopted, it would seem appropriate to tie
continued support at each level to demonstrated language
preficiency measured in the commeon metric, and, as ve
will note, to extend the duration of fellowship support
to make it possible for the student to achieve the
appropriate levels of competenc,.

Q Qy
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We have no cross-sectional information, either
objective or self-rated, for people holding language-
related posts in the DOD or other sections of the gov-
eroment. What the self-ratings currently on the person
nei records mean is anyone's guess. The general inven—
tories of laiguage and area specialists compiled by
academics usually include some government personnel, and
they tend to differ in what they show to be the rela-
tive competencies of government and academic persomnel.
The enumeration of non-academics in Eason's "Dynamic
Inventory" is undoubtedly less comprehensive and less
representative than for academics. In particular, those
employed in active intelligence cperations, especially
the cryptographers who would not consider themselves
area experts, would be unlikely to appear in the origi-
nal mailing list or to return questionnaires to the
American Association for the Advapcement of Slavic
Studies, which sponsored Esson's study. Nonetheless, it
is interesting to note that on Eason's five-point scale
from minimal proficiency to near-native fluency in
spoken Russian, the government employees rated them-
selves higher than the academic specialists (a mean
score of 3.16 for academics, compared with 3.22 for che
government employees). However, government employees in
the sample rated lower in reading and writing skills
(3.97 and 2.78 for the academics, and 3.87 and 2.65 for
government employees).

Aside from these fragmentary findings, we can as-
sume tb:t the lower range of skills among specialists is
probably less well represented among language-relevant
iutelligence personnel than among academics. The DPLI
aims for an FSI level 2 upon graduation from its school;
the National Security Agency has an entrance requirement
of a level 2 on its own scale. It would not be sur-
prising, however, if the incidence of upper skill levels
in the full range of competercies among DOD personnel,
particularly among those whose language competency came
ectirely from agency training, were fairly low.

It follows, then, that the concern for the develop-
ment of a cadre of specialists with near-native fluency
in the languages is a problem shared by both the acade-
mic and the government teaching programs. A collasbora-
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tive look at the technologies for language skill up-~
grading and sustenance at the higher levels is surely in
order.

Recommendation:

The next stage of development in language and area
studies should include specific measures to raise the
general standard of language competencies throughout the
field, and, in the case of the best students, provide
both the time and the facilities for truly advanced
language competencies to be acquired. As a goal, all
students accepted for the most advanced language and
area training should show by performance om a standard
proficiency test & minimal level 2 proficiency. For
some area studies groups, this may require an interim
transitional stage to allow time for approaching that
norm, but goals should be set now.

Continuous and more extensive funding should be provided
to support existing overseas gdvanced language training
centers, and to enable more students to attend them. An
effort should be made to establish such facilities in
world areas where they do not now exist.

A collaborative effort involving both academic and gov-
ernment language teachers should be launched to develop
satisfactory teaching t.chnologies for raising listening
and speaking proficiency to the higher skill levels.

SERVING . DIVERSE CLIENTELES

Problem:

Too little is known about ways in which language
learning styles &aud uceds of individuals are best
matched with pedagogical approaches. It is fairly
certain that the format and timing of present campus-
based instruction is optimal for only a limited group of
learners, wainly initial learners.

As we noted earlier, almost all teaching of the
uncommonly taught languages on campuses takes place in

i
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regular semester or quarter courses, i8 carried out in a
classroom setting, and meets a few times a week during
the academic year, with most if not all of the students
pursuing undergraduate or graduate degrees. All gov-
ernoment language training of which we are aware-—except
perhaps for training at themilitary academies, where
the organization of educdtion approximates most closely
that of otner colleges and universities--is for adult
learners beyond their normal student stage, is inten-
sive, takes up the bulk of a2 working day, usually six
hqprs. and is continuous, with the overall length of
time spent varying by the need of the student for dif-
ferent levels of competency and by the level of diffi-
culty of the language.

The various proprietary language schools chat pri-
marily serve businessmen and other individuals planning
a trip abroad offer both formats of instruction, the
stretched-out format typical of the academic setting and
the quick intensive format of the government; they tend
to concentrate on lower levels of competency that the
needs and time constraints of their clients make neces-
sary. Missionary language training, such as that car-
ried out by the Mormon Missionary Training Center in
Provo, Utah, lies somewhere in between the proprietary
and government teaching systems, and the staffing of
heir programs presents special problems.

We do not mean to imply that there is no intensive
language i-struction being carried out. The survey by
CAL reported that "23% of the departments teaching the
uncommonly taught languages reported that 'intensive’
language courses (defined as 3 or more hours per day of
instruction) were being offered in their department."l4
Our site visgsits indicated, however, that these were
overstatements. A number of them referred to special
summer rather than academic-year courses. Many of these
three-hour ciasses met only two or three times a week
and included language laboratory time. In & great many
cases, the term "intensive'” was apparently interpreted
to mean oral-aural drill sessions and tutorials, regard-
less of the classroom time spent. Moreover, the trend
18 downward. To adjust to the claims on students’ time
by the departments of theix disciplinary major and other
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subatantive courses on the srea, language courses have
had to contract into a regular course slot--that is,
three to five contact hours per week.

Intensive language programs--where the bulk of the
vorkxng day, each day of the week, for a full semester
ar year, is spent on acquiring a mastery of the
language--are extremely rare in American academic insti-
tutions. The most fully developed of these are the Full-
Year Asian Language Concentration (FALCON) programs at
Cornell University. In these programs, the first full
year of a student's lsnguage training is devoted to the
study of Japanese or Chinese--or an academic year for
Indonesian——thus removing the student from the counter—
pressures of other instructional objectives and pro-
viding a solid start for the rest of his language
training.

The success of a program like Cornell's FALCON
depends upon a number of special features: the skill
and dedication of a set of highly trained teachers, both
native speakers and American pedagogical linguists; a
sufficient number of highly motivated students whose
intention of acquiring expertise on a country is clear;
the development of special teaching materials and clase-
room technologies; a battery of tests to measure an
individual's progress in mastering the language at ou="
merous points in the training; and a willingness on the
part of the university and faculty to make the arrange-
ment administratively and financially possxhle. These
are foraidable requirements and explain in part why this
model, which seems so natural a format for many of the
less commonly taught languages, has not been more widely
copied. A fwrfher extremely serious problem is the
dearth of fellowship support available to students wish-
ing to enroll in the FALCON programs.

In view of our comments earlier about what experi-
ence has shown to be the amount of classroom time re-
quired to achieve & minimal level of competency,
‘Particularly in the most difficult languagee, the intro-
duction of periods of intensive language training would
appear to be essential. Summer or semester-long
sessions may suffice for languages at the lower level of
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difficulty, but for the most difficult, year-lomg pro-
grams vould seem to be required. We believe that the
requisite funding and effort should be invested to sup-
port such intensive language instruction in a number of
places and for a number of languages.

There is a fair amount of 8 priori theorizing about
the relative merits of one or another teaching strategy
and format, but many important questions remain
unansvered. For instance, does the full-time, intensive
training--whether the government's or on the campus~--
iavolve a lot of wasted "down time,” in terms of both
sustainable classroom attention levels and the absorp-
tive capacity of students, ultimately limiting. the
ef fective training time? Conversely, does the academic
system's slow pace and sporadic learning sequence, often
interrupted by a pause of a quarter of each year in the
summer, almost guarantee a very slow accumulation of
skills? And, in both systems, are there ages or levels
of linguistic learning aptitude at which effective
learning to a full competency is very difficult for
most learners?

There are many stroogly held beliefs on these mat-
ters wmthxn the language Leachxqg profession, but little
empirical evidence. It is & great pity that these
various teaching formats and styles have never been
subjected to a careful, side~by-side evaluation to
determine what works best for what kinds of students, in -
what languages, at what levels of competency, and with
wvhat time constraints and costs. We believe that it is
a matter of great national interest that these compara-
tive 'evalustion studies be undertaken cooperatively
betwqen government and academic language teaching insti-
tutions, sad, if :hey 80 desire, the proprietary and
missionary teaching schools.

Even within the academic system, however, there are
a number of different kinds of learners and learning
situations for which the present format is certainly
less than optimal. We believe that it is in the
natiocnal interest that our campus-based resource for
teaching the less commonly taught languages should ex-
pand its capacity to serve those learners and to create
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N -
new learning situations. We further believe that this
is an area of great mutual interest between the academic
compunity and the DQD and other governmentsagencies,
and, in particular, that there aré materials and techno-
logies already in use on the government side that should
be shared with academics. Igdicated below are some

examples of the needs and new clienteles ‘that should be
served.

Jd. Maintaini and expanding the existing
competencies, It is generally typical of the American
_language education syst that, all of the attention and
effort is concentratéd on the initial learning of a
language; there is comparatively little attentior.given
to later upgrading or sustaining those skills once
gained. To the extent that the nation turns more and
more to a steady-state marntenance of the existing stock
of specialists rather than te continual influxes of new
specialists, a point we will turnm to later, careful
attention has to be given to language skill mainte.ance
and upgrading of professionals already in the field.
"This is particularly the case for scholars whose trips
to the field, the major current opportunity for employ-
ing and refurbishing oral language skills, are governed
- by the rbhythm of sabbaticals. Seven years is ample time
for even peak-level language skills to fray at the
‘edgea.

'

Fortunately, some progress is being made in this
matter. A major natiounal research project has been
under way for several years to try to determine which
skills and to what degree particular language skills are
lost over what period qf disuse. To date, these efforts
have been confined to Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, and
Hindi, and have used as their data tests and retests of
graduates of overseas advanced language training
centers., Having helped to create new hign-level profi-
ciency tests in collaburation with these centérs, that
project is in the process of developing language skill
attrition-oriented diagnostic tests that will emable
programs lo test accurately a professional's skills at
the point of! entry so that targeted teaching macerials
and -methods can be created. -
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The problem of language skill attrition is as
pervasive throughout the government as in the academic
world. Indeed, we note that there are skill maintenance
Frograms in operation in a number of government institu-
tions, although we have not seen what these consist of.
Although we looked specifically for maintenance—-oriented
programs on all of the campuses we visited, we found
that very few of the programs had even begun to consider
this problem. There are a few programs in operation in
the academic world, but these efforts are limited and
are proceeding without the guidance of the basic re~
search results needed to make them most effective.

normal student stage. It should be no.ed that in the
past, the various area study groups wer- immensely en-
riched by the entry of a considerable flo. of individual
scholars into the field after they had finished their
student days., indeed, many of the most illustrious
senior scholars in each area studies group began to
contentrate their research and teaching in these areas
after they were fully operatin, professionals, rather
than as students. Many of them conducted reseaich sole-
ly with materials available in English, and their own
language competency was nonexist.nt or quite low. 1In
most area studies groups, it is becoming increasingly
difficult to do respectable scholarly work using only
English-language materials. We consider this a desir-
able development. duwever, with no facilities easily
available for ?s;ablxshed { aolars to acquire even a
minimal level o anguage competency, the effect is to
shut off or to reduce this earlier influx of already
established disciplinary scholars. A great deal of the
diminution of what we are calling lateral entry into
language and area studies results from a lack of inter-
est among individual schelars in penetrating these grow-
"ing guild barriers. However, nowadays, the screening
committees in research fellowship competitions further
this process, as does the decline of the English-
speaking elites throughout the world.

The only path is to sit through an existing begin-
ner course, but thc pace is unsuitable and the timing
too inconvenient to meet a senior scholar's needs. As
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an alternative, he might try unsupervised self-
insfruction. But @s anyone who has tried it can testi-
fy, developing a meaningful speaking proficiency on
one's own is hard if not impossible, particularly in the
more difficult languages. There are now almost no
organized facilities for serving this need. Nor, with
the exception of an imaginmative program operated by the
International Research acd Exchanges Board to promote
the acquisition of second skills in the Soviet field, do
ve know of any fellowship funde available to established
scholars to acquire these additional language skills.
However, one problem must be pointed out, which partial-
ly explains the reluctance of senior scholars to begin
the study of any of the more difficult languages. The
capacity for foreign language acquisition slows down
significantly with increasing age--in some instances 8o
much s0 as to make the undertaking of questionable
value.

3. Teachipg to dispersed cligntelgs, Currently,
and even more likely im the future as the capacity of a
number of institutions to sustein instruction in the
least commonly taught languages diminishes, the demand
for training in a particular language oftem occurs at a
location where there are no facilities foxr training in
that language. Geographically dispersed demand for
language instruction and increasing'y concentrated
teaching resources require the creation of innovative
ways of delivering that instruction outside of the cur-
rent classroom format.

. There are some beginmings in addressing this prob-

lem. The historical way in which the United States
solved it was through corrxespondence courses; such
courses still exist for a number of languages, particu-
larly those taught in high achoeol, but they tend to
stress factual knowledge sbout languages rather than
develop competency in a language. Over the past few
years, in Canada, where distances are great and the
population sparse, faculty members at the University of
Waterloo and elsewhere are spending much of their time
preparing materials for correspondence courses, since
tbe bulk of their enrollment in foreign languages is
dispersed, and studeats and teachers communicate via
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audiotape. Even with this need, teaching materials
there tend to be available only for some of the commonly
taught languages. The only example we encountered of
such a correspondence course in an uncommonly taught
language was a course in Persian created and adminis-
tered by a professor in the Middle East program at the
University of Utah. Perhaps this option could be tried
vith respect to the other less commonly taught lan-
guages, but it should be realized that the level of
skill likely to be attained by .his method is extremely
low or even nonexistent.

One attempt to meet this need is the self-instruc-
tional program. The recent survey by CAL reported:

262 of respondents reported that self-study
opportunities were provided (defined as
“"student learns the language 'on his/her own,'
with teacher involvement limited to occasional
assistance, checks of progress, etc."). Writ-
ten comments on this question indicated that
in many instances the "sel f-study" involved
independent werk in advanced reading courses
or litersture-oriented courses, rather than
self-training in basic language skills through
tape recorded drills or other "programmed"
means.

This bears out what we found on our site visits.
In the spirit implied in the CAL survey—that is, self-
instructional programs structured to emable a8 student to
develop a functional language skill largely on his own~
the best such programs are those developed by the
National Association of Self-Instructional Language
Programs (NASILP), and they include teaching materisls,
audiotapes and, for Japanese, videotapes. The most
fully developed materials are in Japanese, Indonesian,
and Arabic. This system requires a native driller--not
a trained teacher--for oral practice, following a fixed
curriculum. Under the system developed by NASILP,
visiting examiners from regular, established language
programs are invited to campuses to examine students at
the end of each semester and to assign grades. Course
credit is regularly granted by the institutionm.
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Ohio State University has developed a variety of
formats for individualized programs, now available in 14
languages. These Teacher-Assisted, Mastery-Based Self-
Paced Instruction (TAMBSPI) programs utilize special
instructional materials, tests, and audiotapes. A
trained teacher is available to respond to questiors, to
conduct conversation sessions, and to give oral and
written tests. Ao interesting variant of this system is
wvhat Ohio State calls TELE-TAMBSPI, a system using the
same materials ac those for TAMBSPI courses, except that
the teacher-assisted component is delivered via tele-
phone. Experiments with this system have been carried
out with students of Russian and Polish, and a program
aimed at faculty members hgs just begun.

An extension of this technology is a course taught
in an interactive fashion over 8 telephone, with the
distant classes of students and the teachers viewing
each other on video screens. While such a8 device has
begn used to teach substantive academic courses, we know
of "no experience with this tor the less commonly taught
languages, and its spplication is likely to be limited,
in the short rum, to the high-enrollment, commonly
taught languages where the cost of the use of video
equipment on both ends is economically viable. The
ultimate in such a technology would be the use of satel~
lite communication for students with advanced proficien
cy, linking American classrooms with the country where
the target language is spoken. Just such a beginning
has been made with this tectnology at the University of
Pennsylvania.

Computer-assisted instruction materials have been
developed primarily as supplements to classroom instruc-
tion rather than as stand-alone teaching devices. More-
over, their use at present is concentrated at the intro-
ductory level of language instruction; the equipment is
expensive, and the technology is at too early a stage
for widespread adoption. There are, however, a number
of highly promising developments under way, particularly
with respect to interactive video, the learning of dif-
ficult scripts, and the pacing and branching of students
through an instructional sequence. The increasing
availability of the necessary Hardware will undoubtedly
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result in greater participation of the less commonly
taught language teaching faculties in this promisiag
fiel« )

4. Sexving non-academic clienteles. Beyond the
existing pool of academic language and area specialists
and possible lateral professional-level recruits, there
are 8 series of non-academic clienteles that the aca-
demic teaching resources in the commonly taught lan-
guages might seek to serve. We have in mind DOD and
other government clienteles, particularly in those lan-
guages taught only on the campuses, as well as lawyers,
businessmen., and members of other organizations who are
willing to reach a level beyond the introductory smat-
tering that most proprietary schools can provide. '

To serve such groups, language and area proyrans
will have to develop the capacity to give intensive
courses at various levels and lengths for these clienm~
teles. Just giving a regular course in, say, business
Arabic does not accomplish this purpose, since such
courses tend to be given in the regular course format
and are saimed at students enrolled in the business
courses. Full-length, regular courses given through
continuing education schools or summer schools meet part
of this need but do not really overcome the constraints:
limited lead time in the generation of demand, and
learning styles of adult learners. Sending such people
to proprietary schools now works to a limited extent,
particularly for the very early stages of langusge
learning. but these schools rarely go much beyond the
commonly taught languages. Rather, to meet such needs~—
and in our view the national interest dictates that they
be met-~the language and area programs will have to
develop courses that are more flexible, moré intensive,
and more varied in length. Summer schools are a good
place to begin such experimentation, but, in the long
run, specialized teaching programs will have to be built
into the regular operation of at least a few of the

_centers.

To accomplish this purpose, special subsidies for
the development of such programs will have to be pro-
vided initially until more demand can be generated.

4

101 ‘ 85



Universities cannot divert paid faculty time to what
will necesssrily be limited-enrol lment courses outside
of the regular accounting format, unless a substantial
poxtion of that cost is borne externally. Conversely,
it would seem a wise investment for a combination of
business and other clienteles to contract for the de-
velopment of such courses by providing sufficient over-
head in a fev places to meke the operanon of such
facilities worthwhile.

In closing this section, we would like to reiterate
vhat we said in connection with the relative merits of
the academic and goveroment teaching styles. As these
imaginative programs nmultiply, serving new clienteles
and using new technologies and new formats, it is essen-
tial that an evaluation procedu:e be built into any
support program right at the outset. This evaluation
should be comparative and not just aimed at a single
innovative device or program. For this, too, the
development of a common metric to measure success is
essentigl.

Recomsendation:

A major collaborative effort invelving both the academic
and the goverament language teaching worlds should be
launched to conduct the necessary basic research and to
develop satisfactory programs to meintain, reinforce,
restore, and upgrade the language competencies of the
existing cadre of language and area specialists.

Funds should be allocated for research, experimentation,
and initial program development to make available in-
struction in the less commonly taught languages to a
geographically dispersed clientele, to learners other
than degree-seeking students.

IMPFLEMENTING ORGANIZATION AND FUNDING

Problem: .

Pluralistic efforts to deal with the achievement of
high-level language proficiency and coverage of
languages can achieve only limited results.
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A great desl of progress in language instruction
has been made under the current system of providing
federal assistance to universities to develop programs
vhose scope and organization is largely left to the
determipation of each campus. It is both inevitable and
healthy that the individual university, program, and
faculty be the basic unit of decision making as to the
nature of language instruction.

Hovever, this essentially laissez-faire organiza-
tion of our national resources for teaching the uncom-
monly taught languages--not to mention the rest of the
language teaching system--has settled into a pattern
vhose limitations we discussed above® We believe that a
major catalyzing effort is required to expand and in
part redirect the campus-based teaching of the uncommon-
ly taught languages. If this is made everybody's res-
ponsibility, it wvill be nobody's responsibility. Ac-
cordingly, we suggest the establishment of special
language teaching resource centers. oae for each major
language group. As noted earlier, im the initial
experimental stage, it might be wise to begin with
‘languages that are -ust difficult, have the largest
edrollments and th' wost institutioas teaching them, and
vhere the langu'.,. teachers are already most self-
conscious, most organized, and most devoted to the im-
provement of language pedagogy with respect to their
particular languages--Japenese, Chinese, Arabic, and
Russian. Eventually, however, all major language groups
should be included.

We see these resource centers im collaboratiom with
the other centers and individual language teachers
undertaking many of the various tasks outlined above:
1) to créate a common metric against which individuals’
language competencies can be rited; 2) to conduct the
basic research and evaluation of various teaching styles
and programs that will help to maximize teaching strate-
gies for different levels, students, and learning situ-
ations; 3) to train teachers in the administration and
interpretation of proficiency tests, and in the most
effective pedagogical strategies for teaching their
particular language; 4) to develop effective strategies
for teaching in new formats and teaching styles for new
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and existing clienteles, both on and off the campus; 5)
to maintain summer and Year-long intensive language
instruction at thé iatroductory and advanced levels for
speaking and listening proficiency; 6) to serve as &
site for periodic instruction in the least commonly
taught languages; and 7) Yo relate the efforts of the
academic teaching programs to those of the federal
government.

These are tasks of high national importance. They
call for concentrated effort in and of themselves; they
cannot just be added by fiat or as a seed-money competi-
tion onto the edges of the existing system. There must
be a locus of organizational responsibility to further
these goals; wherever this responsibility lies, there
must be long-term resources of both funds and personnel
to be devoted to what are a set of interrelated tasks.
This organization must reach into the existing network
of centers where the language instruction is now taking
place, and be a central place for coordination of that
effort with respect to a particular language. The
language-specific organizations should be able to tie
into a centralized organization that has 1) a permanent
core staff; 2) technical expertise in test design and
administration, and in the conduct of classroom-based
and evaluative research; 3) information about and re-
sources for diffusine high~technology teaching tech-
niques as they become avail-~ble; and 4) access *n a comm
stant flow of information on what is happening in lan-
guage-related research in the United States acd abroad.

We see the campus—based center as being attached to
an existing center, but sufficiently separate in its
organization so that language faculty from other imsti-
tutions can serve as short— or long-term visiting facul-
ty or researchers, and staff can be retained for in-
struction in the least commonly taught languages without
enmeshing them in the usual tenure-track pressures of
academic departments. The assignment of these centers
should be by :ompetition, including a matching fund
requirement, and for an initiasl five-year period, sub-
ject to renewal for proper performance.
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Recommendation:

Support is recommended to establish a set of special
language inmstruction resource centers to stimulate and
coordinate innovative work in language tiaching. )

THF LACK OF FUNDING

Problem: -

Those funds necessary to carry out many of the tasks
indicated above are currently not available anywhere in
the federal govermment or among the private foundations.

The .private foundations have, by and large, not
been interested in investing in the research and
development necessary for the improvement of lacguage
instruction. Until recently, within the federal gov-
ernment, there has béen almost no'place to go for such
support. The International Educstion Program of the
Department of Education has some research funds under
Title VI, but they have amounted to less tham $1 million
annually and must also be used to support all other
evalugtive and prescriptive research.on area studies.
Moreover, in part because of the lini}ation of funds,
the International Education Frogram's tendency has been
to fund small, isolated projects; larger, longer-term
ventures that might have greater impact cannot be sup~
ported. o

Research on language pedagogy has not heen part of
the mission of any of the other granting ageucies of the
federal government. The Bducation Division of the
National Endowment for the Humanities (NEHR) has
supported the development of teaching materials--even
this seems to be coming to an end-~and the training of
language teachers on a pilot program basis, but neither
the Education nor the Research Divisions of the KEH can
support the basic pedagcyical research necessary for the
transformation of the fiel'ds The Research Division of
the NEH doea include research related té language
learning, but to qualify for funding under the NEE's
research program, work must be on literature or linguis-
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tic features of the language, not language learning
itself,” and, in particular, not on anything measuring
language proficiency or evaluating the effectiveness of
alternative methods of language teaching. BEven though
alrost half of the humanists on our campuses are engaged
iz language instruction, as a research topic. language
instruction is not a humanity! Even when the staff of
the NEH chooses to encourage the submission of such
projects, the screening committees tend to weed them
out. In the subsequent chapter on research, we will
analyze the past allocations of NEH research monies with
respect to the less commonly taught languages.

The National Science Foundation's (NSF) linguistics
section might have been expected to be interested in
language pedagogy, but is not. Ae in the NEH, the
moment a research topic becomes applied, and particular-
ly when it touches upon language testing or pedagogical
research, it falls outside of the self-defined mission
of the NSF. VWe will also detail the pattern of NSF
funding with respect to the uncommonly taught languages
in the chapter dealing with research.

For most of its history, the Fund for the Improver-
ment of Post-Secondary Education was not interested in
language instruction. Although it is nov interested--
and it has recently awarded a grant for the creation of
a major proficiency testing center for the commorly
taught languagee--its funds are extremgly limited.
Moreover, it has the same bias as the NEH;\it will fund
experimental action programs, but not the babic research
to inform those programs before they are created.

The National Institute of Educatiap, which does
fund pedagogical research and institutign formation, has
traditionally-limited itsedf to s¢condary and primary
education, to the cogmmenly taught languages, and to
bilingual education. Moreover, that agency has had
drastically reduced funding over the past \sevéral years
so that 8 new definition of scope is unlikely.

Recently, the Nationdl Sgqcurity Agency has bzgun
avarding funds for research on language pedagogy. It
has been‘particulatfy active in promoting the uge of

A
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high-technology instrumentation in language instruction
and in the establishment of criteria for proficiency
testing. However, the guidelines, priorities, scale,
means of application, and durability of this funding
program seem tnglear to many in the field. Moreover, it
seems odd in tetms of national policy that the omly

. substantial funding for research in ianguage pedagogy

sfiould come from an intelligence agency.

We would like to make the poini at, its most geperal
level. Somevwhere in the federal government, there

®should bg an organizational unit responsible for working

toward a erent Yationel policy with respect to the

‘ development of our pational capacity to teach the uncom-

monly taught languages—--and, we would add, the commonly
taught languages as well; it should have Afunds to
disperse commensurate to the task being undertaken.
Preferably, an existing unit among the federal grantiang
agencies should expand its definition of mission to
include this important national objective. Failing
this, a separate fund needs to be established, Such
federal funds can then join with state-level and private
funding to begin to make the necegsayy transformations.
Any one of the above agencigs is a natural candidate for
this role; as it is, the task falls between the federal
stools.

. Recommendation:

A federal- fund should be creéted that is specifically

Y  “—charged with the support of research and program

;Eteated.

_ development in -language pedagogy. This fund can be

channeled through existing organizations, but the
‘efforts of these organizations must be coordinated so
that & coherent policy serving the national interest can
be devised and implemented. Should the current defini~ .
tions of mission of the existing agencies make this
;mbossible. a new, centrally administered fuad must be

N

- RECAPITULATION--AN ACTION PLAN FOR LARGUAGE PEDAGOGY

Herewith in summary form is a listing of the prin-

-
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cipal domains’in which we will identify problems and
make recommendations. We consider these domains the
next steps in the development of our mational campus
resource base. They are given in the order of their
importance in gffecting the major tranaforfmation, the
quantum leap forward, in language instruction that we
believe to be essential.

1) Develop a common metric that is langvage perfor-
mance-oriented and calibrated for gll levels of fluency.
Fqually important is encouraging the adoption of this
common metric on as wide a basis as poesible on cam-
puses, throughout the government, and by other
employers.

2) Give special emphasis to the achievement of more
advanced skills—-oral as well as written-—than is
commonly the case now. This task calls for the estab-
lishment of new norms of acceptable language competency
in those area studies groups in which they are currently
low; for the creation of new pedagogical styles and
learning situations that emphasize higher-level skills;
and for longer-term fellowship programs that make it
possible for students to acquire those skills.

3) Supplement the existing campus-based organiza-
tional style for language instruction. This task will
include an increased use of intensive year-long, semes~
ter, or summer courses in which only language skills are
taught; the cres‘tion of teaching facilities snd materi-
als to deal with language skill maintenance and upgrad-
ing for the existing stock of specislists; the develop~
ment of the capacity to teach students who cannot regide
physically at major centers of language instruction or
whe need to proceed at their own pace; and the creatiom
of learning opportunities for those other than regular
students who need to learn a language outside the normal
academic format.

4) Create a series of campus-based language
teaching resource centers. linked to a central coordi-
nating body. Tuis network will assemble technical re-
sources; conduct basic and applied research; help %o
prepare and evaluate teaching materials and approaches;
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train teachers; administer tests needed for accrediting
students and teachers; conduct prototype intensive lan-
guage instruction programs; and maintain a capacity to
provide, on demand, instruction in the least ‘Commonly
. taught languages not available elsevhere. It will also
. 8act as liaison between the campus—based efforts and
« those of the Department of Defense and other government
,,4’ ‘and private language teaching enterprues.
T 5) Provide the financial resources necessary to
“conduct, sustained research and experimentation in lan-
. guage pedagogy. A special fund should be established
“either within an existing granting program or as a
distinct funding program.
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Area Competency

In this chapter, we turn to area competencies,
discussing both the components of the training of indi-
vidual specialists, and the aggregate aspects of our
national resource base. rxelating the flov of new
trainees to the stock of existing specialiste and to
estimates of the supply and demand for specialiste.

Once again, ve vill assume the major accomplishments ™

that have occurred to date and concantrate instead on
the kinds of changes that might improve language and
area studies as the field looks shesd.

AREA TRAINIEG IR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

To pick up one thread from the Preamble, the divi-
sion of training programs between the campus and the

Department of Defemse (DOD) in the wake of the dis- = -

mantling of the Army Specislicted Training Programs
(ASTP) that we observed in language training became evem
more marked in the imparting of area expertise. In
ASTP, the area component of the training of a language
and area specialist was the provision of a gemerasl body
of erudition about the country or region on which the
student was to become an expert. This general knowledge
included a minimal corpus of information on the geog-
raphy, society, politics, economy, history, literature,
and arts of the country or region. As in the language
program, the campus and the DOD systems diverged as they
moved in~house in the DODagnd intc graduate-level M.A.
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and Ph.D. programs om the campus.

Unlike language training, which is largely central-
ized at the Defense Language Institute (DLI), there is
po centralized system of area training across the vari-
ous military services. Indeed, the peed for area train-
ing and the extensiveness of the training provided
varies considerably from one service to another. SRI
International reported:

The Army has the greatest need for area
specialists for assignments to intelligence,
plans and operations, security assistance,
psychological warfare, civil affairs. and
unconventional warfare positions. These
duties justify a separate secondary specialty,
Foreign Area Qfficer (FA0), in which an indi-
vidual can gpend some 12 years of a 30 year
career. Air Force officers, however, are less
likely to be involved to such a8 degree in
assignments ' equiring an area Specialty.
While they may serve as attaches, political-
military specialists, and in other positions
requiring area knowledge, these requirements
are secondary to other comsiderations.... The
Navy, with its focus on service in the fleet
and operations at sea rather than on sctivi-
ties ashore that would require elaborate area
and language capabilities, is even less inter-
ested in area specialists. Naval intelligence
is primarily concerned with ememy naval
forces, rather than civil administration or
other requirements ashore. Hence, the Navy
can concentrate on 8 few languages and areas
and does not feel it requires 8 formal ares
expert subspecialty as elaborate as that of
the Army.... In contrast, the Marine Corps,
with longer overseas shore duty, does feel =
need for a limited number of area specialists
and has developed a small program....

Army area specialty training imvolves several

related phases, conducted under various
auspices. Officers receive basic language
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training at the Defense Language Institute and
six months of specialized area training at the
Army's Foreign Area Officer Course at Fort
Bragg, N.C. They may also attend high level
courses at foreign military staff colleges.
Selected officers, perhaps half of the army's
area specislists, will be sent to obtain a
graduate level degree in a foreign area-
related academic discipline. Perhaps as many
as 50 or 60 of these are attending fully-
funded grsduate programs at as many as 40
colleges or universities of their choice that
‘have acceptable area study graduate programs;
the specific colleges will vary from year to

year and student to student. Another 40 stu-

dents may be enrolled in a cooperstive degree
program at Campbell University, N.C., linked
to their course work at the FAO course at Ft.
Bragg, snd another 20-25 in a similar program

with Georgetown University tied in with their .

assignment to the U.8. Army Russian Institute
at Garmisch, Germany. 8till another three
dozen officers, wvho will be teaching at the
U.S. Military Academy in related disciplines,
are attending graduate schools under a joint
USMA~FAO program.

An egborate overseas training program usually
consists of a year's travel and research in
the region of specialization. Some officers
may spend two Years at the U.S. Army Russian
Institute in Garmisch, involving advanced
academic sftudy, language training, and travel
to Eastern Europe. Others will spend & like
period at the British Ministry of Defenmse
Chinege Languuge School in Hong Kong....

Compared to the Army grea specialty training
program, that of the Air Force is far less
extensive. Air Force personnel selected for
such training, if they do not already possess
proficiency in the language of the area to be
studied, will undergo language training at DLI
or, in a few cases, F8I. The overvheiming
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majority of these officers will then gttend
appropriate courses at the Naval Post-Graduate
School, Monterey, CA. Some officers will be
sent under an AFIT-sponsored [Air orce Imsti-
tute of Technologyl program for graduate study
at the MA level in Latin American affairs at
the University of Texas, Alabama, or Tulane.
This year, for the first time, the Aixr Force
i8 funding a single doctoral candidate, in
Southern Europesn affairs, and plans to place
tvo more next year, in Soviet and East EBuro~-
pean studies. The Air Force also sends one or
two officers annually to selected universities
for a year of post-BA srea training under its
"Research Associate"” program. Nevertheless,
the Air Force definitely prefers to send its
selectees to an in-service ingtitution like
the Naval Post-Graduate 8chool where it has
influence over the curriculum content and
where classified materials can be employed.
Furthermore, there is no gusrantee that Air
Force selectees for outside graduate study
will be sdmitted by the desired college or
university.

Area studies in the Navy are confined to the
Post-Graduate School at Monterey, with
language training essentially at the DLI.
Naval officers spend either & year or 18
months in the National Security Affgirs Pro-
gram at the Fost-Graduate School. where area
studies constitute an important portion of the
curricuium. Completion of this prograsm—-or
Possession of an equivalent academic degree--
entitles an officer to the Country
Area/Regional Specislist designator. A hand-
ful of officers have attended the Army's area
program, but there is no Navy program to send
area trainees to civilian academic institu-
tions.

The Mariae Corps has a small area training

program for four officers annually, one each
to be trained in Russian, Spanish, Chinese,
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and Arabic. Following language training at
DLI, these officers go abroad for a year's
advanced study at the Army Russian Institute
et Garmisch, the U.S8. Army S8chool of the
Americas in Panama, the Singapore National
University, or a State Department FS8I facility
in Tunis. They are also encouraged and gener—
ously funded to travel and develop personal
relationships. The Marine Corpe has no area
study advanced degree program at civilian
academic institutions in the United States.

The Defense Intelligence Agency, which uses a
great number of military and civilian
area/language specialists, does not have its
own ares training program. Military and
civilian analysts assigned to or hired by DIA
are assumed to have the requisite skills for
their jobs. DIA, however, does provide con-
siderable support in the area of skill mainte-
nance.

It is not our role to comment on the adequacy of
these sres training systems. Presumably, they are
evaluated on occasion by area specialists, including
people from outside the DOD system. We do want to mnote
several features before passing omn to the campus-based
area studies training system.

First, area training takes place largely within tae
DOD and is aimed specifically at DOD personnel, with
only the Army regularly sending to the campus a sizable
nunber of students for academic ares training. S8econd,
like ASTP, DOD troining emphasizes heavily the acquisi-
tion of language skills and a general knowledge of the
country. Third, given the military's worldwide involve-
ment, the number of area specialists being trained is.
quite small. PFourth, DOD country coverage is quite
limited, leaving to the campus the production of area
expertise with respect to 8 very large portion of the
world. Fifth, in its fully elaborated form, DOD grea
training involves instruction both in the United Scates
and abrosd. and in a variety of institutiomal contexts.
Sixth, the intelligence sections of, the governmeat that
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do require a substantial number of ares experts and more
generalized area expertise, the National Security Ageuncy
snd the Defense Intelligence Agency, tend to hire people
already trained on the outside, incressing immensely the
DOD's stake in the quslity and continuity of training on
the campus.

We do not suggest that the area specialist training
pattern of the DOD is ideal or suited to the training
of academic speciaglists. The two worlds have and should
have different objectives ané styles. For one thing,
the technical part of DOD training is aimed at military
snd intelligence needs, while campus-based training is
focused primarily on producing research scholars and
teachers or other private sector professionsals.
Nonetheless, the DOD and the academic world do share a
generalist component of substantive instruction to pro~
duce a high level of expertise in an area. This com-
ponent might well benefit from an exchange betweer the
two systems of teaching materisls and views on what it
takes to make an expert. However, without examining the
sctual comtent of that portion of the area training, we
can deal only with the gross organizational features
rather thar the substantive core of the training of an
area specialist, whether in the DOD or on campus.

AREALITY IN TRAINING

Problem:

Area training has been too heavily concentrated in the
disciplinary departments, so that students becoming area
specialists cannot develop broad perspectives or profes-
sional skills as components of their expertise.

As the successors to the ASTP programs diffused
widely throughout American higher education, the area
studies side expanded immensely. At the end of World
War II, there were unly a handful of courses on American
campuses that deal: with East European and Third World
countries; courses in Latin Americen and Egst Asian
studies were somewhat more numerous. The number of
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courses dealing with all non-Westerm countries has grown
to many thousande—-91,000 in 1970,2 and probably con-
siderably more now. With the exception of introductory
civilization survey courses, all of these courses are
of fered within particular disciplines, mainly for under-
graduates who take a single area course as part of their
general education. The training of fpecislists has been
grafted onto this fragmented structure of classes and
faculty dispersed throughout the various disciplines.

This development has meant that the strongest part
of the training of an area expert is in the discipline
in which he majors. The non-major component of his
coursework comprises 8 smaller and smaller portion of
his training, and it too comes in the form of dis-
cipline-spacific courses. In such circumstances, it
becomes more difficult to assure that each area expert
will have a minimal corpus of gemeral knowledge of his
area.

For a long time, there was a recurring debate on
the campus about which would be the better anchor for a
student's research and teaching: his area, or his dis-
ciplinary interests. This debate was a symptom of the
tension between specislized training in a given dis-
cipline and the generalist training substantively fo-
cused on 8 world area, which was part of the original
ASTP model and which still characterizes much of the
government's area specialist training. Ome rarely hears
this debate anymore. The reason is simple: the disci-
plines won.

Three things have happened: 1) the overvhelming
majority of a student's training is bounded by his
discipline; 2) leaving aside language training, the
specific area component of this training i1s relatively
small, and almost all of it is within the student's
major discipline; 3) the amount of generalist training a
student gets through taking courses in his area but in
other disciplines is quite small. The generalist aspect
of language and ares studies appears as a vestigial M.A.
or certificate program. or as discipline-specific
courses that include materials from other disciplines.
Nonetheless. these three trends are a good point of
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departure for our discussion of next steps in the im-
provement of area studies training.

What is our evidence for these three conclusions?
The most extensive and current source of data we have is
a tabulation of graduate cours~+ takem by 329 students
out of a total of 344 who, at the end of their domestic
training, applied in 1983 for Title VI-funded fellow—
ships to carry out their dissertation research sbroad in
1984. The results cf the tabulations are presented in
Tables 3.1 and 3.2.

Teble 3.1 shows the number and disciplinary distri-
bution of applicants in 1983 for Title VI dissertation-
vear fellowehips, by world area. The first column of
Table 3.2 shows clearly the first trend referred to
above: hov discipline-bound the gtaduate training of
these fellovwship applicants was. On the average, ap-
proximately three-quarters (74.88%) of a stddent's
training was within his discipline or major.\ Put
another way, almost 18 (17.78) out of 24 (23.75) courses
taken by the average applicant were in his major concen-
tration. .

The second question about the pattern of training
of area specialists is the extent to vhich this training
is area-focused, as against training in disciplimary
topics unrelated to the srea. Column 2 of Table 3.2
indicates for ¢tudents in each discipline the average
proportion of all courses——omitting language courses for
the non-language major~—that was area—spec:.fxc. Only
about one-quarter (25.822) of a student's training was
spent on his specific area, as columan 3 shows.

The Rand survey's 1983 analysis of the areality--
that is, the degree to which training is focused on a
vopld area——of Foreign Language and Area Studies (FLAS)
féllowship graduste trsimning is confined to the propor-
tion of all courses a student took in his major that
vere related to the ares, &8 somewhat narrower question
than the areality of all of his courses,; whether in the
nsJor or not. The Rand fmdznsa reinforce our impres—
gion of the low sreality in many students' ares studies
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Table 3.1

*

Number of Title VI Dissertation Year Applicants

by Discipline and World Area

113

WORLD AREA
EASTERN .
EUROPE : SOUTH-
EAST AND LATIN MIDDLE igum EAST WESTERN -
AFRICA ASIA USSR AMERICA EAST  ASIA . ASIA EUROPE TOTALS
Anthro 15 7 ? 38 4 7 20 0 98
Appl ied 6 4 3 8 4 3 2 | 3l
Arts 3 5 5 2 2 2 1 1 21
‘Bcosomics 4 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 9
Geography 3 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 4
History -15 8 11 13 7 "0 1 4 59
Language
Related 6 18 14 6 2 5 1 0 52
PoliSci ? 6 6 6 3 0 2 1 31
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Table 3.1 (continued)

‘¥

-

% ! 4 L.
- . Nunbet } Title VI Digsertation Year Apphcanu
by Discipline 'and World Area
WORLD AQEA
EASTERN -
EUROPE SQUTH~
- EAST AND LATIN MIDDLE SOUTM™ T WES TERN
AFRICA ASrIA USSR AMERICA EAST ASTA AS EUROPE TOTALS
DISCIPLINE
RelsPhil 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 12
Socio i 1 i 2 1- - 1 0 7
TOTALS 60 56 49 80 25 25 27 329
Note: Applied = Education, Engineering, Law, Medicine.

Language related = Langusge, Linguistics and Literature.
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training in many disciplines. ‘Rand reported: -

We can get a sense of the centrglity of area -
studies to various disciplines by looking at
the percentage of graduate coursework devoted
to vorld area courses within a respondent's

" academic major: 45.6% for history majors,
39.72 for ares studies majora, and roughly
200& to 25.0% for anthropology and political
science majors. Economics majors spend only
ten perc:2nt of their coursework on area
courses in economics, and sociology and pro-
fessional majors spent less than fifteen per-
cent.

A similar impression of the relatively low areality
of the training of many specialists is given by the
responses of Warren Eason's sample of Soviet and East
European specialists. One of the questions asked was,
"During your own formal training in a discipline and in
Soviet and East Europeau studies, what kind of emphasis
was given to an area focus ¢ - application to the area
within your discipline?” 21.02 of all respondents indi-
cated that the area had received little or no emphasis
in their  disciplinary major. ‘

The third and, for our purposes, equally important
question is how much of a student's training with res~
pect to a world srea is coafined to bis discipline.
Column 3 of Table 3.2 applies to this question. These
percentazes measure the extent tn which a student was
exposed to the perspectives of other diaciplines in the
course of his area-specific training. In a discipline-
ordered world, this is the functional equivalent of the
generalist component of an area specialist's training
that was such an important part of the ASTP and now of
the DOD training. It is evident from this column of
Table 3.2 that the percentages are really quite small--
on the average, only 6.42%. . . ~

The Rand 1983 data on this topic of the interdis~
ciplinazy aspects of the training of FLAS fellowahxp
recipients are equally revealing. Rand reported:

121 '

105

s\



Table 3.2

Analysis of Graduate Coursework of Title VI Dissertstion Year Fellowship Applicants, 1983

AREA SPECIFIC COURSESS t
NUMBER TOTALS
CONCEN- % OF AREA X OF ARRA SPECIF- OF AREA

OF COURSES | COURSES AMORG SIDE THE MAJOR  COURSES NO. OF EXCLUDING
" |INTHE | ALL NON-IAN- AMONG ALL NOW-  OUTSIDE [APPLI- LANGUAGK
MAsORD GUAGE COURSESC LANGUAGE COURSESY THE MAJOR  [CANTS  COURSES

TRATION SFECIFIC IC COURSES OUT-, SPECIFIC ND. OF COURSES

z y S . y 4 No. Ko. Ro.
KAJOR
 DISCIPLINE
Anthropology | 76.97 10.00 6.47 139 98 2150
Applied/Prof | 69.64 4.24 4.01 35 31 873
Arts 86.04 28.13 6.46 31 21 480
Econmmics - 65.18 4.02 3.12 7 9 224
Geography 55.43 4.7} 3.99 < 11 9 276
History 80.98 44,29 9.92 119 - 59 1199
Lansuaze gelel 71.68 58.23 13.72 52 1501

| 206
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Political Sci

Religion/Phil
Sociolbgy

_Giwuiltun

iGtInd Tbtsl

L]

L 3

dpres specific'couxnes are those vhich mention the area in their titles.

bThe total no. of courses:taken by applicants in their major divided by the total
no. of courses, excluding language courses, for all but language majors.

CThe no. of area specific courses divided by the total number of courses, excluding
llmuse courses, for all but language majors.

drhe nnnher of area specific courses wvhich were pot in the major divided by the
total number of courses, excluding lamguage courses, for all but langusge majors.

76.20
76.76

' 62.59

74,88

14.68
28.44
11.51

" 25.82

1

A

6.18
11.93
10.07

6.42

3

40
39
14

-

’ 502

‘Langu-se Rel = Languagé. Linguistics, sand Literature.

31
12
7

329

-

647
n
139

7816
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No world area had students spending more than
an average of 20% of their course work on such
interdisciplinary courses [outside of their
academic disciplinel. Ecomomics was the least
interdisciplinary, and geography. area
studies, the other humanities and history, the
most interdisciplinary. There were no signi-
ficant differences across cohorts, thus
strongly suggesting that language and area
studies have not become more interdisciplinary
over time.

Warren Eason's data on Soviet and East European
specialists convey the same impression of the lovw inci-
dence of multi~disciplinary training with respect to the
area. He reported that 36.8% of all his respondents and
as many as 350.0Z of the economists indicated that they
had had little or no interdisciplinary training with
respect to their world area. The Rand survey indicated
that students training to be Soviet specialists were
better on this score than those of other area studies

groups.

In short, except for their lamguage training, many
area studies specialists are best characterized as sub-
disciplinary specialists strongest in their diseciplinary
training, less strong in the disciplinary aspects of

- their area, and weakest in their knowledge of other
aspects of the society. The breadth of substantive
knowledge with respect to the area that should mark the
"old hand" finds little place in the current training of
many students. For gtudents iz many majors—-—particular—
ly those like economics, where the technical component
is large-—there is even relatively little training on
the a-ea per se.

Recommendation:

Area training should include a substantial amount of
ares—especific work in the discipline in which a student
is specializing, plus gupplemental area-specific work in
other disciplines outside the major, and cither classi-
cal or modern training, depending on which period com-
Plements the primary emphasis.
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SPECIAL COST OF TRAINING

Problem:

The need for experience overseas and the breadth and
long duration of training mean that students training to
become area specialists need more money to complete
their training than nomarea—oriented students.

Overseas Training

Except perhaps for some students training to be
specialists in the classical periods of the great
historic civilizations, the student is generally expec—-
ted to conduct his doctoral dissertation research abroad
in the area of his specialization. The Rand survey
renorted that 65.92 of its Ph.D. sample had collected
material for their dissertations in the world area of
their specialty. The various area study groups differ
somewhat in this respect: 80.8% of the Africanists but
only 42.51 of the Soviet specialists had done their
dissertation rcsearch abroad.

Aside from enhancing the student's technical skill
in the conduct of research., this overseas experience is
the equivalent of the familiarization period spent
eoroad in one or another of the DOD area training pro-
grams. The opportunities for overseas studemt fellow-
ships are limited by both financial and other con-
straints. For instance, the Joint Committee on African
Studies of the Social Science Research Council /American
Council of Learned Societies indicated to us that in
1983, it had at least twice as many good applicants for
dissertation-year fellowships as it had funds to admin-
ister. In some other cases, such as the USSR, the
limitstion is access to the country.

Of at leant equal importance to the training of a
specialist is the opportunity to study the language of
the area in a country where it is spoken. It is diffi-
cult to imagine someone making a career as an area
specialist without the opportunity to supplement
domestic training in a language. Only half of the rLAS
graduates have been able to take such language
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training.® This is a functionm in part of limited
availability of organized overseas language training
facilities, and ia part of limited funding to take
advantage of the resourcea that do exist.

Unfortunately, for most students the opportunitiee
to study or to conduct research in their country of
specialization come after their domestic training. Our
campus visits and other interviews indicated that a
familiarization trip to the field early or midway in the
student's specialist treining prccess would have the
imnensely desirable result of making more tangible the
tcholarly information that makes up most of his formal
education. If this early visit results in an improve-
ment of the student's language competency, so much the
better. In any case, considerable experience in the
foreign country by a substantial portion of the student
body in an advanced ares-oriented class would both make
the materiale more meaningful, and ungrade the level of
instruction for the class @s a whole.

Length of Training

We commented in the last chapter on the long
periods of time students require for a basic mastery of
one of the least commonly taught languages, especially
the most difficult. On the area studies side, the ideal
training we envisaged--a thorough knowledge of one's
discipline, both with and without reference to the area,
plus a generalist knowledge of the area from a variety
of disciplinary perspectives and an overseas sojourn for
research and familiari.ation~-will take longer than the
training of a student who necd only take courses in his
discipline without reference to an acea, as is the case
with most disciplinary majors.

We noted that the full complement of area training
is not now the most common training patterm; the inter-
disciplinary component of area training temds to be
truncated at best, and almost all work remains within
the discipline. BEven in these circumstances, however,
students training to become area specialists take more
time to finish their Ph.D\'s than the less internation-
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ally focused students who major in the same discipline.
The evidence of the Rand 1983 survey of FLAS fellowship
recipients is that the time taken by FLAS graduates vas
indeed lengthened by the extra demands of becoming an
sres specialist.

On aversge, respondents took slightly over 8
years to complete theixr Ph.Ds, althongh they
.were officially enrolled in graduate school
for only about 5.7 of those years. East Asisn
specialists spent the longest time fn graduate
school (8.9 years total, 6.3 years officially
enrolled), a aignificantly lomger period than
for all other world areas except Western
Europe and Southeast Asia. Similarly, his-
torians. anthropologists, and language and
literature majors took significantly longer to
complete their Ph.Dis than their colleagues in
economics.

The time spent in graduate school has steadily
increased over cohorts, with the latest two
spending significantly more time earning their
Ph.D.s than the two earlier cohorts. The
1977-79 cohort spent, on average, almost an
entire year more emrolled in graduate school
. than the 1969-70 cohort.’

In short, even with the relatively low level of
generalized area training both within and outside the
student's major discipline, it now takes a long time to
get a Ph.D. with an area specialization.

Fragmentation in Training and Student Support

While the DOD training of & specialist can move to
different locales, the components of training for any
one of its students are relatively fixed, and the source
of support during that training is assuwred. One of the
strongest impressions we received in talking with stu-
dents on campuses was that exactly the opposite was the
case in the training of the academic area specialist.
For instance, if a student begins his training to become
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8 specialist at the undergraduate level--and in the case
of those studying the most difficult languages, this
early instruction is becoming increasingly important--
any undergraduate training to become a specialist is
financed entirely through his own funds. At the gradu-
ate level, he must piece together student loans, teach-
ing assistantships——increasingly scarce commodities—-
and federal support, usually in the form of a Title VI
fellowship awarded and administered by the language and
srea studies center. Title VI support is, at best,
short-lived; it lasts on the average only two years out
of the more than five the student must spend in graduate
training.

Moreover, in any given year, this funding support
is problematic for reasons not related to a student's
own talents and accomplishments. For one thing, he must
compete with all other students in the program, seeking
the approval of professors who are often in substantive
areas quite different from his own. Furthermore, the
center that allocates the fellowship must constantly
weigh using the fellowship to recruit new students
against giving it to an advanced student regardless of
his accomplishments. The center must also balance the
various disciplinary specialties of its faculty. Above
all, the fact that these funds are available only
through centers for their own students ties each student
to a particular center throughout his career, even
though one or more of the special . *s with whom he
should work for part of his training may be located
el sewhere.

Finding funds for area graduate trsining is further
complicated by the fact that teaching assistantships are
usually made through the disciplinary departments.
Traditionally, these sssistantships are in the more
domestically oriented, large—enrollment courses in each
discipline, 8o that area specialization within the major
is more a liability than an asset in terms of the desir
able qualifications for an assistantship.

Even more precariocus are the quite separate compe-

titions for overseas language study or dissertation
research, without which, for occupational purposes in
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most fields, domestic area training will have been
wvasted. Most overseas fellowships are awarded in
national competitions totally divorced from the stu-
dent's university context; his domestic training may or
may not have prepared him to participate im such
national competitions. Finally, there is virtually
nothing in the way of that crucial support an area
graduate student needs after his return from the field
to write up his research and to make the transition into
his first job.

We did not meet a single faculty member of a lan-
guage and area studies center who did not rank student
fellowship support as the highest priority, nor did we
ueet a8 single student who had not incurred excessive
debt in the course of his specialist training. The
marvel is that so many of these students persevered in
their training despite their dire financial circum-
stances.

‘It seems clear to us that the present pattern of
graduate astudent support is dysfunctiomgl for the
training of advanced language and ares specialists.
Support is too limited, too segmented, and inflexible
with regard to locale and purpose. We recommend 8 two~
tier system of fellowships, one allocated to centers and
the other directly to students through national competi-
tions.

For the firet tier, as at present, 8 quota of
fellowships for the early years of training should be
allocated to the centers. From the perspective of both
students and centers, it is better that the initial
fellowships be allocated through centers. Since the
largest number of students begin their area specializa-
tion at the graduate level, are frequently recruited
from among students who come to a university because of
the strength of a disciplinary department, and are often
recruited as potential specialists after they have begun
their training, it is important to have area-specific
fellowships available to encourage area specialization.
The natural location for the fellowships is a Title VI
center. From a student's perspective, this procedure
affiliates him with the interdisciplinary strength of
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the center in the early stages of his training when the
breadth of his training is most important and his early
language instruction is taking place.

From 8 national perspective, to ensure that the
selection of fellowship candidates reflects a student's
promise as a future area specialist, he must have had an
opportunity to demonstrate his sptitude in learning s
difficult language, his dedication to become an area
specialist, and his scholarly ability im his discipline
as it applies to the area. Hence, the record of his
early performance in language learning and in grea-
specific training is essential to an effective national
selection process. It is during the first years cf
training under the center-adminietered fellowship pro-
gram that this early experience in training to be s
specialist takes place.

Once some record of achievemeni has been estab-
lished. a series of individual fellowships should be
awvarded through highly selective national competition.
These fellovships should be renmewable for a substantial
period of time-—a minimum of four years——and they should
be portable both within the United States and abroad.
In order to aveid irrepargble harm to students who are
not chosen at the early stages of their vork, a number
«f these fellowships should be open each year for short-
er periods of time to moie sdvanced students, including
those requiring only assistance to conduct their dis-
sertation work abroad.

Recommendation:

The amount of support to graduate students in area
studies should reflect the special requirements of their
training. It should include sufficient funds for & mid-
training sojourn in the area; advanced language training
in the country where the language is spoken; a scjourn
to carry out dissertation research; & period of time to
write up research findings; and post-doctoral research.

Funds for the first two or three Years of training
should be provided through centers; thereafter, funds
should be awarded through national competitions. In the
national competitions, language prof iciency and genersl
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area knowledge will be rewarded. RNationally competitive
avards should be portable snd should carry with them
appropriate institutionsl fees.

DISCIPLINARY IMBALANCES

Problem:

The disciplinary distribution of speciaslists and
students training to be specialists is skewved.
Specialists tend to be underrepresented in the social
sciences-~especially economics, sociology, and
psychology--and in tho applied disciplines that msy be
most directly relevant to public policy. The conditions
underlying these imbalances are self-perpetuating.

"
~ Uader the prevailing laissez-faire system for re-
¢wcruiting and training language &nd area specialists, the

cross-sectional disciplinary complement of apecialists,
though it varies from ome world ares to another, remains
relatively constant smong various studies and over time.

Table 3.3 represents an attempt to relate dsta from
studies conducted in the 19806 to baseline data on the
disziplinary distribution of specialists taken from the
1970 Lembert Language and Area Studies Reyiew (LASR).
The dats collection techmiques of the later studies are
romevhat varied, and therefore precise comparisons among
and between them and the 1970 dats are dsngerous. Even
with this caveat, the rough equivalence in the
percentage of specialists in each discipline~-and parti-
cularly in each group of disciplines over a 10 year
period--is strikjing. Most changes are probably well
within the range of error for the various surveys.
While there are some varistions among area studies
groups, they all ghare a relatively low proportion of
economists and sociologists, sn slmost total absence of
psychologists, and very limited representation in the
applied and professional fields, such as law. medicine,
and engineering.

Despite some largely hortatory priorities estab-
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Table 3.3

Disciplinary Distribution of Specialists in 1970 and the 19807s: in
East European, lLatin American and South Agian Studies

EASTERN EUROPE AND USSR LATIN AMERICA SOUTH ASIA
LAMBERTS EASONY LAMBERTS MERKXC | LAMBERT® LAMBERTI
1970 1981 1970 1983 1970 1980
y 4 1 y 4 y 4
DPISCIPLINE
Arts 0.8 2.8 0.8 0.8 2.7 11.2
Relig/Phil 0.8 1.7 0.5 - 12.6 8.0
Hist (inc.Arch.) 36.9 28.2 24.1 27.1 20.2 13.9
Literature 20.1 i4.9 10.7 .
Linguistics 2.5 10.4 2.7 15.2 8.3 6.1
Humanities 61.1 58.0 38.8 43.1 43.8 39,2
Anthropology 1.0 1.9 8.5 1.7
Sociology 1.4 2.2 6.3 7.1 15.0 18.8
PoliSci 15.6 19.6 13.7 18.1 18. 12.5
Economics 7.7 7.0 11.3 8.8 8.9 5.8

: Q 132




Geography 3.4 2.5 6.2 2.4 4.1 5.5
Psychology 0.2 0.4 0.3 - - -

Social Sci 29.3 33.6 46.3 44.1 5.5 42,6
Education 1.5 0.9 2.7 1.6 2.9 2.8
Science & Tech 2.8 1.3 16.2 4‘.9 1.5 4.6
Applied/Prof 8.3 ~ 2.2 18.9 6.5 5.4 .

Area Studies 6.0 4.5 4.4 3.6 - -

Number of

Specialists 2218 1207 2188 1607 980 1932
8Richard D. Lambert, Language snd Area Studies Review, Monograph 17 (Philadelphia:
American Academy of Political an5 Social Science, 1973), pp. 375-B4.

byarren W. Eason, "A Dynamic Inventory of Soviet and East Eurgpean Studies in the
_United States” (Columbue, ON: Slavica Publishers, Imc., forthcoming).

€Gilbert W. Merkx, "The National Need for Latin American and Caribbean Specialists:
Current Resources and Future Requirements” (New York: The National Council on Foreign
Language and International Studies, 1983), Tsble IIIL

dRichard D. Lambert et al., "Wational Target for South Asia Specialists,” Table III
(New York: The National Council on Foreign Language and International Studies, 1981).
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lished for the distribution of specialist support under
Title VI, this distribution is the result of a laissez-
faire recruitment and training system disaggregated into
the separate disciplinary tracks. The resulting comple-
ment of disciplines is the product of the interplay of
three factors: 1) the hospitality of the discipline
toward substantive speciaslizations, including area-
specific ones--the lack of hospitality or acceptance of
area expertise in some disciplines is reflected both in
the low prestige of existing faculty with an area spe-
cialty, and in a reduced likelihood of replacing such
faculty with similarly focused people in the future; 2)
the composition of the existing corps of specialists;
and 3) the tendency of faculty members to train students
to be like themselves.

The combined effect of these factors is the guaran-

_tee that the bulk of the specialists, faculty, and

LRIC

students will be in anthropology, history, language and
literature, or political science. Not only do these
disciplines encompass the majority of area specialists,
but the faculty members in these disciplines make up the
core of each center. Among specialists in general,
members of other disciplines are less likely to spend a
large proportion of their professional work on the area
or a large proportion of their effort on center activi-
ties.

Tables 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 present data onm this
point. Table 3.4 presents dats from Warren Eason’'s "A
Dynamic Inventory of Soviet snd East European Studies,"
by discipline, on the percentage of specialists' profes-
gsional time spent on area-related work. Several things
are clear from this table. First, for almost all area
specialists, their work on the area is part-time. Only
about one-fourth of sll specialists who, teach do all or
almost all of their teaching on the area. The figure is
a little higher for research, but even there, only 48.6%X
of the respondents indicated that they devote all of
their research energies to the field of Soviet and East
European studies. This impression of srea studies as
part-time work is reinforced by the Rand finding that
only 29.12 of FLAS graduates employed in goverument gave
themselves a 5 on a 1-to-5 scale in terms of utilizing
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Table 3.4

Degree of Utilization of Area Exﬁ@itise (Areality) in Teaching and Research by Soviet
snd East Buropean Specialists by Discipline

AREALITY IN TEACHIKRG AREALITY IN RESEARCE

NONE OR 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL OR NONE OR 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL OR
ALMOST ALMOST ' ALMOST ALMOST
NONE ALL NONE ALL-
X 4 z 1 4 z y 4 4 z
25.0 4&6.4 17.9 93.6 7.1 7.7 11.5 34.6 26.9 19.2
15.8 47.4 15.8 15.8 5.3 11.8 41,2 17.7 17.1 11.6
8.3 58.3 8.3 8.3 16.7 12.5 25.0 25.0 12.5 125.0
11.5 31.1 23.8 18.5 15.0 8.4 10.5 6.8 14.9 59.5
8.8 10.7 10., 8.2 61.6 3.2 11.7 s.8 11.7 67.5
12.5 13.5 10.4 10.4 53.1 15.2 11.4 8.9 6.3 58.3
28.6 50.0 7.1 7.1 17.1 6.2 12.5 18.8 18.8 43.7
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Tgble 3.4 (continued)

Degree of Utilization of Area Expertise (Areality) in Teaching and Research by Soviet
and East European Specialists by Discipline

AREALITY IN TEACHING . : AREALITY IN RESEARCH
NONE OR 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL OR NONE OR 1/4 1/2  3/4 ALL OR
ALMOST ALMOST ALMOST ALMOST
NONE ALL NONE ALL
2 2 y4 2 2 2 4 i 1 1
DISCIPLINE
Sociology 0.9 40.9 9.1 4.6 4.6 16,0 20.0 16.0 20.0 28.0
PoliSci 6.9 33.3 26.4 12.1 21.2 1.7 15.9 16.4 16.9 43.0
Economics 18.5 53,7 18.5 9.3 0.0 9.1  23.4 15.6 15.6 36.4
Geography 19.4 61.1 16.7 2.8 0.0 13,5  35.1 13.5 18.9 18.9
Psychology 33.3 33.3 - - 33.3 ‘ 50.0 - 25,0 -  25.0

-y
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Table 3.4 (continued)

Pegree of Utilization of Ares Expertise (Areality) in Teaching and RBesearch by Soviet
: and East Buropeso Specialists by Discipline

AREALITY IN TEACHING

NONE OR 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL OR

AREALITY IN RESEARCH

NORE OR 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL OR

ALMDST ALMOST ALMOST ALMOST
NONE ALL NONR ALL
x T T 3 3 : 2z 3z x
DISCIPLINE |
Rducation 33.3 667 - - = 20.0 40.0 30.0 -  10.0
Secience & Tech - - - - - 46.7 33.3 20.0 - -

' All Disciplizes 13.8 30.5 18.3 11.9 25.8

9.4 16.2 11.6 14.2 48.6

Eumber of
_'SPBGilliltl 842

Source: Eason, "A Dynsmic Iaventory.”
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their language and area studies training in their cur-
rent job. The equivalent percentage for graduates work-
ing in the private sector was 41.1%.

The second implication of Table 3.4 is that re-
search activities tend to be more area-focused than
teaching. This finding is true for all disrciplines, but
is especially true for the social gcience disciplines.

The final implication of the data in Table 3.4 is
relsted to the general point under discussion: the
highly area-specific disciplines, both in research and
in teaching, are the core disciplines of anthropology,
history, language and literature, and political science.
In later sections of this report, we will show that it
is the scholars in these core disciplines who tend to be
most fully committed to a center's activities; it is
also in these disciplines that the replacement of a
retired area expert by another ares expert presents the
Jeast problem.

One of the by—products of the varying intellectual
hospitality among disciplines toward an ares specializa-
tion is a varying willingness among discipl inary depart-
ments to offer substantive courses that deal specifical-
ly with a country or region. Accordingly, these core
disciplines are where the majority of area course
enrolluents are found, especially the undergraduate
course enrollments that provide one of the main economic
rationales for the provision of an area staff posgition,
particularly s tenure-track omne.

Table 3.5 indicates from our survey sample of 39
Title VI centers the undergraduate and graduate
enrollments, by discipline, in area-specific courses.
This pattern in the existing center course offerings is
also reflected in the marketplace of opportunities for
college snd university teachirg.

One further set of data illustrates how marginal
language and area studies is to all but the core dis-
ciplines. Table 3.6 indicates for the 1983 Title VI
dissertation—year fellowship applicants the percentage
of all their graduate coursework that was devoted to

ERIC* 138




<

Table 3.5

Undergraduate and Graduate Enrollments by Discipline in 33 Title VI Centexs (1982)
AF EA » EE IA LA A SA SE
u. Gl u. cl ,“’ GI “Q GO u‘ c‘ ul c. u. G' u- G.
 DISCIFLINE

~ Anthropology 116 13] 117 11 s 11] - -|136 54} 139 100{ 25 39| 22 30
Area Studies 400 3] 532 69| 93 171} 797 47| 109 29{ 433 91| 99 13j111 31
Ristory s04 165(1609 272{1661 1336| 34 9] 414 117{1085 273] 188 135} 262 40
Language Related | 210 144{1579 725{3336 1019| 40 643570 36011426 758} 141 323 63 116
- Political Science| 204 61| 366 118] 804 342f - -| 130 46 742 144) 140 29§ 27 15
Subtotal 1432 1386|4203 1195|6769 1879] 871 120|4359 606|3825 1366| 593 539 485 232
| Applied/Prof 4 3| 68 102} 12 76 - -] 22 69} 6 71 - -} - -
Axcheology - - 8 11y - -1 - = - -1 23 41 1 5 - -
Acts 321 102] 575 131] 223 76| -~ -] 80 26| 352 27} 169 113} 91 55
Economics 30 26| 8 246|136 60f - - 70 65] 76 25| 26 1 - -
- Geography % 21 - -ftuse 2721 13 111 13 -} 4 161 13 -] 51 24
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Table 3.5 (continued)
Undergraduste and Graduate Enrollments by Disciplime in 33 Title VI Centers (1982)

AF EA EE IA 1A ME SA SE
U. G. U. G. U. G. U. G. . G. U. G. U. G. U. G.
DISCIPLINE
1 I VTR IS R I R RN I
mml’gﬁ -~ ~] 967 &9 - - - - - -} 800 67] 351 121| 19 2
Sociology 14 4| 141 51 &3 16 - -1 13 -1 128 34| 28 17 - -
| Subtotal 415 135]1840 348} 530 255| 13 11] 198 160]|1440 2171 586 2571 161 84
TOTAL ENROLLMENTS |1847 521]6043 1543|7299 2134] 884 1314557 766 5265 158311179 796( 646 316
Wo. of Centers
in Sample 4 5 S 1 4 5 6 3

Note: Seversl cemters usually included in

that they did mot distinguish graduste from undergr
center and one SA center, a total of 494 students

for the same reason.

Sample Size = number

| of
world area: AF-4/10; EA-5/16;

cemters
EBE~

5/12;

snl{aed out of totsl mumber of Title VI centers

IA-

140

/1; La-4/16; ME-5/13; 8A-6/8; SE-3/A.

the ssmple base were excluded here due to the fact
sduate enrollments. Additionally, in one ER
in language-related courses were mot included

(1982), by




Table 3.6

Concentration of Coursework Devoted
to Language .and Area Courses by Title VI
Dissertation Year Fellowship Applicants, 1983.

X COURSENORK IR LANGUAGE NUMBER OF

& AREA STUDIES " APPLICARTS

LISCIFLINE

Anthropology 14.992 98
Applied/Prof 8.502 31
Arts 37.95% 21
Economics 9.662 9
Geography 7.462% 9
Bistory 51.842 59
Language Related 58.392 52
Political Science 22.872 29
Religion/Philosophy 50.09% 12
Sociology 21.472 7

Note: This list excludesvlangnages not indigenous
to each vorld area, e.g., French was not counted as an
African language.

language and area training, by discipline.

What all of these dats indicate is that current
disciplinary imbalances are likely to continue, and if
they change at all, they are likely to get worse. On
campus after campus, we found concern gbout the danger
that center-connected specialiats in the hard social
sciences and the applied and professional disciplines
would be replaced upon retirement by disciplirvary speci-
alists with no area competency. One dean after another
stressed that making appointments that combine dis-

1_4,1}
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ciplinary and area stremgth, particularly in economics
and sociology, was the critical problem for the survival
of geographically focused concerns. Several indicated
~that the normal carrot to departmentsl chairmen and
personnel committees—-central or external support for
all or part of s position~-—-was no longer enough of an
incentive.

As disciplinary departments are forced to shrink in
size, or where choices have to be made among future
growth trajectories, area specialization terds to rank
well down in the pecking order. This finding has impor-—
tant consequences both for the future quality of lan-
guage and area studies, and for a possible return to
parochialism in the disciplines themselves, just when an
important part of the action in many disciplines is
moving abroad. As ve will later note, one of the criti-
cal functions of centers is to play the on-campus advo~
cacy role that makes it possible to maintain in less
hospitable disciplines these posts for scholars with an
ares competency.

The difficulty with the present situation is that
many of the national interest uses of language and area
competencies require a complement of precisely those
speciasliste in the hard social science and professional
disciplines who might be considered endangered species.
In part, what ve will note below as a gap between the
national need and the national demand for specialists is
a8 function of the more general prcblem of the use of
liberal arts Ph.D.'s outside of the academic world.

In view of the institutionalized bias against the
creation and retention of language and area epecialists,
we believe that the normal pattern of increasing funding
in general~—in the expectation that the desired comple-
ment of apecialists will materialize--will not work.
Instead, resources must be directed specifically to
pinpointed disciplinary specialties, both to sssure the
continuation of the existing complement where it is in
danger of erosion, and to add to the stock where impor-
tant new competencies must be created.

Our recommendations for raising the complement of
t
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language and ares specialists who have both a8 sub-
stantial language and area competency and an applied or
profeesional skill will be divided in two parts, one
relating to retaining the current complement of skills,
and the other to recruiting and training new special-
ists.

To maintain the current complement of expertise, we
have in mind essentislly an academic "cloning" device,
ing a small number of lomg-term fellowships to indivi-
1 scholars-—mentors-—~in the hope of reproducing
their scarce combination of skills. The second recom-
mendation is to broaden the skill ramge of existing
scholars, somewhat on the model of the dual competency
training awvards given by the International Research and
Exchanges Board, in which established scholars with one
sepecialty are encouraged to add a second competency. In
the currently contracting job market for academics, the
addition of a new gkill to those of a scholar already
placed within the system has a greater chance of success
than the creation of entirely new tracks.

Recommendation:

To assure at least replacement of the present stock of
specialist- with scarce disciplinary—area skill combina-
tions, & se. of apprenticeship fellowships should be put
at the disposal of eminent scholars for students wishing
to enter these specialties. These mentors should be
selected by distinguished national panels. The students
in turn would be selected from a national pool of appli-
cants by these muntors. As in the case of the advanced
fellowships deocribed in the previous section, these
apprentice fellowships would be of four years' durationm,
flexible, and portable~-at the discretion of the
mentors——both domestically ana abroad. and would carry
appropriate institutional fees.

To expand the corps of specialists, established scholars
should be enabled to acquire language and area skills or
new country competencies, as in the International
Research and Exchanges Board dual-competency program.
For new.y trained specialists within applied or profes-
sional disciplinary fields, sufficient resources should
be invested to allow for the acquisition of both a fully
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developed disciplinary or technical skill, and a high
degree of language and area competency.

EFFECTIVE DEMAND AND NATIONAL NEED VOR SPECIALISTS

Problem:

Effective demand for ares specialiste in terms of job
epportunities is decreasing, at the same time that the
national need for high-quality specialists continues.

In the early days, the perceived nationsl problem
was an overall shortage in the number of trained spe-
cialists, no matter what their disciplinary or topical
specialization. Hence, there was a general emphasis on
producing more and more specialists as gqrickly as pos—
gible. This posture fit very comfortabl, into the cus—
tomary practice in higher education. In most academic
fields, there is no tradition cr mechanism for Kkeeping
track of and shaping the flow of srudents, in terms of
either their cross-sectionmal distributionm or their num-
bers. Although there are institutions like Yale that
severely limit their intake of graduate students in
genersal, forward manpower planning is not a stromg point
of much of higher education, except in the professional
schools.

Language and area studies have reached a poin:
vhere manpover planning seems called for. Issues of the
match between supply and demand are intruding because
the findings of a number of national surveys—-like the
Rand reports, which have called into quastion the old
assuaption of a general scarcity--have shown the in-
creasing difficulty of job placement for graduates of
the programs aes the general academic job market con-
tracts.

Since language and area studies is, for the nearv
term at least, in a non-expaneionary mode within higher
education, the size and replacement needs of the current
pool of specialists is a critical element. We have no
evidence more recent tkan 1970 of the number of special-
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ists in each of the world areas, although there are some
rough estimates tor particular fields and purposes. Ome
thing is clear, however: in many areas, disciplines,
and topical specializations, the "tiny bands of special-
ists," as Francis Sutton used to call them, are no
longer tiny. A glance at the total number of speci-
alists enumerated in Soviet and East European, South
Asian, and Latin American studies given earlier in Table
3.3 indicates this fact.

The trouble with such gross figures is that there
is no way of disentangling the fully qualified, high-
quality cpecialists from a larger number of people whose
participation in the field is marginal at best. The
1970 LASR indicated that ot the 5,618 gpecialista who
responded to the questionnaire, only 924, or 16.5%, were
what were éflled "language and residence qualified
specialists. That is, they .had resided in the country
of their specialization for at least three years; had
made two visits, one of them during the preceding five
years; and had rated themselves as coping easily with
speaking or reading one of the languages of the area.

There has been no parallel enumeration for all
world are s since the LASR in 1970. However, an enumer-
ation of South Asia experts in 1980, carried out as part
of the National Targets project for the National Council
on Foreign Language and Intermational Studies (NCFLIS),
counted 2,046 individuals called "knowledge producers'--
that is, they had written on, held a fellowship with
respect to, or givem a scholarly paper about the area in
the previous five years. These 2,046 compared with an
estimated 980 knowledge producer specialists in 1970.
Of these 2,046 in 1980, 762, or 37.2%, were judged by
panels of their disciplinary peers to be professional
specialists in the area. Some 26.6% of the total pool
of knowledge producers and 71.4% of those labeled ex-
perta by their peers were judged to be language-compe-
tent. The number of language-competent experts was
estimated at 544. But even this number of specialists
is not a “tiny band." The number of East Asian, Soviet,
and Latin American specialists would be considerably
greater, and the proport}sn who have some language com—
petency probably higher.
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The picture on the demand side is even more murky.
One problem is that two very different notions of demand
are used--one "effective™ demand, and the other what csn
be called "national need." Effective demand consists of
employment opportunities based upon 1) replacement for-
mulae, as in the report on intemtionalnstudies for the
Ford Foundation by Birber and Ilchman;'" 2) statements
about possible hiring estimates from likely employers in
the government or business, “152“ the 1979 Rand study
for the Presidential Commission;'‘ or 3) the employment
experience of program gigdutea. as in the 1983 Rand
survey of FLAS graduates.

This most recent Rand survey considers two aspects
of the issue: employment rates, and the utilization of
language sad area studies training on the job. With
regard to the former issue, the Rand survey reported an
unemployment rate of 4.8% awong a 10-year cohort of FLAS
alumni Ph.D.'s. of those interested in and actively
seeking emplocyment. The unemployment rate for those not
completing the Ph.D. was elightly lower.

Whether -one judges this Ph.D. uvnemployment rate as
high or low depends on whether one is in that 4.8%, and,
in aggregate terms, what one compares this unemployment
rate with. The general national unemployment rate has
been hovering around '102. The unemployment rate for all
professional and technical workers in January 1982 was
2.92, but this figure includes doctors, engineers, and
others with bright prospects in the job market. A more
comparable group were humanist Ph.D.'s who had earned
their degrees between 1975 and 1980. 2.5 of them were
unemployed as of February 1981, with higher rates of
3.22 for modern language and literature majors and 3.12
for history majors, two fields very heavily represented
smong language and area studies students.

There are two especially troublesome aspects of the
1983 Rand data. First, the unemployment rate increased
with the recercy of the graduation. For the most re—
cently graduated cohort. those graduating in 1977 to
1979, the rate was as high as 7.92. The second disturb-
ing aspect was the kinds of jobs gradustes found and the
extent to which they utilized the’ir language or areas
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training in those -jobs. Table 3.7, reproduced from the
Raand report, presentg an overall picture of job place-
ment and utilization besed upon a theoretical 100 FLAS
fellowship holders.

Projecting from the figures in Table 3.7, it seems
that 602 of the FLAS fellowship holders will go on to
conplete the Ph.D,; sixty-five percent of these Ph.D.—
holding FLAS recipients will go into academic work, of
whom two-thirde will use their language and area train-
ing all or most of the time. Of the non-Ph.D.'s, 77.52
will be employed in jobs outside of the academic world,
and even among those who become academics, less than
half (44%) will use their language and area skills.
Among those going into non-academic jobas, only 43X of
the Ph.D.'s and 292 of the non~Ph.D.'s will use their
language and area studies training.

Rand goes on to report that among those in non—-
academic jcbe, it is more likely to be their language
than their area competency that is utilized on the job.
Looked at another way, the Rand figures are saying that
an academic job with & high utilization of language znd
area training is likely to be available to only 30X of
the studesnts, and that only 481 of the program graduates
will be ip any kind of job that allows reasomnably full
utilizqtion of their training. We have no comparable
data for people in the varidus non—area-oriented aspects
of the rel'evant disciplines, but these utilization rates
for lapgdsge and area studies, even more than the over—
all unemployment rate, pose a genuine challenge to the
field.

° .

The second con-ept in the discussion of the demand
side of the supply—and-demand equation is not jou open—
ings or employment histories, but nationsl need. The
reports of the National Targets project produced for the
NCFLIS in 1981 illustrate this approach. The authors of
these reports note that effective demand is a poor guide .
to ndational policy--indeed, it is part of the problem.
The fact that we prefer to fill overseas State Depart—
ment, armed services, and business posts with people who
have neither competency in a language of the area nor
familiarity with its culture and traditions does reflect
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Table 3.7

Ph.D. Completion and Skill Uuluatxon Patterns For A
Hypothetical Group of FLAS Recxpxenta

0f 100 Recipients:
44 will earn a Ph.D. within approximately 8 _years, and
16 will earn one seversl years later.

'Of the 60 Ph.D.s:
39 will become academics, of whom
26 will use their FLAS expertise all or most of the
time, and 13 will not.

21 will take nonacademic jobs, on which

9 will use their FLAS expertise all or most of the
time, and 12 will not.

Of the 40 non-Ph.D.s:
9 will vork in academic institutions, where
4 will use their FLAS expertise all or most of the
time, and 5 will not.

31 will take nonscademic jobs, on which

9 will use their FLAS expertise all or most of the
time, and 22 will not.

Note: These projections sre based on the data,
presented in Chaps. 1, 2, and 5, [of McDonnell gt al.,
mwmmamle on Ph.D. completion rates
and the distribution of academic and nonacademic jobs
¢mong Ph.D.s. and non-Ph.D.s. 8kill utilization esti-
mates are based on the proportion of various respondent
types (i.e., Ph.D. versus non-Ph.I., academic vs. non-
academic job) who scored their language or area studies
‘usage as either a 4 or a 5 on & 5-point scale.

{McDonnell gt gl.] are making a conservative esti-
mate here and assuming that the proportion of FLAS
. Ph.D.s taking nonacademic jobs will grow at about half
© the rate that it did during the past decade.

: Source: Table 3.7 is taken from McDonnell gt al.,
FLAS Eellowship Recipients, p. 126 (See Notes, p.142).
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’ Table 3.8

Estimates of National Needs fgr Specialists
from Hstionsl Targets Project, 1981

s ,
PRESENT MANPOWEx NEEDS FOR
. CAFABILITIES SPECIA. 18TS
WORLD AREA
Western Europe 1,347 1,487
- Canada, Auvstrslias,
and New Zealand 110 200
Africa . 523 3,793
South Asia . 542 . 1,230
Middle East . 151 3,922
Oceania 28 40
Southeast Asia 950 - 1,500 :
East Aesia 1,100-1,200 2,200-2,400 '
Soviet Union
& Eastern Burope 1,29 2,030
TOTAL 6,667-6,747 16,402-16,602¢

4

- Fote: The Latin Americsan panel of the Nationsl
- Targets Project did mot report capabilities and needs
for specialists in their area.

Source: Allen H. Kassof, ed., "Report of the Taak..,
Force on Kational Manpower Targets for Advanced Research
on Foreign Areas™ (New York: The Natiomal Council on
Foreign Language and International Studies. 1981).
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’ Table 3.8

Estimates of National Needs for- Specialiets
from Nationsl Targets Project, 1981

*

‘
PRESENT MANFOWEx NEEIS FOR
. CATABILITIES SPECIA. ISTS
WORLD AREA
Western Europe 1,347 1,487
- Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand 110 200
Africa : 523 3,793
South Asia : 542 . 1,230
Middle East 151 3,922
Oceania 28 40
Southeast Asia 950 1,500
East Asia 1,100-1,200 2,200-2, 600 )
Soviet Union .
& Eastern Burope 1,29 2,030
TOTAL 6,647-6,747 16,402-16,602¢

Note: The Latin Americaen panel of the National
. Targets Project did not report capabilities and needs
for specislists in their ares.

Source: Allen H. Kassof, ed., "Report of the Task...
Force on National Manpower Targets for Advenced Research
on Foreign Areas™ (New York: The National Council on
Foreign Language and Internatiomal Studies. 1981).
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Table 3.9

Degrees Awarded By Title VI Centers Over Time

151

AVERACE
PER ONE AVERAGE
ACADEMIC PER ONE ACA-
YEAR BE- ACADENIC DENIC YEAR
TWEEN YEAR 1975~ BETWEEN
195919718 - | 1976 1979~-19818
BA MA PhD [ BA MA PhD| BA MA PhD
" DISCIPLINE
AF 197 128 .38 | 519 261 102} 1187 289 115
Asia GCen 234 130 30 " - - - - - -
Asia 8 EE 10 8 . 1 - - - - - -
Canada - - .- 30 3 3] 200 13 3
EA 354 109 34 1489 272 120] 1353 423 172
BE 582 245 76 | 970 208 100{ 1330 190 74
IA 3 6 2 9 6 & 14 4 2
Int StP - - - 39 197 15| 1574 231 104
LA 1263 422 153 1774 349 117| 2228 375 140
= 174 63 37 | 691 189 80| 469 179 48
Pac Is - - - 23 54 9 41 19 5
SA . S8 S0 27 | 152 68 4S] 115 43 37
SA & SE 104 43 17 - - - - - -
SE h 16 8 38 50 26| 89 185 19
WE 17 5 2 125 68 22| 880 136 82
ron{s-) 3000 1225 425 |5852 1725 653} 9518 2088 803
GR TOTALS 4650 8230 12410
87ounded to nesarest whole person.
bincludes General and Comparative Stuﬁies.
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Table 3.10

Bumber of Title VI Fellowships by Year and World Area

YEAR
FY71 F¥Y72 FY73 FYI&4 FYIS FY?6 FY77 FYI8 PYD FY80 FY81
WORLD AREA
Africa 14 214 115 85 84 95 93 91 98 89/18-8 95/31-8
" Bast Asia 193 481 329 247 202 201 195 195 194 188 180/56-8
Esstern Europe 130 261 165 123 125 140 138 131 142 137/41-8 134/50-§
Taner Asia - - - - 8 10 8 10 11 10/2-8 10/3-8
Intarnational
Studies - - - - - - - - - - 15/2-8
Latin America 121 169 115 84 54 74 85 79 89 84/17 81/22
Middle East 125 265 177 132 137 146 140 142 143 146734 142/41-8
South Asia 715 184 116 88 90 97 97 98 102 92/22-8 93/29-8
Southeast Asia 4] 181 71 33 63 79 713 76 72 39/14 67/24-8
Western Europe 10 25 22 15 0 0 3 6 7 8 11

§ = Suammer instituted programs :in FY 1980
Note: The 1972 figures are representative of pre-1970 levels. The 1971 figures
are lower oving to decressed funding in that year. The decline after 1972 represents

€ O ks in the Title VI programs.
ERIC progr 1590
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We also need some indication of the loss of spe-
cialists from the existing pool as well as the process
of latersal recruitment--that is, people becoming spe-
cialists after their student days. In particular areas,
like African and South Asian studies, where the language
skill demands for entry into the field are low, scholars
can still enter the field without a long training
period. It is our impression, however, that the field
iteelf has raised its standards as to what makes an
expert, and therefore lateral entry has slowed appreci-
ably. 1t is also our impression, particularly in the
fields with low language akill demands and where profes-
sional or applied disciplines are relatively well repre-
sented, that a great deal of attrition is taking place.

The juxtaposition of effective demand versus
national need allows us to address another side of the
issue. Clearly, in the immediate post-Sputnik era, the
problem was the pressing national need for specialists,
primarily in the Soviet field. It was assumed that if
the national need was s0 great, the effective demand
would be there for trained language and area special-
ists. In fact, in the two most likely markets for these
skills, this was not the case. Out of 2,231 gtudents
who had held fellowships in Rand's l10-year sample, only
186 were hired into business firms and 165 into posi-
tions with the federal govermment.

Businesses ia particular have been slow to attri-
bute any value to a prospective American employee's
competency in the language or culture of one of the
countries where businesses operate. The Rand report and
others indicate that as yet, the utilization of language
and area studies skills among those employed in business
is even lower than in government. Businesses prefer to
deal through intermediaries in that country or to hire
nationals who have graduated from American business or
engineering schools. For Americans, a language or area
competency ranks way down on the scale of considerations
for employment, well below the business and technical
skills. Indeed, businesses sometimes see a language or
area skill as a limiting factor, fearing that an em-
ployee anchored to one locale will be unable to move
freely laterally and vertically throughout the firm, and
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that he may favor the interests of a particular region
over those of the company as & wlole.

It is odd that business has not yet recognized
another aspect of language and area studies that could
be a rare asset. Students training to be language and
area specialists are self-recruited by an esgerness to
work and live in the countries they study, and, unlike
the early or mid-career technicians whom the companies
often send out for overseas assignments, language and
area specialists not only welcome long overseas so-
journs, but have learned to participate in those soci-
eties at levels few management people could hope to
achieve. It would probably be easier to graft a little
business or technical training onto the truly scarce
skill, a long-term overseas residence orientation, than
the other vay around. The technical business skills,
however, must be real skille. Dlilettantish business
skills are no more useful than a thin vemeer of language
and area training.

The creation of & satisfactory role in business for
an American specializing in the languages and culture of
8 particular area is most likely to develop with r ct
to Japan. Latin America, and one or more of the
countries of Western Europe. The few students already
launched on these carcer tracks should be watched with
interest. Surely it is inm order to translate our gener-
al rhetoric about the national need for an internation-
ally trained business management class into an effective
demand for those trained in international skills.

As is the case in business, the gap between a
perceived national need and effective demand in govern-
ment is great. The SRI Intermstiomal report forcefully
documents this curious dichotomy. On the one hand,
there is 8 general perception that our military intel-
ligence operations would be better informed by having
available the broasder contextua! knowledge that is the
hallmark of language and area studies. On the other
" hand, at the opersational level, there is little felt
need for people with these skills. Even language skills
for intelligence purposes are of s0 special a
character--and there is a widespread belief that
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university-trained specialists do not have a high enough
competency level in any case-—that there is little de-
sire to import language and area specislists from the
outside.

‘The State Department's links are more substantial
and durable. However, even here the entry-level appli-
cation form does not have a question on academically
acquired competency in language and srea studies. The
equivalent of language and area specislists within the
State Department as well gs in the military-~those who
remain for long periods of time working on the same
country or world area——often have limited upward mobili~
ty and eventusl rank. And more generally, James R.
Ruchti in his report to the Presidential Commission
found that, except for Soviet specialista, only one out
of three langunge and area specialists employed by the
federal government indicated that they were using that
competency in their work The proportion wae one out of
tvo for SOViAet specialists, but ome out of six for
Africanists.!

Clearly, the first step in making demand come
closer to national need is to try to improve the utili-
gation of language and area studies skills in obvious
areas of national need. Tied to this point is the need
to supplement the training of language and area
specialists with skills that will make them more sttrac—
tive for non—academic employment. At a minimum, this
means 8 major improvement in the level and occupational
utility of their language competency. It slso mesns
grafting on occupstional skills more attuned to that job
market, not necessarily instead of their curremt train-
ing, but in many cases on top of it. It should be kept
clearly in mind, however, that for m0st students, the
academic world is the primary job market. Indeed, in the
early days of Title VI, a willingness to teach was a
requirement for receipt of a fellowship.

As indicated above, a8 carefully worked out national
manpower policy with respect to language and area
studies would call for the accumulation of more precise
data on the supply side. It should also include a major
effort to increase demand wvhere the national interest
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vould be served by introducing more language and area
expertise among business and govermment employees. In
addition, too grest a dependence on current market pro-
jections should be avoided. Our national experience a
few years ago vith the presumed glut of engineers indi-
cated just how imexact a science forward manpower plan-
ning for trained professionals 1s.

Nevertheless, it would appear that, in the short
run, some limitation on intake or some reduction in the
number of students receiving federal support is called
for. There is some support for this position in the
field itself. Several of the questions in Warren
Esson's inventory of Soviet and Esst European special-
ists asked the respondents to estimate the present,
past, and future market for specialists. The distribu-
tion of responses is givem in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11

Market Demand Estimates By Soviet
and East Europesn Specialists

Market Now Market Past Market Future

r 4 p4 4
Excellent 1.4 Better 9.7 Improve 27.7
Good 7.9 Same 35.8 No Change 55.4
Fair 32.4 Worse 54.5 Worsen 16.9
Poor 53.4
Non-existent 4.9

Source: Eason, "A Dynamic Inventory."

Most respondents judged the 1981 market demand for
specialiasts to-be poor. In their view, things had been
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bad for some time, and only gbout one-fourth thought
that things were going to improve. In view of this
situstion, relstively few (13.31) of Eason's respondents
thought that the number of students admitted to cemters
for training to become a Soviet or East European expert
should be increased. The remainder of the respondents
wvere about equally divided between holding admissions st
a constant level (46.3%) and decreasing them (40.42).
In view of the traditionally expsnsionary perspective of
the field, the proportion of respondents who called for
limiting the number of new entrants into the field is
iRpressive.

We have no equivalent data on other area studies
groups. Our general impression is that the current job
market demand for particular kinds of language and area
skills--for instance, economists training to be
Japanese, Soviet, or West European specialists—-still
exceeds the supply, but there are no data to confirm
these impressions. *

Recossmendation:

The number of fellowships for new entrants into the
field should be reduced and made highly selective. The
savings from this reduction, plus any additional re-
sources necessary, should be used for the establishment
of the proposed nationally competitive, longer~term,
portable, flexible fellowship, and for the fellowships
specially earmarked for missing or endangered components
in the national resource base.

A pressing agenda for the field 18 to explore ways to
bring national need and effective demand into closer
ayreement.
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Research

While the pattern of national funding for language
and area studies and the rationale that justified it
have been almost exclusively congerned with the traiming
of specialists. it is the knowledge thgt these
specialists create and the extent to which it is shared
with and utilized by the society that is of the greatest
long-term interest. Accordingly, it is surprising that
90 little has been done to examine 1) the nature of the
research enterprise on the campus; 2) the corpus of
published information produced by the specialists; 3)
the pattern of support for that research; #) the limita-
tions on American scholars' access to research gites
sbroad; and 5) the extent to which the research product
of langusge and area studies is useful to, and is used
by, various segments of the society outside the academic
world, such as business and those areas of the govern-—
ment with a responsibility for international affasirs.

The statistical data and the impressions of the
site vigits make abundantly evident the extent to which
the firat four of these-—scholarly perspectives. re-
search coverage, research support, and research access—-
are interactive, and sll in turn determine what is
available for use by the society. These data slso make
clear both the advantages and the imperfections of the
current laissez—~faire system of language and area stud-
ies research, and the need for 8 way to surv~y our
collective research product, possibly an externa. over—
view, to ensure that the collective profile does not
leave uncovered research domains of highest national
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importance.

We mean by this not only issues of relevance to
national public policy, but topics crucial to the basic
understanding of other societies that might not other-
vige be discussed. A principal finding of this section
of the survey is that the interrelationship among facul-
ty perspectives on research, research funding. and re-
search administration, and patterns of uge by government
and private organizations has resulted in & skewed pro-
file of research output that only partly serves the
national interest. It seems clear that without some
significant modification of the administration of re-
search funds, the situation we observed will persist gnd
even intensify.

Before we begin, several more general comments must
be made. First, the collective research product of the
faculty of the language and area studies programs com-
prises an impressive corpus of knowvledge. The amount of
information and insight on other parts of the world that
has been created by American scholars since World War II
has been remarkable. There is no other country of the
world that can come close to matching it. This corpus
of knowledge has contributed to the immense growth in
our nationasl level of sophistication about the rest of
the world, both in the educated public and in the forma-
tion of our national policy. Its composite scope and
focus are therefore of genuine national interest.

Second. a caveat. Particularly in the domain of
research aud publications, it is dangerous to character-
ize the work of all language and area specialists with-
out speaking specifically of the particular world area
with which they are dealing. The focus and the collec~
tive profile of research in Latin American studies is
dif ferent from that in East European studies, which in
turn is quite different from research in African or East
Asian studies. Indeed, the nature of the research pro-
duct in West EBuropean studies has little in common with
what takes place in research on the Third World. Those
who conduct research on West European countries tend not
to see thomselves as language and area specialists, and
they treat their research as an extension of their
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disciplinary interests. As an example of this, courses
or texts on comparative economic¢ systems usually focus
on Europée and the United States, and they are a standard
item in many curricula, wvhereas the economics of de~
veloping countries is much more likely to be viewed as a
separate field. even though it too deals with compara-
tive economic Systems.

Moreaver, the key elements of most area studies
research-~a special language competency; expertise on an
area with vhich few others are familiar; and an emphasis
on the unique features of the region rather than its
theoretical, methodological, or universal properties—-—
are not so characteristic of West European studies.
These are a key difference in terms of the availability
of National Science Foundation funding, as we shall see.
Because of these important differences by world area,
vhen we analyze the character of the research product of
language and ares studies, ve are at pains to differ-
entiate the work with respect to one world area or
another-—-indeed, one courtry or another.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE FINDINGS

Hhife time constrain.s did not allow us to conduct
an exhaustive analysis of these matters, we were able to
assemble enough data to outline the current gsituation
and to indicate where concerted effort is needed to make
the research product serve more fully the national in-—
terest. In a nutshell, what we found was:

1. limited reseaxch aims. Collectively and in-
dividually, campus-based language and area specialists
are directed more toward teaching than research, and
insof ar as they are involved in research, it tends to be
small~scale and individualistic.

2, Clustering by region and topic. Certain coun-
tries, disciplines, and topics are relatively well
covered, but others are not. Among the latter are
topical areas and approaches of special interest to the
mission~oriented agencies, including the Department of
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student level. as applying for individual fellowships,
particularly fellowships that support trips overseas to
collect dats or consult materials. Research in language
and area studies tends to be a solitary rather thar a
collective enterprise, and, as we will note below, this
bhas major implications for the substantive focus of much
of the research that is carried out.

Interviews with individual faculty members indi-
cated that part of the problem was the diminishing
availability over the past several decades of both pri-
vate and public research funding for substantial re-
search projects by language and area specialists, a
point we will return to later. Moreover, Title VI--the
principal source of external funds for language and area
centers-—provides no support for large-scale, collective
research through the centers. Title VI does have a
modest program of support of small-scale projects deal~
ing with language or program evaluation, and it provides
some field research fellowships for individual faculty
members and students. The scale and duration of these
grants serve to reinforce the curr at tendency.

In short, the limited availability of funds, cou-
pled with the substantive research focus of many Title
VI faculty members in the more historically oriented
humanities, has made them think smgll when they develop
their research plans.

In search of a constructive way to change this
situation, pointed questions were posed during the cam-
pus interviews as to how best to stimulate both more
individusl and more collective research among center
faculty. The overwhelming preference among individual
faculty members was for research funds administered
through national organizations, with selection through
national competition. However, some did stress the need
for a modest local source of fuands for the early stages
of development of substantial, longer-term, collabora-
tive research. It goon became apparent that within the
institution, the most effective leverage points for
initiating and sustaining an expanded research effort
were quite varied from one campus to another.
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student level. as applying for individual fellowships,
particularly fellowships that support trips overseas to
collect data or consult materials. Research in language
and area studies tends to be a solitary rather tharn a
collective enterprise, and, as we will note below, this
bas major implications for the substantive focus of much
of the research that is carried out.

Interviews with individual faculty members indi-
cated that part of the problem was the diminishing
savailability over the past several decades of both pri-
vate and public research funding for substantial re-
search projects by langusge and area specialists, a
point we will return to later. Moreover, Title VI--the
principal source of externmal funds for language and area
centers--provides no support for large-scale, collective
research through the centers. Title VI does have a
wmodest program of support of small-scale projects deal-
ing with language or program evaluation, and it provides
some field research fellowships for individual faculty
members and students. The scale and duration of these
grants serve to reinforce the curr nt tendency.

In short, the limited availability of funds, cou-
pled with the substantive research focus of many Title
V1 faculty members in the more historically oriented
humanities, has made them think smsll when they develop
their research plans. o .

In search of a constructive way to change this
situation, pointed questions were posed during the cam~
Pus interviews as to how best to stimulate both more
individual and more collective research among center
faculty. The overwhelming preference among individual
faculty mesbers was for research funds administered
through national organizations, with selection through
national competition. However, some did stress the need
for a modest local source of funds for the early stages
of development of substantial, longer-term, collabora-
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institution, the moat effective leverage points for
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One thing that was clear, however, was that with
few exceptions, organized language and area centers
pPreseatly play almost neo role in the sponsorship of
research. Moreover, we encountered very little evidence
of multiple-person research, and even less of multi-
disciplinary research, despite the presence in the same
administrative unit of scholars dealing with the same
vorld area but from g wide variety of disciplines. In
this vein, it is also interesting to note that of the 39
Title VJ centers that responded to the recent
Rockefeller Foundation survey of internmational relations
research organizations, only ll even mentioned research
project support as having any place on their funding
wish list.

We believe that an attempt should be made to change
this situation. We agree with the individual scholars
that national research competitions subject to peer
group reviev are the preferable form of large-acale
funding for resecarch. We do believe, hovever, that in
order to change the current fragmented research tenden-
cies in the field, on an experimental basis, a modest
amount of seed money to promote collective research
should be added to the general.funds provided to the
centers.

L

Recommendation:

To encourage the de - .., .cat of the lsrger-scale,
longer—term research that would dravw in a number of
faculty members and help to train students, Title VI
should be samended to include a small research fund for
each center to cover the early phases of major prcjigy
generation, and support for students to gain experiente
in research apprenticeshipas. In addition, more funding
for larger—~scale research s “wld be made available and
more faculty members shorid - apprised of the strategy
of applying for and - “.1nistering major grants.

ACADEMIC COVERAGE OF THE RESEARCH PRODUCT

Problem:
Left to the unconstrained preferences of scholars,
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research coverage~—in either geographic or disciplinary
terms or both--has important gaps.

In all areas of research, there is 8 perpetual
tension between two approaches. The first is to let the
researchers g0 wherever their theories and data may take
them; the second is to try to influence the directions
in wvhich researchers go. The consequence of excessive
emphasio on either approach is damaging. Too much free-
dom for the researchers leeves larger national interests
unprotected, while too much constraint undermines the
quality of the research and may stifle it altogether.

What applies to research in general obviously ap-
plies to area-related resesarch. One objective in ex-
amining the state of this research has deen to find out
in what ways, and to wvhat extent, guidance in the direc-
tion of rcsesrch may be desirasble. We have sought to
identify majer lacunae in country or topical cov-rage in
domains of high, or potentislly high, national interest,
and to consider the best ways of shifting the stream of
research in the direction of those gaps.

Language and area studies research, like most re-
search in the humanities and social sciences, is a
mosaic of many different research initiatives. with
little, if eny, deliberate sttempt to shape its composi-
tion or to fill in gaps. 1In the past decades, in fa-ct,’
language and area studies research has proceeded with
very little substantive comstraint. Appendix F presents
the results of this laissez-faire approach to research.
It comprises analyses of the articles and books pub-
lished by members of the faculty of the Title VI centers
(72 out of 76 centers were included in the sample),
during the years 1976-81. 1In all, 5,952 area-related
publications of faculty listed in the 1982 applications
for Title VI funding by language and area studies
centers were coded for country and topical focus. as
well as for their policy relevance.
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What the Sample Represents

We are proposing to use the publications of the
"center faculty as a roughly representative sample of the
topical and country expertise samong the gemeral corps of
acadenic language and srea specislists.

This calls for a little ¢’ arification. We do not
mean by this all people publishing on a particular world
area, but only those who do s#0 over a substantial peviod
of time, and with some special area expertise. The
larger group ic represented in the annusl bibliographies
of publications relating to particular world areas pub-
lished by the various area studies associations. For
our purposes. however, the enumeration in these biblio~
graphies is too extemsive. They tend to include publi-
cations by people outside the ascademic world or by
foreign scholars; doctoral dissertstions, many writtem
by temporarily resident foreign students; and occasional
publications, often of a comparative nature, by American
scholars, particularly in the quantitatively and theo-
retically oriented disciplines such gs psychology and
economics. Cur concern. however. is with the work of
scholars resident in the United Stutes who over a long
period of time commit themselves to sustained work on an
area, usually bringing to it a gemeral knowledge of the
area and. if possible, a command of one of its
languages.

Is the faculty attached to the Title VI centers
representative of that group? It obviously is not
coterminous with all qualified specialists. The roster
of center faculty overestimates the pool of true
language and area experts, io fthat centers often report
faculty as members of the program when their link with
the center is quite insubstantial; and it also under-
estimates the pool, because it ocmits the fully developed
specialists who are at institutions other than those
supported by Title VI. For the present purposes, th~
crucial question is how distorted the cross—sectional
picture of the research product of lacguage and sxes
specislists ie, if we uge only center faculty in our
tabulations. Would the picture of the disciplinary,
topicsl, and country coverage of the research product of
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long-term language and area experts differ if we had a
list of all such experts, not just those at centers?

The only attempt of which we are aware to sort out.
the various levels of expertise and types of contribu-
tors to knowledge is the survey of South Asia special-
ists.l That survey counted all U.S.—~resident academic
knowledge producers in South Asian studies for the same
period of time covered in the present survey (1976-81).
This was done by enumerating all who had written a book
or article, delivered a scholarly paper, received a
re2search fellowship, or written a doctoral dissertationm,
omitting foreign students who returned to their home-
land. Then, through an extensive peer group evaluation
of this list, the survey identified those considered to
be specialists in the area, and the subset who were
competent in one or more of the languages of the area.

For the present survey. we classified by discipline
the topical coverage of all area~relevant publications
of members of the faculty of Title VI programs in South
Asian studies. Table 4.1 shows the relationships among
the three forms of enumeration: 1) sll knowledge
producers; 2) the subset of this group judged to be
experts by their peers; and 3) the distribution of area-
relevant publications of the Title VI South Asia center
faculty.

What do the data in Table 4.1 ghow? The dis-
ciplinary profiles of the three columns are remarkably
similar, except that economists and specialists in the
applied and professional disciplines are slightly more
numerous in the total pool of knowledge producers
(column 1) than among experts (columns 2 and 3). This
distinction would have been even more striking had we
added the column from the original Lambert "National
Target for South Asia Specialists” enumeration that
displayed the disciplinary distribution of those who
were judged to hsve a language competency. In the
previous chapter. we commented on the scarcity of mem-
bers of these disciplines in the pool of language and
area studies experts. Hence, it is not surprising to
see their representation diminish as the degree of long—
term area commitment and language competency increases.
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Table 4.1

Disciplinary Distribution of All Knowledge Producers,
Experts, and Title VI Center Faculty Publications,
in South Asian Studies, 1976-81

KNOWLEDGE  EXPERTS FACULTY

PROIUCERS PUBLICATIONS
z 4 4
DISCIPLINE
Anthropology/Sociology 19.9 16.8 18.9
Axt 10.6 12.5 15.7
Economics 5.5 4.7 4.8
Geography 5.2 6.4 1.3
History 13.1 10.6 14.6
Language/Linguistics 5.8 6.6 11.3
Literature 6.0 5.2 17.9
Religion/Philosophy 13.2 19.6 32.5
Political Science 11.8 13.5 12.8
Communications 0.8 0.0 0.7
Education 2.6 0.4 0.7
Library/Bibliography 1.9 3.3 2.6
Science/Technology 3.5 0.4 0.0
NUMBER OF PEOPLE ANRD
- PUBLICATIONS 2046 762 459

Source: The first two columns are taken from

Richard D, Lambert et gl., "National Target for South
Asia Specialistse.”

Hovever, since they represent a small minority of all
specialists in any event, these marginal changes do not
affect very much the overall distribution of dis-
ciplines.
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For the purposes of our current*analysis, we are
particularly interested in the match between the two
final columnas: the peer-recognized experts, and the
Title VI faculty publications. These two columns match
quite closely. This has two important implications for
the present analysis. First, the disciplinary, topical,
and country distribution of the publications of Title VI
center faculty can be taken as a fairly representative
sample of the genersl pool of experts. although we would
be more comfortable in this sassertion if an exercise
similar to the South Asian studies one had been con-
ducted for other world areas. Second, any national
program that sims to encourage research by language and
area specialists should not be limited to the Title VI
centers. Important individuals, particularly in the
disciplines such as economics, psychology, and the ap—
plied and professional disciplines. will be missed.
Hovever, we will not be far off if we use the cross-—
sectional profile of publications of the Title VI facul-
ty, information that is collected every year as part of
the center application process, as a guide to general
trends in the distribution of the research product of
specialists by topic and country coverage.

With this general caveat in mind about the rep-
resentativeness of the sample and its implications for
policy, let us examine the overall composition of the
product of language and srea specialists by world area,
topic, and by country.

The Eunumeration Process

First. a few technical notes about the tabulation
of publications are in order. For one thing. we omitted
all publications of center faculty that had no apparent
reference to the area. There is nothing that requires a
language and srea specialist to co.fine all of his
scholarly work to the area. Indeed, 1,313 or 18.07% of
all publications listed for center faculty between 1976
and 1981 had no apparent comnection with the world ares
in which the center claimed those faculty members to be
expert. This reinforces the point we made in the last
chapter that for most language and area specialists,
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their work on the area is part-time.

Table F.12 in Appendix F displays the style of
analysis represented in most of the tables in this
appendix. It is an enumeration of books and articles
published between 1976 and 1981 for each country or
region in a given world area, in this case Africa.
While most of the publications analyzed were articles
rather than books, no weighting system was used, so that
each publication is counted as a single work regardless
of whether it is a book or am article.

However, with respect to country or topical cover-//
age, it was possible for a single publication to fall
into more than one category; that is, a book or an
article could deal with both anthropology and history,
or with both Peru and Chile. Where the number of publi-
cations 1s added across categories, as in Table F.l,
this inflates the number. Nonetheless, it does indicate
the number of publications whose titles cover each
country or topic. Similar double counting has not been
done in the tables dealing with policy relevance, since
a publication can fall in only one category omn this
dimension. Hence, in the tabulations onr policy rele-
vance, the total number of works analyzed is the same as
the total number of works listed in the body of the
table.

It should also be remembered that in most of the
tables in Appendix F, except where indicated, the count
is ot the number of publications and not of individuals;
an author may have several publications on the same
country, and each of them will appear separately in the
enumeration.

In the next—to-last column of those tables labeled
"Distribution of Publications by Discipline and Coun-
try," (e.g., F.12, F.16) we have counted not publica-
tions but individual scholars; that is, for each country
we have counted an author only once, no matter how many
books or articles he has written on that topic. This is
the numbe+ of faculty members in Title VI-supported
language and area programs who have written a book or san
article on each country over the past five years.
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SLountxy Covexsge

It is obvious, from both the number of books and
articles and the number of faculty members writing on
particular countries, that in each world ares there is a
concentration of interest on a f¢w countries within that
region. In a laissez—faire research market, it is im~-
possible to avoid such bunching. For tane humanists, for
instance, the centers of great historic civilizations
such as India, China, cor Japan are of much greater
intrinsic interest and hence receive more scholarly
attentior than, say Bangladesh, Pakistan. or Taiwan.
For the political scientists, major actors on the inter-
national scene or innovative or pathological political
systems attract research, and the sheer size of the
country counts as a factor.

Hovever, it does not seem optimal to have so few
people working on, for instance, Central America, the
Caribbean Islends, Chad, or Lebanon, which are currently
of high national interest. It is possible that now that
these regions or countries are in the news, a flood of
research will follow, a8 it did in the case of Iran or
Nicaragua, but there seems to be a time lag of several
vyears after a country has risen to international promi-
nence before the basic scholarly. research dealing with
that country begins to appear. Federal research support
would seem to be calied for—-nmot displacing funds from
fruitful work in some of the countries now receiving the
bulk of the attention., but specially targeted on the
least well-covered countries.

Discioli :

Table 4.2 presents an analysis of the disciplinary
complement of the publications in the various world area
groups. It should be remembered, however, that the
enumeration in this table is by the topic of the article
or book. and not necessarily by the discipline of the
author. One of the strengths of language and area
studies is that there is a great deal of discipline
crossing in the topics of & scholar's research; for
example, a topic that an anthropologist might write
about in an area studies context might be covered by an
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economiat if it related to American society, or vice
versa. Hence, scholars vwriting on a topic normally
identified with a particular discipline may in fact be
drawn from a variety of other disciplines.

As was evident in the 1970 Lambert report, the core
disciplines are anthropology/sociology,? history,
language and linguistics. literature, and political
science; 20.6X, 11.6X, 11.32, and 13.7%, respectively,
of all publications fall in these disciplines, or some
57 .2 in all.

Within this overall picture, however, there are
some atriking differences in the disciplinary profiles
of the various area groups. Studies in history and
literature comprise a large part (17.0% and 24.2X
respectively) of the publications in Russian and East
Buropean studies. With respect to those regions that
have great non-Western historic civilizations--the
Middle East, Soutl Asis, and, to a lesser extent, East
Asis~-religion and philosophy capture s large portion of
the scholarly attention. The disciplinary profile in
Latin American studies is tilted toward the behavioral
sciences and the applied disciplines. Publications in
Inner Asian studies are concentrated in just three dis-
ciplines: history (13.8%), philosophy and religion
210.31;. and language, linguistics, and literature

51.7%).

The reason for this disciplinary spread is not hard
to find. It reflects the distribution of the faculty of
the programs, and, as we noted in the discussion of that
faculty, that in turn reflects the nature of each dis-
cipline, especially its hospitslity to substantively
focused work as opposed to methodologically or theoreti-
cally oriented work. It also reflects the composition
of the teaching programs, particularly the student
enrol lments in genersl education courses dealing with
the sarea. Faculty members write on what they teach,
and, with the possible exceptions of education and pub~
lic health, they tend not to teach courses in profes-
sional and applied fields that are focused on one area
or world regiun. There are 8lso region—-specific ressons
for some of the imbalances. For instance, lack of

Q 8
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direct accesa to the USSR and, until recently, the
People's Reputlic of China has discouraged the social
scientists; the lack of written materials in Africa has
discouraged historians to a8 considerable extent and
attracted anthropologists; and the recent emergence of
new nations in Africh 18 of some interest to political
scientists.

Especially worthy of note, although this varies
somewhat among world areas, is the small representation
of publications in fields that on the one hand demand a
high degree of technical competency, and on the other
disparage site-specific expertise. Among the social
sciences, this includes economics and, though this enu-
meration does not make the distinction, quantitatively
oriented sociology rather than snthropology. It in-
cludes all of the applied and professional fields. As
we noted in our examination of center faculty, where
there are faculty members in the applied and profession-
al disciplines, they tend to be on the margins of the
centers, outside the primary core of those who spend
most of their time on center activities. Where one does
find representatives of the quantitatively and theoreti-
cally oriented social sciences and of the applied and
professional disciplines, their familiarity with the
country and especially its languages is less firmly
grounded than that of the scholars in the core dis-
ciplines of anthropology, history, language and litera-
ture, and political science. As wve noted earlier, this,
of course, is a preference of the discipline as well as
of the individual scholar.

From the national interest perspective, what is
especially troublesome is the paucity of publications by
scholars in the applied and professional fields. As we
discovered in the analysis of the faculty of the
centers, language and area studies is still a liberal
arts enterprise. In most of the applied fields, the
emphasis tenus to be on technical skiils that are pre-
sumably universal, and %P such disciplines there is an
intellectual bias against concentrating on a particular
world region or country.

This is even true in universities where a school of
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agriculture or of education has & long-standing contrac-
tual relationship with another country, snd where many
of the members of the faculty return to that country
again and again. While many of the faculty members in
applied disciplines get to know a great deal about a
particular country through field experience, neither
their own uuiversity nor their own approach to teaching
and research is organized in terms of a country or an
area expertise, and their language competency, except
pethaps for Latin America, remains minimal. Even the
Agency for International Development (AID), which has a
specific program of long-term university partnershipe to
build up & cadre cf experienced faculty on particular
canpuses, does not encourage the development of a set of
faculty members with a combination of applied skills and
language and area competency. AID seems to value their
technical and not their country expertise. The research
profile of the center faculty dramatizes once again the
problem we not+d in the centers and student section~—the
uncomfortable it of a technicdl skill with a language
and area competency.

What is true of the applied and technical fields is
true, to 8 somewhat less but still considerable extent,
of the quantitative and theoretically oriented gocial
sciences. There are some publications in psychology on
different parts of the world, but they are relatively
few, and those conducting such research tend not to be
affiliated with language and area cent-rs. Within the
other social sciences, with the possi.:. 2 exception of
economics in Soviet snd West European studies, the bulk
of the area-focused research is on the less quantita—
tive, more descriptive, softer side of the discipline.

An interesting case in point are the publications
on economic topics by the faculty of the centers. Since
economic aspects of most of the societies in the Third
World are too important for the centers to ignore, a not
uareasonable 13.92 of the publications were devoted to
topics that are clearly economic. However, in many
world areas, it was often not the economists who -.r:
writing these books and articles. Moreover, even the
économists who wrote as area specialists tended not to
be econometricians, but were economic historians, devel-
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opment economists, or specialists in "institutional”™
economics--not the top-ranking divisions of the field.

However much one might argue that the approach of
the softer, more humanistic side of the social science
disciplines is more suited to the needs of language and
area studies, this preference when displayed among
economists places them firmly in the second rung of the
pecking order within their disciplines. As we will note
below, this fact has important consequences for the
kinds of federal government research support that are
available to the field.

c { Discinli

The skewed disciplinary spread of publications of-
language and ares studies program faculty is even more
marked vhen one looks at the publications on individual
countries. The enumeration of publications by country
and by discipline is given at the beginning of each
world area section of Appendix F. It is clear that the
anthropologists tend to serve as point men for the
American scholarly presence in a country. Where there
are only one or two publications on a country, they tend
to be by an anthropologist or a linguist. followed by a
political scientist. Disciplinary spread in coverage is
confined almost entirely to the "primate countries” in a

of scholarly attention overall.

)/,rﬂ\\\region~-that is, those that receive the greatest amount

\
Sub-Disciplinary Temi

Not vuly is there a tendency among the scholars in
the program to concentrate their research on a few
countries and on a few disciplinmes; scholars slso tend
to focus on a limited set of topical areas within the
disciplines they do cover. A table is given for each
vorld area in Appendix F showing the distribution of
books and articles in selected topical domains separated
into the major sub-categories by which these disciplines
define their specialty fielda. These data are presented
mainly so that the world area study groups themselves
may judge where the substantive gaps in their colle tive
coverage are, rather than as a guide to public poli.y.
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We are vell aware of the dilemmas and the past
failure of efforts to control and redirect the resesrch
output of scholars. Language and area studies research,
like all basic research. moves crablike-—s little side-
vays and a little forward. We are not recommending a
moratorium on publications of Ruseisn historiasns or
literature specislists. Their work is immensely valu-
able in promoting our understanding of the societies
they study. However, unless a special effort is made to
encourage research that 25 years of laissez-faire opers-
tion have shown is not likely to be geuerated on its
own, & tabulation equivalent to the present ome will be
made 10 or 20 years from now.

And in addition to questions of country, discipli- -
nary, and topical spread. a number of scholars outside
the language and area studies community noted that there
is & long-term trend toward s narrower definition of
researchable problems. However, even though such
critico gee themselves as closer to the mainstream of
the discipline where intellectual progress is being
made, the agendas set by academic disciplines, where the
vork oo the frontiers of knowledge is often defined by
theoretical concerns rather than a full descriptive
coverage of particular substantive domains, are not
likely to lead to the kind of comprehensive substantive
coverage that the national interest demands of language
and area studies. There are durable issues and substan-
tive domains vitally important for our basic under-
standing of other societies or to inform our public
policy-—for example, the nature of ecomomic plamning in
East European countries, or the development of indus-—
trial infrastructure or comsumer cultures in Third World
countries——that current disciplinary research prefer-
ences are not likely to reach.

What seems to be called for is a frequent look,

such 88 this one, at the crose~sectional research pro-

., duct of language and area specialists, identifying
important lacunae in terms of both ghort-term Imowledge

sabout particular problems or aspects of other societies,

and topical areas that will probably be important to the
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national irterest in the long run. Funding should be
made asvailable to supplement the current research
product with high-quality wvork om these sreas and
topics. We would not urge that these topical defini-
tionc be very narrow or set to the short-run policy
needs of mission-oriented agencies, but be essentially
sub-disciplinary areas within which scholars will find
breathing room to definme topics in their own fabhion.

The process of monitoring, identifying important

gaps, aad encrwraging high—quality research on these’

topics isa d‘i. . ult one. We rucognize that there is
little in the .'~“‘ng tradition of most foundations or

“federal research granting agencies ‘that operates in this

-fashion. If i is to be accomplished in langusze and

area studies, an organizational gqtructure must be
created with the capacity both to monitor thequality
and distribution of the research, and to allocate re-

sources based on those findings. We will have soqu'
"comments to make on such 3 mechanism 1ater in the.

-

report.

laeu-endntxon. -
An organization or orgau.zations should be identified
and a gprocedure established to monitor the crosa-

"sectional research product of language and area studies;

to identify countries and topics that the laissez-faire
selection of research topics has missed; and to disperse
and administer funds to fill in those gaps.

N

 POLICY RELEVANCE AND UTILIZATION OF THE RESEARCH PRODUCT

Problem:

There are impnrtant substantive domains and types of
re-carch with a direct relevance to national policy
decisions that are not getting enough attention from
language and asrea specialists, nor are federal agencies
digposed to use the research that is produced.

.

From the perspective of the Departmenc of Defense
(P0N) and several of the other mission-oriented agen-
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cies, there is a special interest in that portion of the
research product directed to policy issues. We recog-
nize, of course, that no strict definition of policy
relevance is sustainable. When medieval religious
philosophies play themselves out on the natiomal stage
in Iran, or when ethnic conflict going back to before
the birth of Christ puta a country into chaos as in Sri
Lanka, or when in Japan the traditional image of a
dutiful girl is being played on television and has
become a major political force, it is impossible to
declare broad cultural studiks as irrelevant to policy.

Moreover, like most academic research and certainly
like that carried out by arte and science faculties,
language and area studies research is aimed at the
creation of basic knowledge. It should not promise what
it cannot deliver. Kenneth Prewiit's comments in the
Annual Report of the Social Science Research Council are
vorth quoting in this respect:

{Tlhose of us who find ourselves
brokering the relations beiween university
scholars and the federal govermment would do
vell to recall the lessons of the 1960s8. Put
bluntly, federal agencies which did not get
what they think they paid for have long memo-
ries. This is B0 even if what they paid for
was not what the people being paid thought
they were supposed to produce. Great care
must be taken in justifying the federal in-
vestment in ares studies and intercational
"scholarship, 80 that legislators voting the
appropriations or bureaucrats writing the
coutracts have no reason to expect other than
vhat can be delivered-—-a contribution to
general policy formulations by resting them on
a deeper understanding of the modern world,
how it came to be, its intrinsic limitations
and possibilities, and its probable develop—
ment.

We are especially fearful of too-narrow agenda
setting by an outside body that starts with a policy and
wants it documented, or by an administrative bureau
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geeking technical information to carry out policy deci-
sions already made. Language and area studies involves
primarily basic research, providing a general under-
standing of other societies or at most a context in
which policy must be cast. Only rarely is basic re-
search focused on a specific problem with findings aimed
at direct policy utilization. We do not mean to be-
little such research, or to underestimate its useful~-
ness, or to deny that a great desl of even short-term
policy making with respect to other countries would be
improved if it were inf rmed by & fuller understanding
of the social and cultural context of current events: we
wish only to comment that by topic and approach, lan-
guage and area studies tends to be several steps removed
from the policy process.

Having said all of this, however, it is surely
possible to designate some matters as more immediately
relevant to the day-to-day policy tasks facing our
internationally criented government agencies, and to ask
to what extent the research product of academic language
- and area specialists addresses these topics.

To anawer this question, first of all, we did a
separate tabulation of those books and articles that
seemed to have a direct policy relevance, using that
term in three different senses. First, we counted all
articles and books on social and economic topics that we
judged would be relevant to the formulation of current
U.S. policy toward a region or country. The second
category comprised publications on military and politi-
cal topics that would be similarly relevant in those
domains. The chird category covered articles and books
that ‘dealt specifically with U.S. policy toward s region
or couatry. Table 4.3 presents the results of this
tabulation.

First of all, it should be noted that only a small
minority (16.12) of the publications have direct policy
relevance according to any of the three definitions of
that term. Second, the bulk of those that are directly
relevant to policy deal with internal economic or social
development (522 out of 954, or 54.7%). Third, omitting
West European and Inner Asian studies, where the numbers
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Table 4.3

-

Policy-Rel evant Publications of Center Faculty
by World Area, 1976-81

POLICY RELEVARCE

DIRBCTLY
ECONOMIC, POLITICAL, INVOLVING
SOCIAL MILITARY U.S. NUMBER OF
POLICY POLICY POLICY ALL PUBLICATIONS
WORLD
AREA
AF¥ 83 k) 3 666
BA 124 90 27 1108
EE 82 64 9 745
IA 2 0 0 36
LA 100 70 17 1699
ME 64 55 14 1023
SA 38 25 K 402
SE 23 13 6 225
WE 6 3 0 24
TOTAL 522 351 81 5928

are too smsall to be meaningful, the percentage of zll
publications devoted to directly policy-relevant matters
varies from 21.7% for East Asian studies to 11.0% for
Latin American studies. That Latin American studies
should have s0 low a proportion compared to the other
srea studies groups is surprising.

We found that publicatione onm foreign policy con-
stitute a rather small fractiom of the center faculties'
scholarly output. Of the roughly 998 publications on
political scieance, omnly 135 (around 13.5Z) were on
foreign policy, broadly defined. This figure bears out
tha corclusion of a recent Rockefeller Foundation
survey: we heve very few language and area specialists-
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in that survey, specifically Soviet specialists—-who are
inforoned about the foreign policies of the countries
they study, particularly the relationships of those
countries with the United States. By default, our
foreign policy discourse tends to take place outside of
the language and area studies community.

Another wvay of looking at the matter is to identify
twvo potential clienteles and to look at the sub-disci-
plinary topics that might be of direct interest to them.
Pregumably, businessmen might be interested most
directly in the economies of psrticular countries, but
they vould be especially intarested in microeconomic
data, particularly those dealing with markets and in-
dustry and with international trade. Table 4.4 indi-
cates for each of those topical domains the number of
books and articles published between 1976 and 1981 by
the faculty of the centers we anaslyzed. The obvious
gaps are in studies of markets and in industrisl
economice~~the topics most likely to be of use to
American firms seeking or making investments in these
countries.

Similarly, of all the topics in political science--
aside from general analyses of the politicsl climate for
business such as those involved in risk analysis-~the
topic most germane to day-to—~dsy business decisions is
the analysis of the administrative apparatus of the
governmen.. There were only &7 books and articles on
this topic relating to any country.

There is no reason wvhy a large number of American
scholars should be working to promote the success of
particular American companies overseas, but as the new
Part B of Title VI recognizes, it is in the national
interest to facilitate American businesees' ability to
accommodate to foreign environmments. Moreover, there
might be more job opportunities for graduates of the
language snd area studies programs if there were some
record of faculty publications on basic research of
interest to business. Unfortunately, the present guide-
lines for the business-related aspects of Title VI (Part
B) are not now geared to the promotion of such research.
One relatively simple step is to include business~
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Table 4.4

Publications by Center Faculty ou Selected
Topics iu Economics, 1976-81

2 OF ALL
PUBLICATIONS
ROQ. OF OR
FUBLICATIONS ECOROMICS
TGPIC
General 148 14,9
Agricultural/Rural 249 25.2
Internstional 168 17.0
Industrial 63 6.4
Economic Development . 187 18.9
Planning/Policy 143 14.5
Markets 87 8.8
TOTAL 987 195.7

Note: Puplications could be coded as being about
two topics. Of the 987 publications on economics, 38
vecre coded as being about two subdisciplines within
economtics. This double coding of publications accounts
for the total percent adding up tc more than 100%.

focused research by language and area specialists in the
mandate of thisz provision of the act. On the side of
business, it would be worth trying & series of experi-
ments bringing language arnd area studies expertise %o
besr on broed issues of interest to business. This
maight well cceate 8 durable research and cousultation
capacity on the cawpuses; but wopld aleo be a training
ground for students who might want to develop a com—
petency in both worlds.

One further illustratiom concerns the DOD. Of sll
the articles published, ounly 30 had to do with military
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aspects of other countries. There is no reason to
expect the campus to be especially interested in mili-
tary affairs, and not many scholars have the technical
expertise to make a genuine contribution, but it is
nonetheless surprising how low the interest is. For
instance, we know of only one American scholar who is
interested in military affairs in South Asia, and he is
not on tke faculty of a Title VI center.

These topical choices are perhaps much too specif-
ic, but they illustrate the gemeral point that big
domains of high policy relevance do not loom large in
the publication record of language and area specialists.

The current distance of much of language and area
studies research from immediate policy issues is re~
tlected in vhat we suspect is a low direct ytilization
rate of the publications of language and ares special-
ists in many of the federal agencies dealing with other
parts of the world. We know of no study of the utiliza-
tion by feder.! mission-oriented agency staff of
wmaterials produced by specislists in the language and
ares studies centers. We believe it is high time that
such a survey be carried out.

Our genersl impression is that the utilization of
materials produced by language and ares specialists
octurs segmentally in agencies with specific missions
such as Commerce, Transportation, and Agriculture. It
is probably highast in the Department of State, where
general foreign policy toward other countries is
generated, but a few interviews with policy makers in
that department suggest that even there the press of
time, the immediacy of the issues being faced, and the
flood of very current materials——such as the daily sum-—
maries of foreigm broadcasts, press digests, intra-
agency field repurts, and electronic intercept data--
relegate the more general academic publicrtions to
nonexistent spare time.

The SRI survey of language and asres studies capa~
cities and their links with academic institations within
the DOD intelligence community presents dramatic evi-
dence of the limited day-to—day utilization of materials
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on other parts of the world produced by academics. The
immediacy and high technical content of most DOD intel-
ligence requirements tend to push academic research,
like much broad contextual information, onto tomorrow's
agenda, and make the regular introduction of contextusl
materials, particularly those not specifically related
to the task at hand, quite difficult. When they are
utilized at all, it is at a higher staff level. One of
the recurring prrblems is the gsp this situation tends
to create between long-term policy makers and day—to—day
practitioners, imcrezsing the likelihood of serious
erroré in policy formulation snd implementation of the
kind referred to in Admiral Inman's statement quoted in
the Preamble.t

Where should this contextual, policy-relevant re-
search take place? It is unlikely that the academic
setting is the proper place for most of the highly
focused, immediate research needed for intelligence
aualysi~. Most of this is and will continue to be
conducteu im house. The remainder, with a little longer
lead time and a little broadler perspective, tends to be
carried out on contract with external proprietary re-
search organizations such as the Rand Corporation, SRI
International, and the Heritage Foundution. This too
seems & satisfactory arrangement, but an incomplete onme.

The research domain that is currently not well
served is where the contextual and the technicsl re-
quirements of policy-relevant research are about equally
balanced, where the knowledge required of the researcher
comprises a8 competency in the language of the area or a
deeper understanding of its politics and society. Here
the current system of research contracting and informa-
tion fhtake is less satisfactory; this is where the
language and area specialists have unique talents to
bring to the issue.

For one thing, the proprietary contract research
organizations cannot hope to maintain a staff with a
depth of knowledge about very many countries, particu-
larly knowledge based upon a command of the language of
those countries, and even more particul&arly on topics
other than security analysis and foreign affairs. Re-
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cognizing and attempting to rectify just this gap, Rand
has recently inaugurated an imaginative program to link
their skills to the academic resources at UCLA.

But the university-based language and grea special-
ists are a vital ingredient in this process. Thus, some
reasonable percentage of university-based area research
scholars could work on topics, selected by themselves
and funded by the government, that hold promise for
informing ongoing policy discussions. Examples of such
topics range widely, from the history of social move-
ments in Poland te the sources of migration in sub—
Saharan Africa, from language policy in India to studies
of Chinese science and technology. The chsllenge is to
channel some of the language and area studies expertisa
into an analysis of such problems, while maintaining the
vitality, integrity, and independence of the basic re-
search process.

However, we believe that it is healthy and in the
national interest that the bulk of the publications of
academic language and area specialists should continue
to fall heavily on the long-term, contextual side, and
to the extent that they are utilized in intelligence,
enfer into policy formation iu an indirect fashion. As
the SRI International report noted:

Withio the broad area of indirect support of
the intelligen.e community provided by
academic/scholarly institutions and indivi-
ducls, one of the most obvious sources is the -
continuing publication of books, journals and
special studies and monographs in the general
category of area studies. These publica-
tions-—historical, sociological, cultural,
political, geographic, and so forth--gerve as
the broad basis and background for analysts
preparing for more specific, classified
studies. While the tendency is for analysts
to focus on current, more general periodi-
cals~-such as Foreign Affsirs or Far Esstern
Economic Review--or on technical publica-

tions, they do read some university-based
periodicals, and scholarly books and journals
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are used for deeper research where time and
analytical requ:.renents permit or demand
themes s

[1]lt is evident that many DOD ares specialists
y are avare of the value of schola-ly publica-
tions, that they are familiar with publica-

. tions in their field, and that, in varying
degrees, they find them useful as general or
specific background sources. In many in-
stances, of course, such materialse have only
limited application to current intelligence
requirements, or time constraints preclude
their extemsive utilization. By the same
token, many area specialiots are restricted in
their reading of such materials to spare mo-
ments, or of f-duty hours, because of their

\ heavy workload of current materials. But
there seems to be a consensus among special~
ists interviewed that there will be a comn-
tinuing need for high-quality scholarly publi-
cations of this sort, that in an ideal world
specialists would have time to make greater
use of such publications, and that extensive
foreign area study programs and pullications
provide a sound basis for the development of
area spec:.al isls and for their indirect sup-
port in DOD.> . <
In a sense, this view of the utilization of lan-

guage and area research underestimates the way in which
it already serves to emlighten policy decisions.
Although government officials will not always be aware
of it, they are frequently consuming the results of
basic area research when they read the current periodi-

cal literature. That is, the pages of Foreign Affairs
or Foreign Policy are very often summaries and

translations of a mnch larger corpus of acholarly work.

Equally important in this comnection is the overlap
of the academic community and govermment officialdom in
the literally hundreds of seminars and discussion groups
organized by such institutions as the Council of Foreign
Relations, the Heritage Fouudation, and the Brookings
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Institution. These structures function as transmission
belts, bringing the results of basic scholarship, even
if not always so labeled, into the consciousness of
officials, even if not always recognized as such. The
same point could be made for business where, as we noted
ino the Preamble, a host of intermediary organizations
providing information on other countries depend for that
information on the knowledge accumulated by language and
area specialists.

Recommendation:

The organization(s) given responsibility for monmitoring
and supplementing the general substantive coverage of
research by language and area studles specialists should
be charged with special attention to and funding for
policy-relevant research. This research, while remaining

basic or contextual in nature, will address some of the

broad policy issues facing the nation. In the meantime,
Part B of Title VI should be extended to include basic
research relevant to the general policy interests of
American business abroad.

FUNDING AGENCY COVERAGE OF RESEARCH

Prob'em:

The narrowly focusad missions of the various govermment
research funding agencies are responsible, in part, for
the imbalances and lacunae in the research product.

There is a clear interaction between the direction
and nature of research and the resources provided to
carry out that research. That is not to say that all
research 18 equally influenced by available funds; in
the humanities in particular, a portion of the invest—
ment in research is the time devoted by individual
scholars. But certain kinds of research are dependent
on funding, especislly those that carry unususl costs,
such as the expense of an overseas sojourn, or the
facilities and labor force required to carry out re-
search on & scale typical of the hard science end of the
social and applied sciences.
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The lack of such funds not only diminishes the
amount of research that is carried out, but it shapes
the aggregate profile of that research. For instance,
it tends to limit research to the analysis of data
available in the United States; it emphasizes the soli-
tary research of the single scholar rather than coopera—
tive research by a nunber of interacting scholars; it
tends to narrow the scope of the research, or it leads
scholars to produce unsubstantiated generalities; and it
tends to focus that research on exclusively scholarly
concerns rather than those that might also interest
public or business policy makers.

First, however, several very genmeral trends in the
nature of funds available for language and area studies
research must be noted, in particular several inter-
locking trends that accompanied the shift from the pri-
vate foundations to the federal government as primary
funders of foreign area research. It is not that the
foundations moved out of the support of international
research entirely--although they did tend to shift to
organizational rather tham project funding--but by and
lerge they lost interest in funding research on topical
agendas generated by scholars and shifted to topics
consonant with their own program interests. At the same
time. the foundation—generated agendas for research on .-~
other countries tended to focus on development issuess”
paralleling AID's interests, or on national security, a
topic on which the language and area specialists have

" had little to say.

A recent example of this situation is the decision
by the Rockefeller Foundation to encourage research on
Soviet foreign policy. It did so through providing
programmatic funds to create two research centers,
rather than by funding project research on this topic
more broadly. The recent round of Ford, Mellon, and
Hewlett grants are slso primarily directed toward gener—
al programmatic support. There are a number of grea-
specific private foundations that provide research sup—
port, such as the Japan Foundation, the Scandinavian-
American Foundation, the German Marshall Fund, and the
Tinker Foundation. The latter foundation, in particu-
lar, has been quite helpful in promoting research in
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Latin American studies, but it tends to give fellowship
monies to institutions or regrenting organizations. Such
grants tend to be smz2ll and of short duration rather
than large enough to underwrite the costs of substan
tial projects for a considerable period of time.

In short, by the late 1960s, the privete founda-
tions had cessed being places where scholars went with
requests for support for research where the appeal was
based upon intrinsic intellectual interest. What monies
were spent for this purpose tended to be retailed in
small portions to individual scholars or students
through intermediary granting organizations like the
Joint Committees of the Socisl B8cience Research *
Council/American Council of Learned Societies; thae
International Research and Exchanges Board; the Foreign
Area Fellowship Program; the American Institute of
Indian Studies; and through the various area studies
associations.

From the late 19605 onward, the search for monies
in support of subdbstantive research by language and area
specialists had shifted to the reseasrch granting agen—
cies of the U.S. government, especially the National
Endowment for the Humanities, the Department of
Education, the Smithsonian Ingstitution, the Fulbright
progrem, the National Science Foundation, the Japan-
United States Friendship Commisesion, and, to a lesser
extent, the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Heslth
Administration/Rational Institute of Mental Health, and
the Department of State.

As a result of the transfer of responsibility for
funding research in language and area studies from the
private foundations to the federal govermment, the re-
search product of that field has come to reflect the
cross-sectional definitions of mission of the relevant
federal agencies. What does not fit the definitions of
one or another ageancy at a particular time tends not to
get funded, and without anyone planning it, the cross—
section of res¢arch shifts accordingly. This lack of
fit--which varies to some extent by region--means, as
indicated above, a decline in the resources available
for certain kinds of research; a shift to the humanities
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and avay from social science research; the increasing
dom inance of individual fellowships over project re-
search; and the dependency of subatantisl portions of
the research enterprise on the availability of surplus
currencies. An examination of the funding policies of a
number of agencies will make clear that some kinds of
resvarch have nowhere to go. o

The Fulbright program has had a varying relatiom
ship to languageé and area studies research, depending
upon the time period being covered and the country. A
tabulation of the number of research and other grants
avarded under the Fulbright program is given in Appendix
G. Many members of the older gemeration of scholars had
their early experience in the countries on which they
became expert under the aegis of the Fulbright program.

However, the program's concentr#tidn on first
visits as a sort of first cosmopolitanizing experience
overseas discouraged the repeated visits required by the
long-tegp regsearch styles of language and area special-
iste. Moreover, in gome countries and for a fairly
lengthy interval, the Fulbright program, with its bi-
national structure, shifted its program exclusively to
the support of lecturers, largely in technical subjects,
and other technical-assistance types of selection
criteria, although this tendency has been reversed in
recent years. While in the past geveral years, even
multiple-person grants have gradually begun to reappear,
the technical-aid and teaching aspects of Fulbright
continue to play a role and to subtract from the over-
seas opportunities for research by area specialistis.
The Fulbright exchange programs make less of a contribu-
tion to fundamental area scholarship than many people
familiar only with the nagnxtude of the program héave
presumed. ~ .

For 8 number of years, the Department of State,
through its Office of Externsal Research, has provided
funds for research and conferences on topice germane to
language and area specialists. This program. at the
level of $600,000 to $800,000 per year, is supported by
‘both State Department and other agency monies, and is
used to fund conferences, although some original re-
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search on primarily foreign—policy-relevant tooics is
also supported. The State Department has developed an
imaginative and smoothly working program for a three-
year research partnership between individual academics
chosen in a national competition and a State Department
professional, to bring the two viewpoints together on a
common problem. This durable individual linkage pattern
is one with considerable potential for liaison between
academic and policy perspectives.

The National Science Foundation (NSF' where one
might have expected the social science _- t of lan—
guage and area studies to have found a ma,. research
funding source, has not turned out to be a frequent
source of such support. The reason for thel . %k of NSF
funding says a great deal about both the intellectual
orientation of lan, sge ard area studies, and the cur-
rent research frontiers in the social science disci-
plines. The foundation does fund a good deal of re-
search on other countries in its soci -1l science
division. Out of $24.269 million allocated for research
projects by that division in 1978, $4.597 million or
18.92 was given for research on topics r:ating to other
countries. In 1980, it was $6.716 million out of a
total of $26.446 milliom or 25.4%. However, a great
deal of that research funding went to studies of
European countries, 58.23 in 1978, 67.12 in 1979, and
67.5% in 1980,

The most interesting figures, however, relate to
the recipients of the grants given by the NSF for re-
search on the countries outside Western Europe. In all
three years, 1978, 1979, and 1980, the proportion of
those grants going to scholars who were members of
language and area studies programs was less than 10Z; to
put it another way, language and area studies program
faculty received about 52 of the total awards for re-
pearch dealing with other countries, and less than 1% of
all social science awards. The total allocation of NSF
project funds to the social science faculty of language
and area studies faculty in 1980 was $338,493.

The reason for this interesting gsituation egsen—
tially lies in the NSF's view of its mission. It speci-
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fies that funding will be given for projects that have a
high theoretical, methodological content-—this usually
means the analysis must be highly quantitative~-and are
on the universally applicable problems of the disci-
pline. Not only is the NSF's sense of ite mission de~
fined this way, but its aselection of personnel for
project screening committees reflects the same perspec-
tive. In contrast, the nature of the research process
among many language and area studies social scientists
is non-quantitative and ideographic. The NSF is just
not viewed by them as a hospitable place to send re-
search projects.

Moreover, our detailed analyses of the composition
of NSF screening panels over the Years indicate that
very few scholars with language and area studies compe-
tencies find a place on those panels. Even the inter-
national division of the NSF, which might have been
considered 8 nmatural source of funds for social science
research on other countries, 1s primarily interested in
promoting transnational science rather than the study of
other countries, although it does draw upon surplus
currencies to fund a portiom of the social science
fellowships of the American Institute of Indian Studies.
In short, the NSF is a8 hard science enterprise., and
language and area studies is not; they have surprisingly
little to do with each other.

The humanities in language and area studies have
fared better under the aegis of the National Eandowment
for the Humanities (NEH). Indeed, that organization has
picked up some of the soft social science end of the
disciplinary spectrum in language and area studies. The
NEH toe, however, tends to fund wainly Europe-coriented
projects in its research division and deals heavily with
pre-modern language and literature. What is missing—-
and this is largely a reflection of the field itself and
not NEH preferences——is a substantial amount of work on
what might be called the contemporary humanities; that
is, the current trends in cultural and literary develop-
ment, not just those relating to high points of civili-
zations in the past.

Moreover, the tendency of language and area
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scholars to think in terms of individual fellowships
rather than substantial, multi-year projects that may
invelve several faculty members and can be used to train
graduate students is even more marked in the humanities
than in the social sciences. To alter the current
situation ir order to add a substantial body of research
on contemporary humanistic trends and to increase the
scale of some of the projects, a deliberate, earmarked
research competition would have to be developed; the
normal process of selecting topics from among those
proposed by individual scholars and staffing screening
committees with prestigious scholars reflecting the
substantive biases of thefieldwill merely reproduce
the same cross—sectional profile we have now.

Of special interest is the relationship of the NEH
to research on language. In the main, to receive
language—oricnted NEH funding, research must either be
on literature, involve a philological or linguistic
feature of a language, or be a translation. It cannot
deal with language pedagogy. This is a8 pity, since
language pedagogy 1s what a lsrge number of humanists do
for a living on the campus, and the NEH is the natural
home for the support of basic research in this area.

Title VI funds in the Department of Education were
appropriated for research as part of the center alloca-
tion only for a year or two, and that was over a decade\
ago. The Department of Education does support! research
of students who conduct dissertation researc woad and
provides a limited number of faculty reses. .. awards.
It also maintains a grant of about $1 million per year
in support of the development of teaching materials,
testing, and other pedagogical facilities relating to
the uncommonly taught languages, and some exploratory
&nd evaluative work on area and international studies
pedagogy. We know of no case in which the Fund for the
Improvement of Post Secondary Education (FIPSE) or the
National Institute of Education have funded research
projects in language and area studies, although FIPSE
now participates in the support of a regionsl testing
center for the commonly taught languages.

Despite its major involvement in Third World coun
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tries, AID Goes not provide research funds for research
on those countries by language and area specialists.
Even in its new program establishing long-term linkages
between AID and universities, country specialists with
other than technical competencies are not mentioned as
scholars eligible for support under that program. In-
. deed, familiarity with the country or a language of the
countr; in which a project is to take place is not given
as a consideration in recruitment, although extra com-
pensation is given for a candidate with a competency in
a local language. Some of the other agencies have small
funds for researcl. support; for example, the Department
of Agriculture funds a small program on research on
Soviet agriculture.

A major determinant of the availability of funds
for language and area studies research overseas in one
or another country has been the existence of surplus
currencies. As surplus currencies were exhauated in one
country after another, the cross-sectional profile of
language and area studies research shifted with it.
Poland and Egypt were'recenily dropped from the list,
leaving the countries of South Asia as the principal
repository of surplus currency. p

It is interesting to note the impact of these funds
on the Smithsonian Institution's overseas research
program. Whep the last of the rupees appropriated under
PL 480 are exhausted in 1985, the last major reserve of
such funds will be gone. The large research enterprise
supported by PL 480 will have to find other sources of
funds or disappear. The Smithsonian Institution is
wisely escrowing some PL 480 funds against future ex-—
renditures for these purposes.

The time has surely come to examine the extent to
which there is an effective fit between the
characteristicse of research in language and area
studies, and the missions or programs of the various
public and private fun'ing agencies. Insofar as a
proper fit is lacking, the national need for research in
language and area studies may not be served. Unless the
missions of the current granting agencies can be broad-
ened to encuompass these needs, a special funding
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mechanism dedicated ro the research needs of language
and are: studies should be created. This can be ad-
ninistered through the NSF and the NER for the social
sciences and numanities respectively, through the
Department of State, or through the Department of Educa-
tioa. The Smithsonian Institution represents an
especially attractive setting for the administration of
such a fund.

If the current dispersed funding pattern is main-
tained, then it is essential that the cross-sectional
monitoring of the research product of language ahd area
studies be carried out on a regular basis, so that the
research provided by that pattern maximally serves the
national need. Should the current imbalances and defi-
ciencies continue, then a free-standing endowment paral-
leling those now in existence should be creatzd. We
vill commu.nt on this possibility in Chapter 7.

Recommendation:

Funds should be »rovided to encourage researck on topics
that are currently not receiving attention. Three re-
search domains of high priority are J) large- apd
medium-scale collaborative research in both the social
sciences and the humanities; 2) research onm broadly
defined policy-relevant topics; and 3) research relating
to tanguage teaching in the less commonly taught lan-
guages. Support can be channeled threugh existing
organizations, like the National Science Foundation, the
National Endowment for the Humanities, the Department of
Education, the Department of State, or the Smithsonian
Institution, but with funds clearly earmarked and
awarded 1n special competitions. Title VI should be
amended if necessary to permit the provision of a small
general tund to each center, to be used for project
development.

If the current pattern of agency granting of research
funds 1s continued, then a central organization monito~
ring the effects of tunding patterns on the cross-
section of the research product should be created. If
serious imbalances and gaps persist, a separate endow-
ment to provide funds for international research should
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ACCFSS TO OVERSEAS RESEARCH SITES

Prob'm: . .

Despite the existence of a durable network of
transnational scholarly contacts, access to research
sites has become increasingly difficult to negotiate in
many countries, and, in some countries, the sponsorship
of research by the Department of Defense may make access
. impossible. '

Over the past 30 years, s major national resource
has developed that both enhances our first-hand keowl-
edge of other societies, and serves the long-range
interests of American public diplomacy. A durable net-
-work of scholars transcending national boundarias now
exists. These international linkages amopg scholars and
scholarly orgsnizations, by and large, tend to weather
short-term svings in political relations between our-
selves and other nations, and provide a major vehicle
for back-door communications even in times of strained
political relations.

Access to these societies below the official level,
which scholarly netvorks facilitate, allows for a con-
stand fresh flov of information of & very different sort
than our short-term intelligence-gathering facilities
‘can generate. Such networks also serve as 8 major
resource for the training of new genrvations of American
students. And ultimately these students become area
specialists and act as contact points for foreign visi-
tors, scholars, and their students, who come to the
United States on officially sponsored leadership grants
or who seek affiliation with a major American
university. '

To our knowledge, there has been no attention paid
to the maintenance of these carefully crafted academic
networks; they have grown up as a result of literally
thousands of individual initistives and 8 wide range of
sources of overseas research support. They also often
serve as facilitators for cultural exchanges aimed at
the more general publics in the respective countries—-—
wuseum exhibitions, drama, music, dance, tours, and film
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festivals.

Despite their value, recognized in other countries
as well as in the United States, these relationships
have become increasingly fragile as one country after
:nother has introduced more and more rigorous official
screening criteria and onerous demands on scholers and
students seeking entry to conduct research--particular-
ly, but not only, social science research. Some limita-
tion by a sovereign nation of what foreigners may study
18 both understandable and desirable. Unfortunately,
the process of restriction, once begun, has a tendency
to escalate.

-

A

As a consequence, what was formerly unlimitcd ac-
cess to carry out research--as 18 largely but not com~
pPletely true in our own society~—is now subject to an
increasingly complex, sometimes idioasyncratic set of
formal and informal rules for negotiating research per-
mission. Any proposal to conduct research in a foreign
country is now screened by a large number of intermedi-
aries in the host count ,. a gaggle of ministries (the
home or internal affz 1 ministry, the external affairs
ministry, the educa. i n ministry, often the finance
ministry); the state or provincial govermment, depending
on the locale; & university; and at least one sponsoring
faculty member who will act as a sort of guarantor of
the bona fides of a visiting scholar or gtudent.

In a few countries where this bureaucratic maze has
taken oo Byzantine proportions, or where research access
has been sharply circumscribed, American scholars have
established a center or institute to negotiate the
necessary access, certify scholarly bona fides, and
accumulate over the years the collective good will the
individual scholarly contacts generate. The Interna-
tional Research and Exchanges Board and the American
Institute of Indian Studies are two organizations that
perform these functions in & very different fashion.
They and others like them will be discussed in the next
chapter, where we will deal with collective entities in
the organization of the field.

The increasing barriers to research access have
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resulted from 8 variety of circumstances and take a
variety of forms. The firet barrier is a screening of
topics., Many countries will not sllow American scholars
to study subjects considered politically sensitive, and
this definition is constantly broadening. Similarly,
many countries will not allow foreign scholars or stu-
dents to travel to border regions, particularly those
that arve militarily sensitive or where there are border
ethnic groups not fully absorbed into the national
system.

The atfiliation of the American researcher with an
individual scholar and institution in the host country
is an increasingly common requirement for research ac-
cess. Affiliation may be difficult to arrange in coun-
tries that either temporarily or over the long term have
v great deal of officisl hostility to the United States,
or a very active university-ltased intelligentsia and set
of student orggpizations that share such a hostility.

Equally troublesome is & practice that has grown up
in several developing countries wherein an American
research scholar or student is required to pay a sub~
stantisl fee for research access. In the case of Nepal,
this fee was recently set at one-half a professor's
salary, &snd only through the efforts of the Social
Science Research Council was tuls tax subsequently
waived for dogree-seeking students. Other countries
have begun adopting a similar form of taxation.

The extent and the style of research access nego-
tiations vary significantly by world area and by coun-
try. In the communist countries, accese is totally
controlled by the govermment. One comsequence of this
control 1s that it tends to bias access toward the
"safe' humanities and away from contemporary issues.

While these research barriers are widespread, they
are not universal. In most West European countries,
Japan, and some Latin American countries, screening, if
i1t exists, is pro forma. However, we believe that it is
time to take a careful cross-sectional look at worldwide
trends in limiting research access. This topic lies
well within the original mandate of UNESCO-—-that is, the
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promotion ol the freedom of ideas across national lines.
Unfortunately, we see very little hope that UNESCO will
be of much assistance in this wmatter in the near future.

If anything is to be c&:ne. it will have to be
through the efforts of the scholars in the United States
and the federal govermment. We would urge that after a
thorou country—by-country review of the current situ-
ation,® a quiet campaign be launched eitbher bilaterally.
or through regional organizations to set mutually
agreed-upon research guidelines both for U.S. scholars
and students going abroad, and for foreign students
coming to the United States. So far, the piecemeal,
one-way, unilateral decigions taken it many countries
have not generally beem to our national advantage or to

* that of the free exchange of information. '

As part of the mandate of the study, we tried to
assess whether sponsorship of overseas research by the.
DOD would affect these increasingly fragile access net-
works or would impede a scholar's or student's access to
his research site in another country. The questionwe
asked is whether in today's international political
climate, the source of funding for overseas research
would make a major difieren\ce in negotiating research
access.

/

We found a great variety of opinion, depending upon
which set of countries we were discussing and the par—
ticudar discipline of the scholar. Scholars dealing
with Latin America, the Middle East, Africa, and
Southeast and South Asia anticipated that diredt DOD
funding of overseas research would introduce fresh and
often insuperable obstacles into the screening process
and into their relationships with scholarly colleagues.
Some very distinguished scholars who are collaborating
with Mexican counterpartrs state flatly that their joint
work would cease abruptly if DOD support entered the
picture. Scholars studying East Asia, the Soviet Unmion,
and Western Europe anticipated less difficulty. There
was also some difference by discipline. Anthropologists

i and political sci'entists were mos#t apprehensive; those
in the applied disciplines, linguists, and many human-
ists were somewhat less concerned. To assure ourselves
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-

tual we were not getting respounses tied to domestic
political corsidecations, we corresponded with a number
of private foundation representatives permanently sta-
tioned in various parts of the world. The responses we
received generally reflected the positions of the
scholars.

We strongly believe that the DOD and the rest of
American government and society have a major stake in
sustaining our ability to conducc overseas research. It
would be au immense loss if we had to retreat to thg,
kind of stay-at-home secondary, library-based teseandﬁ&
that was so common before World War II. We would,
however, urge that at this stage of negotiations for
research access, any direct DOD sponsorship of the over-
seas research of language and area specialists pe chan-
neled only into work on Western Europe, East Asia, or
the Soviet Union. Even there, however, it would be more
useful if a multi~department sponsorship of ongoing
scholarly relationships were tne vehicle for such sup~
port. At the end of this report, we will bave a sug-
gestion to make about how the various mission-oriemted
agencies including the DOD can contribute to sustraining
this valuable nstional resource in a fashion that will
not endanger its vitality. \
lecou-end:tioaff - .

A major review should be undertaken of the obstacles to. -
‘research access in other countries, with a view to
establishing bilateral mutual agrktements to counter the
deteriorating situation. -
Direct 'Department of Defense funding of overseas re-
search should be done with greats care and openness. and
should be confined to those .countries and situations
vhere scholarly-#ccess tp research sites will not as a
consequence be threatened.

-

NOTES
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f
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Chaptexr 4 ' Reseaxch

ZWhile these two disciplines have very different
research perspectives and styles., in dealing with Third
World countries, it is often impossible to separate them
in terms of the specific topic of the research.

B’Kennetb Prewitt, "Introduction," Sociagl Science

- -

4Cited in SRI International, "Defense Intelligence:

Foreign Area/Language Netds and Academe," prepared for

" the Asscciation of Americaa Universities (Arlington, VA:
I Intcrnacional. 1983), p. 2.

21bid., pp. 34-35. ’
L)

- 6We are aware that an unofficial inquiry on the
question of research clearances required of U.S.
scholare abroad was conducted in 1983 by the Academic
Relations and Program Development, 0ffice of Academic

" Programs, of the USIA. 28 countries in all major re—-.

gions of the vorld were included in the survey, and of
these, responses‘vere received from 26.
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Bz.nmuh\_&o.ummm_xmn (New York: Social Science
Réseaxch Council, 1982), p. xxiv. |
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5 .

Campus-Based and National Organizations

So far we have concentrated on individual language
and area specialists-—their language competency, their
area competency, &nd their research product. In this

section, we are concerned vith the organizations that -

are active in the field, both those serving the collec-
tive interests of faculty and students on campuses, and
those at the regional or national level that aggregate
and facilitate the activities of the field as a whole.

CAMPUS-BASED CENTERS

Problem:

Federal funding under Title VI has provided crucial

flexible support for the collective activities of

campus-based language and area studies programs. But

the effectiveness of this support has been eroded by

inflation, by the brevity of the granmt cycle, by shift-

ing selection criteria based on policy swings within the

Department of Education, and by periodic efforts taq_
abolieh the program.

€

The basic unit of national planning for language
and area studies has historically been and remains the
campus~based language and area studies center. As we
indicated in the Treamble, what constitutes a center,
particularly at the lower end of the scale as to size,
disciplinary spread, and degree of institutionalizationm,

O
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i8 uncertain at best. As noted in that chapter, we
believe that the full range of center types and func-
tions warrants national review. Givea the focus of this
review-—-advanced research and training--we deliberately
concentrated our interviewing at the upper end of the
continuum in terms of size and degree of ingtituriomali-
zation. However, since we tended to interview repre-
sentatives of all centers on the campuses we visited,
and since typically the centers on any campus were at
different levels of development, we did irclude a number
of centers not at the top of the natiomal scale.
Indeed, cn a single cempus we were able to compare those
that did receive federal support with those that did
not. Moreover, we included a number of programs at
universities and colleges that we knew to be below che
top, to ensure a fuller perspective than an inveésti-
gation of federally supported programs alone wauld
yield. HNonetheless, the focal point of this review is
the research-oriented, graduate—level centers, particu-
larly those that have been receiving federal support
under Title VI.

We should also add that on many campuses, the
center does not include all of a university's activities
with respect to a world area. Psarticularly where there
are substantial technical-assistance programs—-as at
many land grant universi:ies, where some of the dis-
ciplinary departments are “hemr :l.:: highly cosmopolitan
and internationally linked-~-or - h:«re active exchange
programs are in operation, the la._sage and area center
comprises only a subset of the university's interests
directed at a particular country or w#orld area. One
sign of a highly successful center is that it draws its
circle large enough to include all of these interests.

For the present purpose, we will focus on those
centers that have been or might be receiving federal
support—--in particular, support through Title VI. We
will begin with the Ppresent pattern of federal support
for language and sres studies centers, asking what role
this sBupport is playing now, whether it should be con-
tinued, and how it might be made more effective. We
will then turn to the kinds of fresh centers ard -center

205 199



support that wight be npproptxate for the conxng
decades.

Center Functions

We started our inquiry, particularly our campus
visits, with an open mind as to whether the center
mechanism continued to be a nacessary and fruitful way
of supporting language and area studies. Would it be
better to channel funds to individual specialists, to
projects, to students, to national rather than campus-
based organizations? -

Our campus visits, however, made it clear that the
centers perform a variety of important functions for
language and area studies that would be unlikely to
survive if support for centers were to disappear.
Indead, on campus after campus, our interviews with
university administrators, center directors and faculty,
and students made it clear that the vitality of language
and area studies would be seriously diminished without
the centers. At least one dean had gone through the
exercise of calculating the extra expense of hsving »
center on a campus, balanced it sgainst what the econo-
mists call 'value added! by cemters, and concluded that
even in terms of the internal econcay of the university,
the maintenance of the center made fiscal as well as
intellectual and educational sense. YWhen to this
reckoning is added the extra-university functions that
centers——as distinct from individual scholars——perform,
functions important to the national interest, the case
for continged federal support of centers is persuasive.

What is this 'value added™ What makes the center
add up to more than the sum of its parts? How can one
tell a successful center from am unsuccessful one?

Maintaini | iscipli Critical X

Given the interdisciplinary nature of ares studies,
it is essential that on a particular campus there dbe a
critical mass of faculty from different disciplines.
The center not only embodies that disciplinary spread,
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but enhances and sustains it. As we have noted through-
out this report, there has been an increasing tendency
for language and area studies to contract to its core
disciplines—-anthropology, history, language and litera-
ture, and political science. Another way of approaching
the question of core disciplines is to identify those in
which a knowledge of language and culture cannot be
taken for granted, but whch are nevertheless indis~-
pensable to interdisciplinary attention to an area.
These lie in the main within the theoretical and quanti-
tatively oriented social sciences, and as more than one
dean pointed out, it is in these disciplines that the
contribution to the critical mass is increasingly in
danger.

One after another university administrator and
center director discussed the difficulty of making
appointments that combine disciplinary and area strength
in economics, sociology, and even in political science
and anthropology. We were told that the availability
of money is not enough to ensure the sppointment of
nuch-desired area-oriented economists. Issues of the
future direction of the discipline as seen by department
chairmen and faculty take precedence in recruitment and
promotion procedures. This is most often expressed as a
concern on the part of non—area~oriented faculty and
administrators about the consequences for the quality of
social science departments if there are "tou many" area
specialists. The problem of balance comes up especial~
ly, but not exclusively, in small departments.

On the other hand, the main concern of area-
oriented social scientists is that there are too few of
them, and that those who are on hand will be replaced by
mainstream scholars. Some indication of this problem,
and its disciplinary specificity in the field of Soviet
and East European studies, can be gseen in Warren Eason's
"Dynamic Inventory" questionnaire. Table 5.1 indicates
the responses to hig 1981 survey to the following
question: 'When the time comes that you leave your
present employment—-through retirement or otherwise——
what do you think 18 the likelihood that you will be
replaced with someone who is, to one degree or another,
a specialist on the Soviet Union and/or Eastern Zurope?"
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Table 5.1

Expectations Among Soviet and East Buropean Specialists
of Being Replaced by Area Specialists, by Discipline

VERY VERY NOT TOTAL
LIKELY  LIKELY  POSSIBLY UNLIKELY UNLIKELY APPL. RUMBER
z 2 ] 2 { y 4
' DISCIPLINE
‘Lang/Lit 40.0 9.7 14.0 9.7 16.3 10.3 ‘300
PoliSci 24.0 15.9 24.5 13.7 12.9 2.0 233
Econ/Geog ' 9.7 7.3 16.9 3.4 24.2 10.5 124
OVERALL | 28.6 11.4 18.3 15.2 16.6 9.9 657
PERCENTAGE

Source: Eason, "A Dynamic Imventory."
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Area-oriented center directors and faculty see
specific combinations of area and disciplinary compe-
tency a8 hard-to-hit moving targets, particularly in
these times when university resources as a whole ace
stretched thin. We discussed in Chapter 3 some unusual
steps that might be taken to assure replacement for a
highly select combination of scarce skills. However, in
the normal course of things and for most appointments,
the advocacy role performed by the organized center and

- its director, linked with a8 small fund to defray part of

the initial costs of an appointment, increase the like~
lihood that an area-relevant appointment will be made.

A strong center not only is able to spread its net
throughout the social sciences and into the applied and
professional disciplines, but it is also able to involve
fully in the center's activities people from disciplines
normally inhospitable to language and area studies.
Centers are not so much fixed-bourdary entities as mag-
nets with variable force fields to pull in marginal
faculty and students. One indication of this is the
reported percentage of time that different kinds of
faculty members report spending on the program. Table
5.2 indicates for each discipline the percentage of
faculty titularly associated with the center who spend
more cor less than one-fourth of their time on center

Wh\#ctivities. A sure sign that the centripetal pull of

the center is diminishing--or the sign of a weak com-
pared with a strong center-—is the slippage of more and
more faculty into the loosrely connected margins of cen—-
ter activities.

It is not enough, of course, to maintain the proper
spread of disciplines among the faculty, the minimal
critical mass defined in both senses of core disci-
plines. It is essential that this be an interacting
group, that there be a common intellectual 1ife of the
center: research sewminars on lively topics, frequent
contact and shared intellectual interest among faculty
and students across disciplinary lines. a collectively
maintained publication program, a constant stream of
visitors from other campuses and abroad. It is the
evidence of this lively common intellectual life that
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Teble 5.2

Naber of Faculty Spending Mve Than 2R and Nmber of Faculty
Spending 25X or leas of 1 :r Time on Center Activities

AF A A $E o
mmmmmmmammmmmﬂﬁmmmw%mmw:ﬂm
25 252 sz 252 |uss |2 25X 25% JiEss [25% fLEss
DISCIPLINE
History 15 - |52 1 |% 9 |3 2 |2 3 (3% & |u 3 |3 -
Language— ‘

Belated 22 6 |70 3 j& 9 |6 2 |% 8 |3 9 |39 4 [0 -
Arts 8 1 | 4 |8 7 |- 31 4 |8 8 1 7 |6 1
Relig/Mhil - - {12 2 4 1 - 1 - - g 1 (12 1 2 -
ArcaStudies 2 2 |1 - f10 - |6 - |2 1 f18 - |- 1 |- -
Roonomics 8 2 |1 7 {7 4 |- 1 {20 8 |5 v |8 4 |7 3
Athropology 15 1 |13 2 (&4 3 |- - |4 5 |u 6 |unu 2 |0 -

~ Sociology 3 3 |9 - |4 - |- - {1212 & 2 |3 1 |3 2

Peydology - - |1 - |- 1 |- - |1 2 {- - |1 - |- -

- Archaeology - = - - - - - - - - 6 1 S O - -

Gecgraphy 5 2 |3 - {8 1 |- 21|66 5 |7 2 {3 1|3 -

PoliSci 8 3 ja 5 |2 8 |- 1 (18 1 12 3 J1s 1 |5 1

Applied 14 10 {18 14 122 10 i 1 « 7 6 I8 9 |a& 7
pr 0




several campus administrators used to judge the vitality

of a center.
Stud Iraini

The aggregation of & multi-disciplinary faculty is
oot an end in iteelf. As we noted in the last chapter,
it could-—-and in too many centers does not-—-serve as a
locus of collaborative research. More commonly, the
critical mass of the faculty assists in the recruitment
and training of students. By gnd large, there is corre~
spundence between the strenmgth of area-related faculty
in general and the quality of graduate students, even
though graduate students usually register for degrees in
disciplinary departments and, as we noted earlier, for
most of their training remain within disciplinary lines.

Our interviews indicated that for xany students,
while the disciplinary department is the arena in which
their degree is pursued, the center is what attracted
them to the university and holds them there; takes an
interest in their degree progress; helps them find the
fellowship support to pursue their studies; and provides
the physical space for them to be with others who share
the problems and joys of learning a difficult language.
doing research in remote and dangerous places. and
thinking that a particular part of the world is excit-
ing. The role of 8 center in inducing students to spend
the extra resources and long period of time needed to
become language and area specialists cannot be over-
estimated.

Sustaioing I I :

The part of the teaching function of direct concern
to the center, and-—except for Latin American and West
European studies--which the center often controls or
staffs, is language ianstruction. We discussed in
Chapter 2 the problems inherent in sustaining instruc~
tion in the less commonly taught languages, particularly
those for which there is sporadic and very low student
demand. It is the center that attempts to maintsin this
instruction and to guide students through it.
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Managing Area-Related Regources

The center serves to accumulate resources for both
research and teaching with respect to the area. The
smassing of appropriate library resources, newspapers,
up-to-date journals, films, audio—visual materials and
various ephemera, to use the librarians' term——that is,
government and business information, broadcast momitor-
ing; and so forth--is also a center responsibility.
Where centers are strong, area-relevant library collec-
tions are strong. It is highly unlikely that we could
have produced such collections, unmatched anywhere in
the world, without the special attention and advocacy of
centers.

Serving E 1 cli ]

These four functions all relate to activities that
are largely internal to the university. The centers
also serve a variety of functions for extecnal clien-
teles. In part, but only in part, because of the re-
quirement of Title VI funding, centers perform a variety
of outreach activities. They and their faculty help
cther colleges and universities develop teaching
materials and programs with respect to their area. They
share library resources and visiting speakers with them.
They work with secondary and elementary schools to ac-
complish the same purpose. They provide information
services for the media, especially when a political
crisis propels a particular country or region into the
headlines. They provide a reference, consultation, and
in several cases a regular source of commercial siatis-
tics and information for buasiness. They provide con-
sultants and speakers for both government and public
affairs needs. And they provide a principal and durable
link between American intellectual life and that of
other countries. It is often to and through the centers
that scholars from the countries in their area enter and
fan out through American academic life, and for many
countries it is through them that ideas tend to flow
back and forth,
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Maintaining Center Strength

Many factors go into distinguishing 8 successful
center from an unsuccessful one. For instance, again
and again we savw the crucial role of a strong and de-~
voted leader, and the frazility of the center's func-
tioning when one is lost. For the purposes of this
review. however. we would like to concentrate on two
aspeccs: the importance of commitment by the university
administration to the center's well-being, and the role
of external, particularly federal, funding.

Commitment of the university can be retlected in
the amount of money it provides for the collective
activities of the center, in addition to the salary
costs of the faculty. In many universities, the centers
themselves receive central university funds for their
administrative costs; in others this underwriting of
costs comes in other ways. Sometimes universities
appoint central coordinators of all area-related activi-"
ties, coordinators who often swing more weight than the
individual center directors could on their own.

A further indication of university commitment is
the extent to which administrators arewilling to use
their mustle to help secure area-oriented appointments
in "difficult" departments. The most extreme form of
this is where centers are sllowed to draw upon a limited
pool of university-wide positions, including endowed
chairs, or where the administration, through central
fiat, requires that an ares-qualified scholar be
replaced by another such scholar upon his departure or
retirement.

Perhaps the most telling indicator of university
commitment to area studies is its posture with regard to
enrollments in the courses taught under the center's
aegis. This includes not just the language courses,
about which we spoke in Chapter 2, but area studies
coursges 88 well. The introductory courses in the core
disciplines tend to be secure, since many of them
sttract substantial numbers of undergradustes who take
them as part of their general education or distribution
requirements. The dangerously low enrollments tend to
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be in the upper-level courses taught largely to advanced
specialists, or the courses specializing in particular
countries or time periods that such specialist training
requires. For a university administrator, the survey and
lower-level courses in the core disc.plines are not the
issue, although paradoxically the 4isciplinary depart-
ments tend to get credit for these higher-enrollment,
lower—level courses. Rather, the issue is the number of
specialized courses—-and therefore the number of staff
members teaching such courses-—-that have enrollments
below 20 or even 10 students. Of course, area studies
groups and centers differ in this respect, but Table 5.3
shows the load of low-enrollment courses that area
studies must justify.

It is not easy to assess the significance of low
enrollments based upon the campus interviews. In a few
places, administrators openly admit\that there are
penalties for low enrollments. In dijcussions with
administrators in some of the prestigious private
universities as well as some public ones, the notion
that enrollments matter is strongly resisted. What our
interviews showed, however, is that no matter how toler—
ant or generous the admipistration may be with regard to.
low enrollments, those faculty members whose courses are
sparsely attended feel quite vulnerable. At best, they
appreciate the protection they receive; at worst, they
fear that the tolerance may soon end or deplore penal-
ties they think they have already incurred.

Another indication of university commitment is the
extent to which the university assists the program in
securing external funding. While university and federal
funds still make up the bulk of the support for Title VI
programs, more and more of them are diversifying their
sources of external support. The 1981 Rockefeller
Foundation survey of international relations research
centers, which included 39 Title VI centers, collected
information on their sources of support.l In a further
analysis of these data for our project by Kemneth Goody,
a consultant at the Rockefeller Foundation, it became
clear that 18 of the 39 Title VI centers in the
Rockefeller sample vere receiving private foundation
support; 13 had corporate support; 8 received gifts from
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Table 5 u3

Number of Courses by Size #f Enrollment in
39 Title VI Centers by World Area, 1982

SIZZ OF COURSE BY ENROLLMENT

1-10 11-20 ‘21 4
~ NO. OF X OF |[NO. OF X OF {NO. OF X OF |TOTAL
COURSES TOTAL |COURSES TOTAL |COURSES TOTAL |COURSES

WORLD

AREA

AF 67 50T | 33 25% 33 25% 133
EA 329 587 | 118 212 | 122 212 569
EE 278 57x | 98 20T | 112 23% 488
IA 8- Is 2 10% 11 522 21
LA 137 - 46X | 76 26% 82 282 295
ME 19/ 592 | 83 25% 56 172 336
SA 114 672 | 36 212 20 122 |- 170
SE 31 532 | 12 202 16 272 59

*ste: This table enumerates area-specific courses, -
not including language courses. Courses are divided
into three groups by number of students.

MY

individuals; 9 had endowment funds; and 10 had other
sources of income. And, as the Rockefeller report
points out, more and more of these centers are diversi-
fying their external support.

These are healthy signs of center entreprenmeurship
and university administrative backing. The assistance
of university administrations, particulsrly development
offices, is especially helpful in securing endovment
funds. It is worth noting the university commitment
involved in these endowments: such funds are raised
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vifh considerable effort, and the university often makes
au explicit choice about des: gnatitg them for am inter-
national or some other purPose. The raisiag of private
endowment funds for area-relateg activities has been
charact@riatic of private yniversitids, but is now
. oecurring in public ones as well.

The Role of Title VI Support

To summarize the preceding discussion, what makes a
center viable and valuasble are those centgal activities
and resources that wake one plus one equal more than
two~-that is. make combinations of faculty and #students
moge productive than they would be separatel By far
the largest part of the resources to accomplish this
task must and does now come from the universities them-
selves. Since in the long run it is the universities'
commitments to the maintenance of these programs that
will count, we would recommend that the provision of

" external fuads be tied to evidence of the kind of finan-

cial and other university commitment we have outlined.

Nevertheless, it on-campus interviews, administra-
tors and faculty alike stressed the fact that they saw
these centers as serving a national as well as a local
purpose, and that federal funding, particularly of the
hind provided by Title VI, was an important affirmation
that the national interest was being served. Moreover,
many were fearful that in the long run, given the eco-
nomic pressures within universities and despite the good
intentions of administrators, their heavy investments in
ianguage and area center resources would slip away
should federal support for the centers evaporate.

One reason for this fear is that 28 the primary
long-term support for language and area studies centers,
Title VI has made possible precisely those centralized
activities described above as primary functions of the
centers: some warginal investment in necessary faculty
whose appointment is difficult because their discipline
holds area specialization in low esteem; support for
low-enrollment courses that the internal economy of the
university would not otherwise bear; student support to
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cover the costs of unusually elaé%rafe and prolohged
training; funds for special library staff aad for area-

" relevant acqQuisitions; fhe support of conferences,
‘wWi#iting lecturers, faculty travel, and outreach activi-

ties connecting the center to the rest of the nation and
to its world area; and the provision of some administra—
tion and some central space to pull together the various
parts. Over the years, with very little guidance from
the Departmeni of Education on the internal allocation
of funds provided for gereral support of centers, a
fairly consistent patterr of expenditure of Title VI
funds--a pattern reflecting just these functions—-has
developed in almost every center.

Table 5.4 shows the expenditures under Title VI for
a typical year in each of these expenditure categories.
While the columns refer to different years, a comparison
made at five-year intervals showed that the pattern of
expenditures is quite stable from year to year. Unfor~
tunately, a decade ago the Department of Education
stopped collecting the detailed ii “ormation on which the
Title VI dependency estimates were made, so we have no
recent data on this important question; but interviews
with center directors indicate that there has been rela-
tively little change in this as well. Indeed, many
center directors report that. especially with the
shrinkage in the total center costs borne by Title VI,
all of that money is now so firmly committed to long-
standing purposes that there is little "free money" with
which to experiment on innovation and new directions.

The first column of Table 5.4 shows the proportion
of the total allocation devoted to each expenditure
category. The second column indicates what might be
called Title VI dependency--that is, for each category,
the percentage of all expenditures, both internal and
external, that is supported by Title VI funds. These
figures, particularly the second column, make clear why
Title VI plays such an importamt role on the (ampus,
despite the limited share of faculty salaries it
provides. if one adds in the fellowships available to
graduate students training to be specialists—-not in-
cluded in this table~-it is evident why Title VI funds
are 80 important to the vitality of the centers. They
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Table 5.4

Title VI Expenditures, 1973

% OF COMSINED - X OF EACH
UNIVERSITY CATEGORY
ARD TITLE VI DEPENDENT
EXPENDITURES ON TITLE V1
BY CATEGORY FUNDS '
CATEGORY “ :
Adninistrative/
"~ Clerical |, 6.9 18.3
Language Faculty 26 .4 10.3
Area Faculty 36.9 5.5
Library Staff 9.2 8.4
Library Acquigitions 6.0 26.7
Foreign ’ravel 1.2 26.1
Lecturers/
Conferences, etc. 1.3, 38.4
QOther . 4.8 ¢ . 22.9
Subtotal 92.5 ) 11.1
Indirect Coets 7.6 11.2
TOTAL ' 100 -
" GRAND MZAN - C 11,1

Note: The first column of figures represents the
percentage for each category of the tothl empenditures
of both upiversity contributions and Title VI grants.
These 1973 data are the latest statistics avsilable on
university expenditures on language ‘end area studies
programs.
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support the collective as against the individual activi-
ties of the ceater. They help make one plus one equal
more” than two.

Unfortucately, evem if the rcle of Title VI is
important to the centers, it is both uncertain and
increasingly marginal. The £feld has been treated to a
series of proposals by several administrations for pre-
cipitous and extreme fluctuations in the level of fund-
ing, including several proposals to abolish such support
entirely. - This boom—or—bust situation hae had & severe
danmpening effect on the development of the field. For-
tunately, congressional actionm has foteswed such
radical shifts in Title VI funding.

Moreover, the share of center costs that Title VI
provides has been declining steadily, from 10.7X in
1973-74, to 9.1% in 1976-77, to 7.72 in 198I-82. This
decline has resulted from the fact that over the past
five years, the increase in the absolute level of sup-
port given to centers has been at about half the in-
flation rate, as measured by the GNP and CPI deflators,
vhile the total center costs have remained level or have
increased slightly. .

And finelly, the biennial cycle of center'awards,
tied to periodic shifts in the number of centers to be
supported and in the criteria for selection of centexs—-
shifts in which it is often difficult to determine just
vhat national interest was being served--makes long-
range planning for a center or & university Quite diffi-
cult. Universities and students cannot switch direc-
tions this rapidly. The result has been that both
follow a strategy based upon minimal federal inputs,
4ith consequent loss of cunter atability and of student
recruitment and commitmen?.

We believe that there are important national pur-
poses to be served by the maintenance of campus-based
language and area studies centers; that Title VI pro-
vides the kind of flexible support at the core of acti-
vities that is extremely helpful, if not irreplaceable,
in these financially difficult times; that this suppert
ought to be maintained at a level at least commensurate
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with inflation; and that it should be committed for s
long enough period to permit gensible planning in the
mid-term, both by universities anrd by the federal
govermment. We believe that a five-year cycle is opti-
mal, but that the expiration dates of awarde should be
staggered so that there are opportunities to add ex-
panding centers and to drop others that, for one reason
or another, decline.

Recommendation:

A general, flexible support program, such as that con-
tained in the current Title VI program, should be con-
tinued, since it is essential for the well-being of the
field. A major criteriom in the provigion of such
federal support should be evidence of a strong and
continuing university commitment.

Center support should be on a five-year cycle, with
staggered competitions to allow adding to or deleting
from the existing pool of federally supported centers in
interim years.

NEW DIRECTIONS IN CENTER SUPPORT

Problem:
The laissez-faire system of program support under Title
VI has served well the growth stage of langusge and area
studies, but does not encoursge the building of new
strengths in substantive domains of great anational im-
portance.

!

So far we have been presenting the case for the
appropriateness of federal expenditures in the general
support of language and area centers, and indicating how
vital these expenditures are to the sustenance of ex-
isting programs. EHowever, looking toward the next
quarter of a century, we believe that it would be in the
national interest to supplement existing support by
targeting funds for the creation of specially focvsed
new centers or of new segments attached to existing
centers.
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We see these new centers or segments not as substi-
tutes for existing programs, but as national resources
that will extend language and area studies into domains
that the laisgsez—faire system has not fully developed.
In a number of cases, the special long-term interests of
business and of mission-oriented federal agencies can be
served by investing in centers or center segments that
are tailored to the substantive domains of their par-
ticular interest-—always keeping in mind that campus-
based organizations are effective in carrying out basic
research and training, and are less optimal for contract
research aimed at short-term, mission-focused inquiries.

We believe that one of the principal reasons for
the limited utilization of language and area studies
research, faculty, and students has been that the ad-
ministration of Title VI has discoursged the center
specialization that might have drawn together a rumber
of individuals sharing long-term interests in a particu-
lar set of issues, especially those of policy relevance.
Title VI center support competitions, and the model of
the ideal center they project, encourage the developuent
of comprehensive centers, maximally spread across disci-
plines, languages, countries, and functions. There are
nc points given in the competition for depth of coverage
with reference to any particular discipline or topic.
As a consequence, disciplinary coverage in many centers
is a mile wide and an inch thin.

Given this selection process and its implied model
of the fully developed program. any mission-oriented
agency or group interested in developing a particular
functional or topical area-related strength has had no
way to encourage one or more centers to specialize in
those kinds of topics, short of trying to change the
guidelines that apply to all centers at the same time.
There is little or no precedent for long-term investment
in particular strengths in one or a few lanzuage and
area centers. Short-term project money, yes; durable
support, no.

While this universal model of the ideal center has

worked well in the growth stage of language and area
studies, it needs to be supplemented to meet the nation-
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al needs in the future. We believe that it is time to
supplement the general support given to all Title VI
centers with additional funds based on national competi-
tions for a series of much more focused goals.

In the interest of parsimony and discouraging
further proliferation of centers, first priority ought
to be given to supplementing existing centere with
specializing segments. But in the absence of satisfac-
tory candidates. it might be necessary to establish new
centers combining the general purposes of language and
area studies—~teaching, reseprch, accumulation nf 1i-
brary and other resources, consultation, public ser-
vice~-with a focus on a particular topical domain.
Centers would not only be trasining centers, as language
and area centers are now, but would also provide a focal
point for major research and consultative activities.
To illustrate the point, here gre a few domains that
wvould appear natural foci for supplemental center
coverage.

1. Language ipstxuction resource unite. We have
slready mentioned the proposed language instruction
resource units. We described the, nature of their
organization and functions in the discussion in Chapter
2 of language competencies. They are a good example of
the type of new center or segment ad4nd to an existing
center that we have in mind. It is interesting to mote
that the Department of Education has chosen to make a
limited number of targeted grants in fiscal year 1984
for specific aspects of language teaching improvement.
However, these new functions added on to a limited
number of existing centers are viewed by thn department
as pilot projects, a first step toward including these
features in all centers in the near future—-which means
returning quickly to the yniversal criteria of the cur-
rent application procedure. In contrast, we have in
mind more durable, gpecialized centers or center seg-
ments to work at raising the level of language imstruc-
tion over the long haul.

2. Ipsgtructiop in the least commonly taught lan-
suages and areas. Another domain that has already been

mentioned is long-term support for the teaching of
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cou.ses on languages and countries other than those that
most programs desling with a world area are likely to
offer. We have already discussed the possibility of
specially targeted faculty and student support in such
areas and languages.

3. Undergraduate-lavel education. A third domain
is one that currently represents a sort of blind spot in
Title VI support-—that is, language and area studies as
a wvay of organizing teaching at the undergraduate,
general-education level. From the beginning of the
Title VI program, there have been undergraduate language
and area studies centers, except for a brief period
after the major contractions in the number of centers in
1973-74. At the present time, there are two such under-
graduate Title VI centers for most of the area studies
groups. However, status as a funded Title VI undergrad-
uate center has generally been awarded to programs that
resemble the graduate-level centers but have not yet
developed as fully or as comprehensively. It is true
that there is now an undergraduvate component to Title VI
support, but the focus of this part of the progrsm has
been short-term seed money grants for the development of
international studies, defined as topical themes cutting
across national boundaries or "global awaremess" -that
is, & generalized semsitizing to other societies and
international affairs.

It is unclear why the language and area studies
programs truly aimed at undergraduate general education
wvere dropped, even though the bulk of the teaching that
many language and srea specialists do on their campuses
is aimed at undergraduate general education. Moreover,
many first-rate liberal arts colleges lacking the
" graduate-level advanced-training superstructure of Title
VI centers might be top candidates for status as a
center with the specific mandate of improving our under—
graduate-level teaching capacity with respect to par-—
ticular world aress.

We note that the National Advisory Board on Inter—
national Education Programs of the Department of

Educauon has just usued a report, Critical Beeds in




wvhose goal is to improve the capacity of our educational
system at all levels, to educate our citizenry about the
realities of our interrelated world, and to provide a
more satisfactory pational educational policy with re-
spect to foreign language instruction. It would be a
tragedy if the nation's very substantial language and
ares studies resources were not harnessed to that task,
and the most likely link to that effort is through a
deliberate focus on undergraduate general educaticn.

4. The business interfsce. New centers or center
segments should be created to specialize in the inter-
face between business and language and area studies. We
see no point in urging all or even most centers to
develop such an interface, despite much of the current
rhetoric. For one thing, business demand is spotty, in
terms of both country coverage and employment prospects.
There is much pioneering and pattern setting to be domne
in this area before prograsmmatic changes can be more
widely introduced, and a few centers specifically de-
voted to this exploration could make a genuine contribu-
tion.

We think it especially important that centers fo-
cusing on business or foreign trade should have an
active research agenda to demonstrate the utility to
business concerns of language- and area--necific work.
Federal support should be contingent upon the securing
of long-term matching funds from more than one business
source. The Department of Commerce and other agencies
and organizations interested in our international eco-
nomic affaire could participate in the allocation of
federal support for these targeted centers.

The new Part B of Title VI provides funds for the
support of campus-based programs concerned with inter-
national business. It seems odd that there has been no
attempt to link at least part of that effort to existing
Title VI centers, or to promoting area—specific basic
research that might be of interest to business. The
link between Part B and the remainder of Title VI would
be natural. As an example, despite the lack of program-~
matic intent to include language and area centers as
competitors for Part B funds, the only three large—scale
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Shapter 3 2 Cswous-Based and National Oxgsnizatioms

gr'anta awarded in the first year of that new support
program involved wmajor language and area studies
centers.

We would urge that as funding under Part B of Title
VI increases——it has grown from $1 million in the first
Year of operation to $2 milliom in the second-—a delib-
erate attemnt be made to link some part of those funds
to long—term support to create business-related segments
in existing language and area studies centers. These
segments might develop joint M.A./M.B.A. progrsms; lan-
guage and/or area training opportunities for M.B.A.'s
short of a joint degree; new courses focusing on the
political economy of countries of special interest to
business; or systematic research of area topics impor—
tant to the maintenance or expansion of American
business.

5. Research on foreign policy. Eariier we re-

marked on the spottiness of the research conducted by
language and area studies center faculty on matters
relating to the foreign policies either of the United
States tovard other countries, or of countries toward
nations other than the United States. It was precisely
this latter shortage of research on Soviet foreign
policy that the Rockefeller Foundation tried to overcome
with its recent grants to Columbia University and to
Stanford-Berkeley. We also note that the Department of
State's well-established linkages with campus-based
language and area specialists are by and large episodic
and individual.

We do not mean to limit these highly productive
individual linkages, nor to make it impossible for the
foreign policy professionals to draw on the talents of a
large number of individuals scattered throughout the
university community. However, ju our view, the estab-
lishment of one or two centers or center segments in
each area studi 2 group with a focus on foreign policy
questions--particularly when an accurate reading of the
perspective of a particular country or region is
required--would be a useful addition to our national
capacity to deal with long-term foreigm policy issues.
It would help f£ill the gap we discussed earlier, wherein

v
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the proprietary comtract research organizations cannot
staff up for the long haul with expertise on very many
countries, snd the acaedemic centers tend not to have the
faculty versed in the issues our foreign policy faces.

One subset of foreignm policy issues deals with
national security and strategic and military affairs.
As indicated by our own analysis of a8 cross~section of
the published product of professionals, national securi-
ty studies is 8 domain in which language and area
speciaslists have contributed relatively little. And yet
many of the principal issues of national security facing
our nation call for deep country-specific knowledge,
enriched by the ability to read materials written in the
language of the country involved. Calls for research
contracts sent out to all of the language and area
centers dealing with particular world areas have
gathered only a small portion of the relevant expertise
they should have. Such sappeals for ad hoc contracts
have raised &8 set of symbolic concerns on some campuses
and in some area studies professional associations—-
concerns about mixing too freely the highly specialized
missions of foreign affairs agencies with the many other
scholarly activities of the centers and their faculty.

Existing individual relationships are, or course,
useful and should be continued. However. a more focused
interface--concentrated in a8 few highly visible language
and area studies centers. with those centers competing
quite publicly, in a national competition, for status as
a specialized center in national security affairg--would
clear auch of the air domestically and in the host
countries, and would provide the foreign affairs com-
munity with clusters of country-specific expertise
directly related to its concernms.

6. Research on dgvelopment- -Another example of
policy-relevant centers or center segments are those
related to the development mission of organizations like
the Agency for International Development (AID). Partic-
ularly with reference to African and Latin American
studies, it would seem to be in the national interest
to establish a few centers or center segments in univer—
sities whire long-range programs of AID dealing with
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those parts of the world are already located. These
center segments could provide the language skills and
training and the area expertise to enrich the context
for overseas development programs.

More specifically, it seems odd that no thought was
given to including some linguistically competent area
specialists in AID's newly created Joint Career Corps
program, whose announced goal is to establish "am elite
corps of senior professionals having & major impact on
the scientific aspects of the Agency's programs as well
as on the nature of related teaching and resea.ch at
their universities.” The same observatium holds true
for AID's Title XII Matching Formula University
Strengthening Grants. Surely some lsnguage competencies
and general country expertise would be helpful,
particularly for work in cultures as different from our
ovn as those of Africa or South Agia. This Title XII
program could provide a highly useful model for the
development of policy-relevant language and area studies
centers or center segments.

Recommendation:

A number of supplemental center- or center segments
should be established via national competition, to focus
their research and teaching on relatively neglected
aspects in the internal development of language and area
studies, such as 1) language pedagogy; 2) the special
demands of successful undergraduste education for non-
specialists; and 3) policy-relevant issues of special
concern to business and to the mission-oriented federal
agencies. For the latter purpdses, funding from those
agencies should be provided.

THE NUMBER OF CENTERS

Problem:

At the present time, there is no rational basis, other
than the amount of money appropriated, to determine how
many centers the federal government should support.
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The most frequent question asked by policy makers
concerned with Title VI i1s how many programs there
should be. or, more pointedly. how many programs the
federal government should support. Nearly alwvays, the
implication of this question is that there has been an
excessive proliferation of centers, and some concentra-
tion is in order. We believe that this is the wrong
question, or at best it is premature, and needs consid-
erable refinement.

The reason the question keeps recurring is that in
the current laissez-faire stage of language and area
studies, the centers are viewed as a set of training
programs differentiated only by world area, producing a
number of undifferentiated students to be specialists.
Hence, it is natural that debstes about the appropriate
number of centers should rest solely on the overall
number of students graduating with an area specialty and
the short-term job market for their skills. It was this
conception of the role of centers that moved the admin-
istration to propose the withdrawal of support for all
centers following a Rand Corporation report showing that
the unemployment rate of center graduates had increased.
This decision vas made even though the repcrted rate of
unemployment among Foreign Language and Area Studies
graduates was ounly 4.8%2,3 or about half the national
general unemployment rate.

Even if one does not subscribe to this all-or-
nothing view of federal support for centers, the current
status of centers means that tie only recourse to pres-
sures of fiscal restraint or to notions of slackening
market demand 1is to reduce the number of centers over—
all, excluding those that fall below the new cut-off
point iniferms of size and overall quality. This is
what has happened in the past. Largely in response to
shifting levels of appropriation, the number of centers
to be supported has moved up or down the continuum. At
the peak, 1970, there were 107 Title VI-funded language
and ares studies programs. The number dropped to 46 in
1973-74, and has now increased to 76 with no particular
rationale for any of these numbers, other than the
amount of wmoney Congress had appropriated in that year.
There was no attention to what specifically in terms of
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coverage or student training was lost by these cuts, or
vhat remained among those that continued to be sup-
ported. 1

"

Before a rational amsver can be given to the ques-
tion of how mauy centers the fedegal government should
support, three interrelated changes have to take place.
First, the view of a language and ares center as being
solely a producer of Ph.D.~level specialists must be
changed; second, in the next stage of language and ares
studies, a8 much greater concern for specialized
strengths shculd inform national policy; and third, much
more rigorous evaluation of centers should be
introduced.

To take the first of these points, we believe that
a decision on the number of centers to be supported
based entirely on the short-term msrket demand for
graduates represents 8 narrovw perspective on the func-
tions of centers and their cost and benefit to the
nation. For one thing, we have recommended that in the
next phase of language and area studies, a major drive
be undertaken to bring effective national demand a bit
closer to national need. Second, as we have slso indi-
cated above, centers perform a variety of functions that
are in the national interest over and gbove the training
of advanced-level specidliste. They provide an. inter-
national perspective in the education of a substantial
portion of each generation's educated citizenry. They
act as advocates for deparochializing much of the col-
lege and university curriculum, including that of the
business and other professional schuols. They offer the
library resources, publications, seminars, and faculty -
and student exchanges that link us with scholars and
other intellectuals in foreign countries. They provide a
flow of publicly available information from the basic
research of their faculty members. They provide comsult-
ants for the formulation of public pelicy, for the
media, and for other levels of the educational system.

It is hard to imagine the operation of our demo-—
cratic society, which is now fully emmeshed in a complex
world, without the constant flow of information on othe:x .
countries generated in these centers. Without such
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centers, the nation would have to create at least one
counterpart for each world areas xn much the same way as
the Soviets have done with “their area-specific
Academies, or 1in other countries' governmemt-run inseti-
tutes.

Leaving aside the obvious advantages of having a
set of centers independent of the government and embed-
ded firmly in our educational system, our system is
infinitely more parsimonious with tax dollars. Based
upon an extrapolation of the average current operating
,costs of & fully developed center at $1.5 million snnu-
ally, it would cost $15 million per year to create one
fully tax-supported center for all 10 world areas, and
this figure does not include the overhead costs of
buildings, utilities, administrstion, retirement, and so
forth. For about $10 million in tax dollars annually
under Title VI, the nation has 76 high-quality language
and srea studies centers spread throughout the major
American research universities. The total costse of
these programs to the universities nov amounts to more
than $100 million. The $100,000 or so of federal
dollars that currently goaes to support an average
campus~based center whose expenditure on direct costas is
$1.5 million annually is am excellent investment, even
in economic terms.

If one turns to criteria other than cost, a judg-
ment on how many centers in all should be federally
supported depends on whether one sees the need for a
wajor deparochializing of our educationsl system. This
is in fact a goal proposed by any number of receant
reports on education--to name just a few, the
President's Commission on Foreign Lenguage and Inter-
national Studies report, Strength through Wisdom: A

i 1.8, ity: .the National Commission on
Excel lence in Education report, A Nation At Risk: Ihe
lmperative for Educational Reform; Brmest Boyer's
Carnegie Commission report, Kigh School: A Report on
mmmmumMm. mnm.nmuuu

t.he National Cmnnnon on Student Siuncisl Anutance,
end the report of the Nstional Advisory Board on Inter-
national Education Programs of the Department of
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Critical Needs in Internsational Edacation:
Reconmendations for Action. If such a mgjor transforma-

tional role 1s envisaged, or even if such a limited goal
@8 a recent White House proposal to send gseveral thou-
sand American atq%:ntu to Japanese colleges is to be

made realistic, wve have too few centers. These consid-
erations wvould argue for st least sustaining, if not
increasing, the number of language and area centers
supported by the federal govermment.

The second concern in determining the total number
of centers requires a departure from the current way of
vieving them as undifferentiated programs all producing
the same kind of students and the same kind of research
product. We have argued for policies in the next stage
of Language and area studies to qncourage a greater
degree .of specialization of centers so that the national
Profile of language and area studies covers languages,
countries, disciplines, and topical domains that are
critical to the national interest. This strategy would
include both the addition of the specialized program
segments on particular topical aress we mentioned above,
as vell as sssuring that at least one center teaches
each of the important least commonly taught languages or
covers each of the countries or regions not covered by
the other centers. Uatil this grid of nationally impor-
tant domains of coverage is in place, how many centers
it will take to ensure that coverage <annot be deter-
wined. Indeed, this report supplies c¢nly the teginnming
of a careful analysis of just what coverage is taking
place now, let alone what it will be or should be in the
next decade.

The third change that is essential in order to
address rationally the question of the optimal number of
centers 18 that we be much more rigorous in the criteria
for extending federal support for students. In particu-
lar, we would gdd to the current criteria for center
selection-~now heavily weighted in terms of rhe gize of
the program and the disciplinary spread and research
productivity of the faculty--a much closer look at the
levels of language and area competency the centers
actually produce in their students. We noted earlier

. the need for a higher level of general area competency
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in students and for greater proficiency in language.
Centers should be judged on the basis of whether their
students emerge with such skille——not just enrollments
or requirements in the catalogue. What does a retro~
spective examination of a cross-section of students at
the end of thdir trsining show? Once the nationally
competitive tier of fellowships bas been in place for a
number of years, we will have a firm basis for maxing
such judgmentas.

In making the criteria for federal support for
centers more rigorous, we would also introduce a greater
emphasis on the level of university support for the
program. We have indicated earlier a number of objec-
tive ways this can be judged: tolerance for low-enroll-
ment language and area courses; assistance in main-
taining faculty representation in "difficule” disci-
plxnes and the least commonly taught languages; provi-
sion of substantisl momies to help the collective
activities of the center; maintenance of a high-level
library collection. However, these objective criteria
are not enough, and will have to-be supplemented by
anrescxons gained by site visit teams, a point we will
return to in & moment. 3

In summary, the question of the appropriate number
of federally supported languasge and ares centers is as
yet unansverable. Moreover, it is our belief that the
critical issue is not so much numbers as the adaptation
of center activities to the demands of.the next stage of
language and area studies, and fitting them into a
coherent national perspective on what the shape of our
national resource base in language and area studies
should be. With the changes we suggest in the concep-
tion of the role of centers——-some degree of specializa-—
tion and, added to the selection prciess, a rigorous
evaluation of actual student training and of institu~-
tional commitment to the program——more rational deci-
sions on the optimal number of differédnt kinds of
renters can be arrived at, and the service of centers to
the national interest in general be can better assessed.
We also believe that the institutional pressures we
mentioned throughout the earlier sections of this
report--particularly problems of assuring continued
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participation of hard social ‘science and applied disci-

pline specialists, and in gome centers waning university
support-~are already having a wvinnowing effect. Indeed,
the national oroblem may not be to contain the growth in
the number of centers, but the danger that in the im-
minent contraction of our national resource base, key
aspects of lsnguage and area coverage that are especial-
ly important to the nationsl interest will be lost.

It is understandable, however, that hard decisions
to restrict the total number of federally supported

" centers may have to be made on fiscal, not policy,

grounds. If so, radical swings in federsl support
levels with very short lead times, as has unfortunately
happened in the past, should be avoided. We believe
that the total curtsilment of gll center support would
have s disastrous effect on our natiomal resource bage
in langiage and area studies. We do not think that the
Private foundations' policy of limiting support to one
or two centers per world area, centers located almost
exclusively in the major research universities, is an
appropriate strategy for public support. Title VI has
rightly provided for a greater regional distribution of
centeérs throughout the United States, a greater variety
of institutional contexte within which centers can oper—
ate, and more open opportunities foxr smaller programs to
grov. Thie has made the national roots and the vitality
of language and area studies much stronger than they
vould otherwise have been.

If an absolute uumber of centers to receive general
support of the kind indicated earlier hax to be adopted,
then we would hope that it would be between the minimum
of 4-€ programs per world ares, a total of 46 centers—
the lovest number ever of Title VI-supported programs,
reached in 1973-74--and the present number of 76. This

‘would provide a substantial enough base onto which the
‘kinds of specislizations we recommended gbove could be

grafted, as well as assure that the general functions

"that centers pexform for the natiom could be continued.

Recommendation: ‘
Decisions to chsnge substantiaslly the number of centers
supported under Title VI should be postponed until the
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role of centers is redefined; some degree of specialiu-?
tion is developed; criteria of nationsl coverage can be
applied; and more rigorous acreening, including indica-
tiogs of the level of competency of students graduating
from the program and institutional commitment, can be
introduced. Any interim shifts in support shou'd reduce
the number no lower than the former lowest level of four
to six programs per world area.

SELECTION AND MONITORIRG

Problem:
The present style of competition for Title VI centers is
not asuitable for specialized centers.

One of the strongest impressions of the survey grew
out of our attempt to use the data provided in annual
applications of centers for Title VI support. The match
between what we read in the proposals and what we found
on campuses was inexact. The current competition pro-
cedure results in a series of proposals that are of
limited use in the selection process and of even less
utility as a basis for plaoning. Programs are currently
selected for Title VI support on the basis of the abili-
ty of a center director--amnd often s development
of fice--to make, in a single proposal, a case that hie
center is bigger and better in all respects than the
others in his area study group.

The selection of members for the review panels and
the instructions given to them do not help to introduce
a greater semse of reality into the process. No member
of a currently funded Title VI center may serve on the
gselection committee, and those s<holars who do sit on a
committee are instructed not to allow any information
they bring to the session outside of what is written in
the proposals to enter into their judgment.

At the same time, the key monitoring staff in the
Department of Education and the travel funds allocated
to them to visit the centers have been severely cut,
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making it impossible for the departmental staff to do
anything but the most cursory of proposal screening. We
understand that in the near future, the program-
monitoring function within the Department of Education
vill be even further removed from program administra-
tion, and will perhaps be deceutralized into the Depart-
ment of Education field offices, where monitoring will
be the respomsibility of individuals with little expe-
rience in international studies in higher education.

Moreover, there is no point in the process except
the biennial competition where promise and performance
can be meassured. As a result, center competitions have
tended to resemble entitlement programs.

This process has worked reasonably well for the
growth stage of language and area studies, where dis-
tinctions of vhat should be supported in what kind of
programs have not been the central issues. However, if
federal support in the next stage is to be more
targeted-—-if there is to be some genuine national plan-
ning based upon a cross~-sectional, aggregate view of
wvhat is happening to the field--then the quality of
reporting must be greatly improved. Without accurate
information about the on-campus realities, the more
closely targeted national strategy we believe to be
essential for the next stage of language and area stud-
ies cannot be carried out.

And even in the selection of individual centers for
public support~—if the kind of criteria we have suggest-
ed above, including the extent of institutional commit-
ment to the program, are going tc inform the selection
process—-mailed applications without on-site vigits to
ascertain the health and vitality of & program will not
suffice. Expanding the statistical data, making them
more realistic, and s