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Abstract

This thesis examines the intersection of natioodtips and the academy, and in
particular the relationship between the academeid bf Area Studies and the U.S. government
since World War Il. Area Studies blossomed duthgearly years of the Cold War, with the
conceptual, financial, and logistical backing of tederal government. In an American academy
that generally defined itself as “united in loyaltythe ideal of learning, to the moral code, ® th
country, and to its form of government,” Area Steslespecially had a civic vocation: to serve
the Cold War imperative, recognized by leadersovegnment and the academy alike, for vast
knowledge of foreign languages, peoples, and @gtuBy the 1990s and 2000s, however, the
Area Studies community and the government agreatkiher the purpose of the field, nor its
proper relation to the organs of American natiggealer. Examined here, individually, are two
cases which manifested this gulf in the lat® aad early 2% centuries. The first—the Area
Studies community’s nearly universal and vociferoosdemnation of the National Security
Education Act of 1991—demonstrates Area scholaigcsive approach to cooperation with
government, according to which they refused cetias) but never withdrew as a matter of
principle from political advocacy. The second easongress’s 2003 consideration of whether
to increase its oversight over appropriations supppArea Studies—reveals the practical
deficiencies of the government’s support for Arelacdarship, and how the debate over the

subject became highly, and unnecessarily, idecddgicharged.
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Preface

In early March 2009, on the occasion of her fitghHevel meeting with Russian
officials as U.S. Secretary of State, Hillary Glintdecided to give Russian Foreign Minister
Sergei Lavrov a symbolic yet funny gift. As Clintand Lavrov stood before international
media, she presented him with a box, wrapped iova brhe gift inside was a large red button
on a black base with the Russian wpettegruzkawritten atop it. The word, Clinton announced,
meant “reset,” an allusion to new American Vicedrtent Joe Biden’s statement about “hitting
the reset button” on U.S.-Russian relations, whiath become tense during the presidency of
George W. Bush. The intended joke, of course,taisfor many years red buttons symbolized
the gravest of Cold War dangers. UnfortunatelyGbnton, however, the joke ultimately was on
her. “You got it wrong,” Lavrov said to her as camas rolled.Peregruzkahe explained, meant
“overcharge,” not “reset.” Instantaneously, thameews story from Clinton’s diplomatic trip
became her language gaffe—to which Lavrov refetnede more, in case anyone had missed it.

Certainly the annals of diplomatic history contaiorse mistakes, even in the realm of
honest gaffes. Yet it is surprising nonetheleas @linton, supported by the full resources of the
State Department and its embassies, could makeasuetror. Were there no systems in place
to ensure that America’s chief diplomat, with resgbilities spanning the globe, could always
avail herself of knowledgeable linguists?

Though Clinton’s gaffe was relatively trivial, tipegospect of the American government
having insufficient resources for dealing with figrelanguages, cultures, and peoples is serious.
At its core, this is a matter of education, andoadion in foreign languages and cultures has
been an explicit concern of the government for ntbam a half century, since the U.S. set out to

be the unrivaled power of the post-World War llend



One manifestation of this concern was the acadéaiicof Area Studies, which
bloomed during the early years of the Cold War lith conceptual, logistical and eventually
financial backing of the federal government. A8tadies is an interdisciplinary field that
comprises the humanities and social sciences. #kinternational studies, Area Studies differs
in that it examines the world—and organizes itgafitutionally—according to geographic
regions (“areas”). During the early Cold War, fiedd focused on areas considered most
relevant to American national security concernsea®Studies was not, though, a government
enterprise such as the Pentagon’s Defense Landustijeite. (Founded in 1941 to teach
Japanese to servicemen, DLI remains a federatutisti meant almost exclusively for training
active military and government personnel.) RatAeea Studies represented a sort of public-
private partnership between the federal governmedtthe faculties of American universities.

In the era of its founding, the partners conceivkthe field in largely similar terms, as
an academic enterprise of national mission and itapoe. The government persists in this
view to today, and seeks accordingly to encouragmus types of connections between the
Area Studies community and government interests thgat academic community no longer
looks upon the government—and its relationshijneogovernment—as it did in the early Cold
War era. While in the 1940s and 1950s Area sch@ad the government related to each other
in a manner characterized by sentiments of mutgperation, fellow feeling, and common
purpose, by the latter decades of th® @éntury the Area Studies community identified its
sensibilities and aims as separate from, and somastopposed to, the government’s. By
century’s end there was in many respects a sultgotf between Area Studies scholars and
the government. And yet they remained strongly ifieone vital sense: the financial, which

maintained a bond of co-dependence between twoarmigh were otherwise diverging. As



long as the government retained an interest in ptioig certain types of higher education, and
the Area Studies community continued to benefinf(@nd seek ever more) congressional
largesse, neither camp sought a clean break frerottrer.

In three chapters, this thesis analyzes the caclagscteristics, and manifestations of the
divergence—unequal parts ideological and practidatween the Area Studies community and
the government. Chapter 1 tracks the Area Stumigsnunity from approximately 1945 to
1991, as the early Cold War environment initiatgged the field, and the Vietnam era followed
soon after with a revision. Chapter 2 examinesittea Studies community’s characteristics
thereafter, when it reacted in nearly universalamdferous condemnation to the National
Security Education Act, Congress’s 1991 effortttoaat students of Area Studies to serve in the
government’s national security apparatus. Ch&ptesesses a subsequent legislative
controversy: the 2003 attempt to modify the term&dle VI,” the main program that since
1958 had connected the Area Studies communityetgdvernment. The proposed
modifications were not enacted, but they sparkddhkate which revealed much about how the
government managed its relationship to the Aredi8sucommunity approximately 60 years

after having breathed life into the field.



Chapter 1. Theearly Cold War and Vietham eras

Area Studies was born into an academic communatylad, like millions of young
Americans, been drafted to participate in World WarmBefore then, the government played a
limited role in higher education. Most federal agiations that flowed to universities went for
agricultural research projects housed at MidwesaahWestern universities founded with
public land grants in the TQ:entury. The crystallization of the Manhattanj@cbin 1942 was
the first time that the government sought out @eedamic resources of higher education to lead a
project of immediate national importance. Itsralite success—along with that of smaller
academic projects to develop radar, miniaturizetedaics, and propel rockets—forever changed
the posture of government toward higher educatidn.1945, Vannevar Bush, the advisor to
Franklin Roosevelt who had convened the Manhattajeé&t, issued his repoBcience: The
Endless Frontier It declared that government should hencefortkaniiaa priority to “increase
the flow of new scientific knowledge through suppafrbasic research and to aid in the
development of scientific talent.”

Scholars of foreign languages and cultures sinyilsailv their work used, valued, and
hailed as essential during and immediately afterliMévar II. The wartime precursor to the
CIA, the Office of Strategic Services, employedsany historians, archaeologists, political
scientists, linguists and others from prominentarsities that it was called “a veritable galaxy
of academic stars.” The Office of War Informatitime State Department, and the Intelligence

branches of the Army and Navy likewise met theirémsed war needs by hiring acaderflics.

! Richard C. Lewontin, “The Cold War and the Tramsfation of the Academy;The Cold War & the University:
Toward an Intellectual History of the Postwar Yead. Noam Chomsky, et al (New York: The New Pr&888), 13.
2 vannevar BushScience—The Endless Front{gashington, D.C.: Office of Scientific Researctia
Development, 1945).

% Robert McCaugheynternational Studies and Academic Enterprise: Afer in the Enclosure of American
Learning (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), 1155.



Their expertise, like that of their colleagueshea hard sciences, came to be considered essential.
“Every war agency,” the Social Science ResearcmCib(SSRC) noted in 1943, was hampered
by “the scarcity of professional and scientific g@rnel combining linguistic and regional
knowledge with technical proficiency.” In 1947etBSRC vowed not to repeat mistakes made
after World War |, when “a flurry of [wartime] acanhic interest in Latin America” disappeared
with the armistice. “National welfare in the postweriod,” it stated, “more than ever before
requires a citizenry well informed as to other gespand the creation of a vast body of
knowledge about thent.”
ok

When universities readjusted in the years aftemthie—at Columbia University, this
meant the return of 500 faculty and staff from tary service and 3,000 others from war-related
projectS—they continued to manifest a concern for natisealurity. This meant especially
concern regarding Communism, abroad and at honsehitorian Ellen Schrecker has argued,
the academy was “no ivory tower,” and Cold War cdeiations weighed heavily on personnel,
curricular and other mattePsAt Columbia, the Board of Trustees declared ittatould not
countenance the presence of an avowed communibedraching staff”” At Yale, President
Charles Seymour announced that “There will be rtohwhunts at Yale because there will be no
witches. We do not intend to hire CommunistsThe president of the American Historical
Association, University of Pennsylvania historiaon@ers Read, used his 1949 plenary address

to declare: “The liberal neutral attitude...will mniger suffice. Total war, whether it be hot or

* Immanuel Wallerstein, “The Unintended Consequené&old War Area StudiesThe Cold War & the
University: Toward an Intellectual History of th@&twar Yearsed. Noam Chomsky, et al (New York: The New
Press, 1998), 195, 202.

°> McCaughey)nternational Studies120.

® See Ellen SchreckeXo Ivory Tower: McCarthyism and the Universiti@xford: Oxford University Press, 1986).
’ Lionel Lewis,Cold War on Campu@New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1989), 19.

8 David Montgomery, “Prosperity under the Shadowhef Bomb, The Cold War & the University: Toward an
Intellectual History of the Postwar Yeaesd. Noam Chomsky, et al (New York: The New Pr&888), xx.



cold, enlists everyone and calls upon everyonesarae his part...[We] can never be altogether
free agents, even with our tongue and our pen. hidterian is no freer from this obligation than
the physicist.® The Association of American Universities, whigpresented the top American
research universities, included inTise Rights and Responsibilities of Universities ol
Faculties(1953) the statement that, properly conceivedieeusity is “an association of
individual scholars...united in loyalty to the idedllearning, to the moral code, to the country,
and to its form of government®

Such were the prevailing views in the academidaistanent when Area Studies became
institutionalized. Sometimes the institutionaliaatwas an act of direct preservation, as when
the Office of Strategic Services in 1946 transf@itse Soviet division to form the basis of
Columbia University’s Russian Instituttpr when the staff of the Navy’s School of Military
Government and Administration became the core ddifBbia’s School of International
Affairs.'?> By and large, however, those who institutionali2eea Studies programs intended
them to be new bodies, superior to wartime prederssassembled in haste and to the
international studies apparatus that existed bafavdd War 1. The chief architects of Area
Studies lamented that the government had to ex{strts on an ad hoc basis during the war, and
argued further that improper and insufficient unsvty training had adverse effects on
Americans as a whole. “The provincialism of the &oan public, so often bemoaned, is in no

small way the fault of the American university,ig&obert B. Hall, a University of Michigan

° Stephen J. WhitfieldThe Culture of the Cold W4Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996),

9 The Rights and Responsibilities of Universities #rair Faculties The Association of American Universities,
March 24, 1953.

1 Bruce Cumings, “Boundary Displacement: Area Studies International Studies During and After thedCol
War,” Universities and Empire: Money and Politics in tecial Sciences During the Cold Wad. Christopher
Simpson (New York: The New Press, 1998), 163.

12 isa AndersonPursuing Truth, Exercising Power: Social Sciencd &ublic Policy in the 22l Century(New
York: Columbia University Press, 2003), 92.



East Asianist who headed a 1947 Social ScienceaR#s€ouncil effort to cultivate Area
Studies:®

The power to cure provincialism paled before otl@ims for Area Studies. Hall, for
one, asserted that Area Studies was a matter iohahtife and death: “We must know if we are
to survive,” he wrote in 194%. Area Studies had a “civic vocatioft,an essential role in
fighting the red menace. Accordingly the fieldeimtalized not just the government’s sense of
urgency but its specific judgments regarding host be approach the international arena.
Universities gave China and Russia initial prigrigsile Japan and Latin America fell from the
relatively high perches they had held in the waetimierarchy of area$. Students of Africa in
Area Studies programs focused almost exclusivelgtodying the continent’'s sub-Saharan
region, as North Africa fell outside the U.S. gavaent’s standard working definition of
“Africa.” *” And curricula differed according to world areaatign with the U.S.’s differing
political interests across the globe. Studentstoes studied North Korea and China in the
context of Communism and its threats and vulneitadsi| and studied South Korea and Japan in
the context of modernization and market progtéssitimately, as the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the U.S. House of Representatives puthien naming a hearing on the subject, the

purpose of Area Studies was “winning the Cold War.”

*kk

13 Quoted in AndersorRursuing Truth 93.

4 Quoted in McCaugheynternational Studies128.

15 Vincent L. Rafael, “The Cultures of Area Studirghie United StatesSocial TextNo. 41 (Winter, 1994),
http://www.jstor.org/stable/466834

% Wwallerstein, 201-202.

" David Robinson, "The African Studies Associatiorge 35: Presidential Address to the 1993 Africandies
Association Annual MeetingAfrican Studies Revie®@7 (1994): 1-11http://www.jstor.org/stable/524765

18 Cumings, 160.

9 rene Gendzier, “Following the Flag¥iddle East ReportOctober-December 1997.




Despite the high stakes supposedly involved, thveigoment was not positioned in the
immediate post-World War 1l years to translatadigsire for the field’s development into direct
support of academic enterprise. Notions of limgedernment had long restricted the prospects
for federal financial support for education. WHeDR financed the Manhattan Project, he hid
the appropriations within the budget of the Nayynd as president of Columbia University,
former general and future U.S. president DwigheBwer openly opposed federal funding of
higher educatio’ In lieu of appropriating funds itself for AreauSites, then, the government
encouraged wealthy private foundations to do sanyffoundations were independently
inclined to support the field, but government emagement and coordination helped. In 1945,
the academic who headed the Eastern European titek Office of Strategic Services helped
engineer a sizable grant ($250,000) from the RatlezfFoundation to Columbia University’'s
Russian Instituté’ In 1948, though retired from government, form&3chief William “Wild
Bill” Donovan encouraged the Rockefeller Foundatmal Carnegie Corporation to fund Area
Studies initiatives. Donovan stressed to the fotioda that any government connection ought to
remain secret, so that university work could remamon appear to remain—“impartial and

objective.”

On university campuses, meanwhile, a new typcatiemic proliferated—well-
connected and adept at attracting foundation meméis institutior?

The Ford Foundation played by far the most inflis@mble in the post-WWiI|I
development of Area Studies. Rooted in broad goladstablishing world peace, democracy and

international economic cooperation, the Foundasigmbdigious efforts probably caused its anti-

intellectual, xenophobic and isolationist namedakgpin in his grave. Just three years after

%0 Robert McCaugheystand ColumbigNew York: Columbia University Press, 2003), 358.
2 McCaughey)nternational Studies134.

22 Cited in Cumings, 164.

% McCaughey)nternational Studies118.



Henry Ford’s death, the Foundation’s “Gaither R€pamnounced that its chief goal, “The
Establishing of Peace,” could be achieved onlyrifekicans overcome “our own ignorance of
other peoples—their traditions, institutions, asgieations.” If not, testified Foundation
president H. Rowan Gaither before Congress, thaiRuos would continue to outpace the United
States in international knowledge—and, implicittyall else>* And how could there be peace if
Russia were stronger or more resourceful than t8e2UBy the mid-1960s, operating from a
“budget [that] reads like an academic WPA,” thed~-Boundation had pumped $250 million into
Area Studie$®

The field grew enormously after World War Il ane thord Foundation’s initial 1951
investment in it. By 1961, 180 universities off¢imurses on the Middle East, with eight
university centers completely dedicated to studyiregregior?® In the ten years after 1958,
students of South Asian languages went from 14@ 8nd of East Asian languages from 1,500
to 10,000; the number of PhDs conferred in Asiatdf quintupled in the two decades after
1951%" In 1945, the average History Department focussd 6f its resources on American,
European, and Greco-Roman history. By the 1966, ldistory joined other disciplines in
participating in Area Studies, more than 33% obueses shifted to new Are4$. In 1966, the
Ford Foundation declared victory and ceased fundieg Studies. “We have wrought a

revolution,” Foundation President McGeorge Bundgter as “the study of Africa, Asia, the

2 McCaughey)nternational Studiesl44-145.

% |bid, 184.

%6 | jsa Hajjar and Steve Niva, “(Re)Made in the USAdillie East Studies in the Global Erkiddle East Report
Oct-Dec 1997http://www.merip.org/mer/mer205/remade.htm

27 Ainslee Embree, “Presidential Address: The Traditf Mission—Asian Studies in the United Staté&83.and
1983,"The Journal of Asian Studiegol. 43, No. 1 (Nov., 1983), 1&itp://www.jstor.org/stable/2054615

B \Wallerstein, 219.
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Middle East, and Latin America—above all the stofliRussia and China—has become a
necessary, built-in element of the American acadessiablishment...They are here to stay.”

Though area specialists lamented the end of the Feundation’s largesse, they were
already benefiting from what would become the l@tgasting and most consistent source of
substantial funding for Area Studies: Title VItbe 1958 National Defense Education Act
(NDEA), which in 1980 was incorporated into the kigg Education Act and remains in effect
today. The immediate impetus for the NDEA and tia@sSoviets’ launching of Sputnik in 1957.
With the nation fearful that this success represgtatwide and growing technological and
educational gap between the United States antvals €ongress overcame hesitations about
federal funding for higher education. The era wyhdon Johnson’s Great Society saw federal
spending increase in many sectors of society, amjf@ss tied education spending into the
expansive new War on Poverty. By 1966, annualréddeéd to universities was $2.6 billion—
six times more than it had been a decade béforter the Johnson era, federal aid to schools
was to remain legitimate and ampte.

The original Title VI appropriation contained ireth958 NDEA amounted to
approximately $15 million per year. The law empbed providing language training to
students who could then enter government servideganerally increase Americans’ familiarity
with foreign cultures? It appropriated money to academic “language aed eenters” to teach
languages that were “needed by the Federal Governondy business, industry, or education in

the United States,” and for which “adequate ingtomé was “not readily available in the United

2 McCaughey)nternational Studies241.

% |bid, 176.

31 See Hugh Graharithe Uncertain Triumph: Federal Education Policytire Kennedy and Johnson Yeé&Ehapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984).

%2 Richard Scarfo, “The History of Title VI and Fuipnt-Hays,” International Education in the New Global Era:

Proceedings of a National Policy Conference onHiigher Education Act, Title VI, and Fulbright-HalPsograms

(Los Angeles: International Studies and Overseagrams), 23.
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States.” To encourage “a full understanding ofateas, regions, or countries in which such
language[s are] commonly used,” the law authorfmeding also for “fields such as history,
political science, linguistics, economics, socigiogeography, and anthropology? "Thus
Congress launched a financial relationship betvisergovernment and the Area Studies
community that lasts to this day—though it has gibmeugh major changes since the early Cold
War era.
ok

Congress passed the NDEA at a time of great profoisérea Studies as both an
academic enterprise and a partner for the governmiére latter role, though, was never
embraced unreservedly. In 1951 the State Depattoosivened “Project Troy,” a group of
established scholars who would help the militarg @A strategize about avenues for
psychological warfare in the Cold War. The acadsmiere eager participants—*l am glad to
be in this thing myself because it is so imporemexperiment that | would rather make even a
small contribution to it than a big contributionaoything else | can think of,” noted MIT
professor and 1952 Nobel laureate Edward Purcelle-wpeatedly stressed in their Final
Report the imperative for similar projects in thiéure. Yet they also issued a warning to their
government sponsors about the “potentially cormgiffects of secrecy on the university and
more generally of the Cold War on American sociéfyThus, to the Project Troy participants,
possible future adverse effects were importanbtesicler, but were not sufficient cause for
reversing the blossoming relationship between themment and scholars like themselves.

This posture was shared by President Eisenhower,ustad his farewell address not only to

3 «“National Defense Education Act,” Public Law 8543@958.

3 Allan A. Needell, “Project Troy and the Cold Wanrexation of the Social Scienceblhiversities and Empire:
Money and Politics in the Social Sciences Durirgg@old War ed. Christopher Simpson (New York: The New
Press, 1998), 25.
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warn of the “military industrial complex” but als¢o state that “the prospect of the domination of
the nation’s scholars by Federal employees, prajgmtations, and the power of money is ever
present—and is gravely to be regard& This was a powerful statement in a prominent spee
but it was only a caution, not an argument for divtgy government from the academy (such as
by repealing the then-fresh National Defense Edwmgaict of 1958, for example). The early
Cold War era was such that, faced with the advastagd risks of linking government power to
scholarship, academics and government officiakealiere inclined to choose linkage.

In the Area Studies community, this inclination Wwbnot survive the political turmoil of
the late 1960s that swept campuses worldwide. gintlhe major Area Studies associations
originated as apolitical vehicles for developing fleld, their operations became increasingly
dominated by members—mostly junior—seeking to espplitical views. Across the various
area associations, such members articulated tbramon lines of protest by the late 1960s.
First, they protested against the state of intesnat affairs, especially the U.S. war in Vietnam
and covert actions in Africa and Latin America;@ealy, against the leaderships of Area Studies
associations, which held to their associationsi@gles of political noninvolvement and refused
to condemn officially the Vietham War; and thirdagainst the intersection of the first two—
that is, against the cooperation of the Area Studgtablishment with the American government.
At the annual convention of the Association forasBcholars in 1968, protest manifested itself
in the creation of the Committee of Concerned AS8aholars. “We first came together in
opposition to the brutal aggression of the Unit&tes in Vietham and to the complicity or
silence of our profession with regard to that pgfithe Committee saitf A similar split

marked the 1969 convention of the African Studissakiation (ASA), where the association’s

% AndersonPursuing Truth 30.
3 Quoted in Mark Selden, Introduction to “Asia, Asigtudies, and the National Security State: A Sysipo ,”
Bulletin of Concerned Asia Scholatkanuary-March 1997.
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Black Caucus broke away and formed the African tdge Studies Association. (They also
accused the ASA’s mostly-white leadership of racj$min 1969 several Africa scholars
contributed to the volumafrican Studies in America: The Extended Familif;ribal Analysis

of U.S. Africanists: Who They Are; Why to Fightnth&a particularly bitter attack on the alleged
intelligence connections of particular African Sesischolars and centers that was directly
linked to the national and international antiwdogfof those years*® MESA did not

experience an official splintering until the foundiof the Alternative Middle East Studies
Seminar in 1977, but parts of its membership wegrthb late 1960s similarly disillusioned by
“evidence of academic support for counterinsurggraicies in the name of development,
democracy and anticommunisr.”

Quickly, views once held only by a minority of stdrs became widely accepted and
reflected in new policies of the associations. ‘aWhad once seemed to be a virtuous if
somewhat arrogant involvement [by scholars] in jpudgrvice was transmuted virtually
overnight into a naive collaboration with an immaegime,” wrote Lisa Anderson, a prominent
Columbia political scientist and scholar of the MlelEast, of the social science community’s

experiencé?

In the case of the African Studies Associatiompl&ned association president
David Robinson, “the younger and more radical gatnam of Africanists, shaped by American
involvement in Vietnam, pushed the associatioh@970s to clarify its relationship to

government.” This resulted, he explained, in a approach regarding government that placed

primary focus on the faults and dangers of coopmrat‘One resolution of the Board declared

3" David S. Wiley, “Academic Analysis and U.S. Pofislaking on Africa: Reflections and Conclusionksgue: A
Journal of Opinion19 (1991): 38-48http://www.jstor.org/stable/1166335

3 Edward Alpers and Allen Roberts, “What is Africetudies? Some Reflectiongfrican Issue$0 (2002), 12,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1535083

% Irene Gendzier, “Following the Flagyliddle East ReporiQctober-December 1997.

0 AndersonPursuing Truth 31.
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that ‘under no circumstances should governmentaldibe used for the central administrative
purposes of the Association,” he sifdSentimental and practical developments of this so
throughout the Area Studies field demonstrategtiescience of sociologist Robert Merton’s
1949 remark that “The honeymoon of intellectuald palicymakers is often nasty, brutish and

short.”?

ok
But a nasty, brutish and short honeymoon does@wtssitate a complete divorce. In the
case of the Area Studies community and the U.Segowent, the former did not so much seek a
divorce as a modified, more limited and selectelationship. Never did the Area Studies
community swear off all connections to governmen&anatter of principle; never did it seek to
separate completely “truth” from “power,” as so@alentists refer to the vocation of academics
and of government policymakers, respectively. lndean when the American Heritage Studies
Association broke from the African Studies Assaomin 1969, one of its official founding
purposes was: “To form a committee to monitor Areamiforeign policy toward Africdp
strengthen and support Congressman Digg<hairman of the House Subcommittee on African
Affairs”*® (emphasis mine). Thus even this group—defindt\aas by opposition to U.S.
policy and to academics who helped craft it and/ere unwilling to condemn it—did not seek a
categorical separation between the academy arstdatee Rather, they wished to cut some
government ties while promoting others. This pcacbecame the norm among Area scholars in

the decades after the tumultuous Vietnam era, ledecisive criterion was policy consonance:

*1 Robinson.

“2 Quoted in AndersorPursuing Truth8. (Merton is credited with coining the phrase “deifilling prophecy.”)
3 John Henrik Clarke, “The African Heritage Studfessociation: Some Notes on the Conflict with theidein
Studies Association and the Fight to Reclaim Afmi¢tistory,” Issue: A Journal of Opinio6, 2\3 (Summer\Fall
1976),http://www.jstor.org/stable/1166439
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scholars worked primarily with those governmentrages whose general policy approach they
supported, and not with those whose policies thpposed.

A 1990 survey of U.S. Africanists analyzed in tharpallssuedemonstrated this
particularly clearly** The survey found that Africanists—after two dezsdf recoiling from
U.S. policies such as the assassination of Pditioeumba, support for Portuguese colonial rule,
aid to South Africa, and the assumption that “white was here to stay” in Rhodesia, South
Africa, Angola and Mozambiqde—had “a firmly negative opinion of the overall effiveness
of U.S. foreign policy toward Africa.” But theydlnot consider American actions uniformly
wrong, and did not view the U.S. government as aotith. For example, whereas more than
80% opposed then-U.S. policy on military supporttfee UNITA faction in Angola’s civil war,
Africanists were “less critical of the U.S. admingdion with regard to economic assistance
policy toward Africa.” Asked about the U.S. Agerfoy International Development (USAID),
Africanists “were almost evenly split between aifpes evaluation of aid projects (39.5% agree)
and an uncertain one (41.6% not sure).”

It is notable, then, that Africanists expressedstaftially more willingness to work with
aid and economic development agencies than wititanyilor intelligence ones. By large
margins, Africanists expressed support for cooperatlationships with the State Department,
the U.S. Information Agency, the National Scienoartation, the U.S. Congress and USAID.
In the case of the State Department, 81%-85% atafists supported interaction, while 75%-

80% did for the U.S. Information Agency. When abskbout establishing the same sort of

4 All survey statistics are from Michael Bratton,ifeard Heinisch, and David S. Wiley: “How AfricatgsView
U.S. Africa Policy: Results of a Surveyssue: A Journal of Opiniof9 (1991), 21-49,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/116633W.S. Africanists are “defined as any residenthef tUnited States with an
ongoing professional interest in the study of Adrfc

> David S. Wiley, “Academic Analysis and U.S. Poliiaking on Africa: Reflections and Conclusionksgue: A
Journal of Opinionl9 (1991) http://www.jstor.org/stable/1166335
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cooperative relationships with the CIA or Defenseelligence Agency, though, only 26%-34%
of Africanists supported the notion. The authdrthe Issuestudy cited several reasons for
Africanists’ negative attitudes toward working witie CIA and DIA. The secondary reasons
will be addressed below; the primary reason citedte negative views, though, was
“objections to specific policies of these agenarethe past (and perhaps in the present).”
Africanists holding such objections, wrote the aush “tend[ed] to believe that the interests of
these agencies are antithetical to African and lbi8rests.” Interestingly, Africanists with
opposite views on policy also demonstrated the hietveen policy preference and willingness
to cooperate: by “the strongest correlation inghalysis,” “those who favor[ed] scholarly
funding links with the U.S. intelligence agenciésoaagree[d] with the substance of U.S. foreign
policy in Africa.” Thus objections to agencies’lipees impeded cooperation, while support for
policies bred it. And this was not a new phenomeinadl990. As the Africanist and historian of
African Studies David Wiley wrote of the 1970s, ‘imyascholars looked [away from their
previous government partners and] instead to US&iBto Congressyhose policies seemed
less objectionablé® (emphasis mine). And Carl Schorske has explatinetthe close
cooperation between scholars and the U.S. governiméme 1940s was helped by the fact that it
was “in the service of relatively uncontested pplipals.*’

That Area Studies scholars cut some ties and pexhmhers based on pragmatic
considerations about supporting desirable politgals demonstrates that they did not withdraw
from politics as such—in favor, for example, ofgly inward-focused scholarship or
aestheticism. This is further demonstrated byirtheeasing willingness over time of Area

Studies scholars and associations to address pametismes advocate for, issues of a political

46 H
Ibid.
47 Carl Schorske, “The New Rigorism in the Human Beés, 1940-1960,” quoted in Anders@ursuing Truth28.
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nature. The Vietnam-era political expressionsooie Area specialists, as noted above, had a
quick effect on the tenor and focus of the field.its early years the Middle East Studies
Association was, according to its 2002 presideat Beinin, governed by a “gentlemen’s
agreement: ...discussion of the Arab-Israeli confhiould be avoided because it would generate
too much controversy and undermine the collegialitthe organization.” Moreover it would
“undermine the claim of Middle East studies to abjee and scientific knowledge.” “We have
come a long way since then,” he concluded in 2@82¢pics by then freely and commonly
discussed included the Arab-Israeli conflict, thea’ss murder of Armenians in the late Ottoman
period,” and CIA attempts at regime change in thiddié East, among othet®.Regarding the
African Studies Association, meanwhile, its presid@avid Robinson noted in 1993 that some
political positions “were so fundamental to the ASAxistence that its inertia, or distaste for
political action, was overcome” and the associatimrefore took “positions against the colonial
rule of the Portuguese in Guinea, Angola and MozZqu#) or of South Africa in Namibia, as
well as positions against minority rule in what wlasn Rhodesia and, of course, South
Africa.”*® This was the case in 1979, when a previous A®Aigent made permanent the
association’s “Current Issues” committee. The cattee’s work, Indiana University scholar J.
Gus Liebenow explained in his plenary addressugted “providing a platform for liberation
leaders” at a time when the government and othenirtent elements of American society were
not doing sG°

Area Studies scholars who study their academic camtsnemphasize how exposure to

foreign subjects affects academics’ sensibiliti#dany social scientists, especially area

“8 Joel Beinin, “2002 MESA Presidential Address: Malfast Studies After September 11, 200diddle East

gtudies Association BulletiBy (2003), 14http://fp.arizona.edu/mesassoc/Bulletin/Pres%20asss/Beinin.htm
Robinson.

®0J. Gus Liebenow, "Rites of Passage: African Stidiemes of Age, Presidential Address to Africard&isi

Association, 1978.I'ssue: A Journal of Opinio(iL979),http://www.jstor.org/stable/1166932

18



specialists,” wrote Lisa Anderson, who served asipent of the Middle East Studies
Association in 2003, “were sympathetic to what thegstrued as nationalist movements, and
some of them would shortly [after the 1960s] fimanenon cause with those in the humanities
faculty who rallied to give voice to the excludegpressed, and otherwise disadvantaged of the
world.”* “Area studies communities,” she added, “walkedmplex and often conflicted line
between their purpose as allies of the governnmetita fight against communism and their
growing sympathy with the peoples of the regith.The authors of the 1991 study of
Africanists inlssuewrote, “Many Africanists see themselves as advacfatethe peoples of
Africa and, as such, evaluate U.S. policy in teahis effects within Africa, rather than in terms
of American interests alone.” Scholars becamey, Wrete, “champions of [their] world
region.®™ Anderson argued that this development was ineleifas familiarity did not breed
contempt. On the contrary, familiarity revealed tblly of scholars’ supposed governmental
sponsors. “The better the area studies scholaw kmeir regions,” Anderson wrote, “the less
the imperatives of U.S. foreign policy seemed totweee the aspirations of local populations or
the dynamics of regional political and social chafj
ok

Another factor that contributed to scholars chamypig their regions of study was the
internationalization of the scholars themselvestaasingly, they hailed from the regions they
studied, or at least were not American-born. Waenly 30% of doctoral dissertations in
African Studies were written by Africans in 19709% of dissertations were by 1988. In the

“more policy-relevant” social science fields, digagons written by American citizens declined

1 AndersonPursuing Truth 62.

2 AndersonPursuing Truth 96.

%3 Michael Bratton, Reinhard Heinisch, David S. Wijl&ow Africanists view U.S. Africa Policy: Results a
Survey,”Issue: a Journal of Opiniof9 (1991), 21-4%ttp://www.jstor.org/stable/1166334

** AndersonPursuing Truth 96.
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by 39% from 1970 to 1988, in political science W4, and in economics by 26%b.Indeed the
dominance of white, American-born scholars dimiagslacross the sub-fields of Area Studies as
the 20" century developed. Of U.S. doctoral dissertatiritten regarding Southeast Asian
studies in 1989, 2/3 were written by scholars f@outheast Asid® And in Middle East Studies,
50% of MESA members in 1993 were of Middle Eastaigin®’ and 16% lived outside the U.S.
in 1994°® These trends reflected general developmentisSnhigher education—in
economics, for example, the proportion of Ameridactorate recipients in the U.S. dropped
from roughly two-thirds in 1977 to less than oné:-ira1989°—but they had an outsize effect
on Area Studies. After all, the field had beenrtd in its founding era by affinity tAmerican
purposes, perspectives, and policies. Interndizateon—coupled as it was with the political
shifts of the Vietnam era among scholars of aliomatities—further altered the relationship of
Area specialists to their subjects, and to the gaSernment.

Indeed as the distance between Area specialistthamdsubjects narrowed physically
and figuratively over time, the space between sulsand government policymakers widened
into a sizable gulf. As Association for Asian Sagdpresident Richard Lambert argued as early
as 1975, Area scholars who had been alienatedheyWicCarthy era, the Vietnam War, and the
American government’s ‘tilt’ on Bangladesh” hadréfere stopped conducting “examination[s]
of long-term American policy with respect to otlveuntries of the world.” This, he said,
amounted to “a tendency not to study American tprgiolicy, except as a sharp critique of

current strategy... The withdrawal left the field abhentirely to those who wished to totally

> Wiley, “Academic Analysis.”

%% Rafael, 99.

5" Barbara Aswad, “Arab Americans: Those who Follov@aiumbus,"MESA BulletinJuly 27, 1993), 16.

8 Anne H. Betteridge, “A Case Study in Higher Edigrainternational and Foreign Area Needs: Changéisé
Middle East Studies Association Membership from@892002,"Global Challenges and U.S. Higher Education
January 23, 2003itp://ducis.jhfc.duke.edu/archives/globalchallesipdf/betteridgel.pdf

%9 AndersonPursuing Truth 79.
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reverse the government’s policy posture.” The Ak&sident did not argue that Area specialists
were somehow being disloyal, but that they wereheag irrelevant to policymakers. “Itis not
clear,” he said, “that the government will or sltbatcept the views of academic area specialists
on foreign policy issues>® This prediction was vindicated over time. Th@1Bsuesurvey
found, for example, that Africanists representely 45% of witnesses at Congressional hearings
on Africa, and almost 90% of Africanists had netestified before Congress. Only 17% of
Africanists had ever contributed an op-ed for pedtion, and “most Africanists regard[ed] the
U.S. public policy-making process as closed, pestegen impenetrablé™

Various structural factors helped explain thisest#taffairs. For academics, the tenure
system and general necessities of career develdamghseouraged, or at least limited the value
of, connections with policymakers. The work of glelns seeking tenure was (and remains)
judged by other scholars, not by government ofifsotat the public, according to whether it
enhanced the academic discourse, not whether insgdmental value to questions of policy.
Meanwhile the language of academic journals—thenrftaa for demonstrating one’s
scholarship—was often clear only to the initiateok, to non-academic government officials
seeking practical and often quick guidance. To éamure was also time-consuming, and in the
case of Area Studies usually included spendingtanbal amounts of time abroad; that earning
the ear of policymakers was likewise time-consunmregle it difficult or impossible for Area
specialists to do both. In general, the climafemcademia and government tended to produce
denizens whose vocation and approach to knowledge fundamentally divergent. As

Anderson said in her 2003 MESA presidential addrdesneed of policymakers “to act before

0 Richard Lambert, “The Presidential Address: AniwetAgenda for Area StudiesThe Journal of Asian Studies
Vol. 35, No. 1 (Nov., 1975), 14.
1 Wiley, “Congress.”
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all the answers are known” contrasts diametricalty “the theoretical pretensions of scholars—
the reluctance to act in the absence of all theverss™?

Whatever its genealogy, the gulf between scholadspalicymakers became perpetuated
by elements of mutual distaste. More than thresrtqus of the Africanists ilssueés study, for
example, believed policymakers fail “to acquairdrtiselves with the relevant scholarly research
on Africa”—an opinion detectable in the assertion made elseby one of the study’s
authors that policymakers make important decisfoasually,” devoting “little attention” to
them® Scholars did not simply disagree with much of.Updlicy (as discussed above), but
they often saw policymakers as lazy and ignorasttsimply wrong. American politics, the

president of MESA would say in 2002, was charapgeriby “deeply-rooted,” “willful historical

amnesia®®; “We have been living in an era in which evideptays little or no part in
policymaking,” his successor would s&yPolicymakers tended to return the disrespedaat
(and especially) in the view of academics. “lhat uncommon,” wrote one Africanist, “to have
senior government officials describe academic Afrists as undiscriminating, U.S.-
hating/Africa-loving bleeding hearts, or worse...Onghly placed policymaker described the
African Studies Association as a ‘Third World lobtiythe oppressed engaged in nothing more

than irrelevant political wet dream<>”™ According to another scholar, government offiial

tended to stereotype Africanists as “soft, wodigaded, ivory tower-bound crybabies’ who care

%2 |isa Anderson, "Scholarship, Policy, Debate andfiid: Why We Study the Middle East and Why It Mas,
2003 MESA Presidential AddresdJliddle East Studies Association Bulleg8 (2004),
http://fp.arizona.edu/mesassoc/Bulletin/Pres%20Assizs/Anderson.htm

% Bratton, et al.

& Wwiley, “Reflections.”

% Beinin.

% Anderson, “Scholarship.”

87 Larry W. Bowman, “Government Officials, Academiesid the Process of Formulating U.S. National Sgcur
Policy toward Africa,”Issue: A Journal of Opinignv/ol. 19, No. 1 (Winter, 1990), pp. 5-20,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1166961
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more for the Third World than for ‘real Americarténests.”® Nor is there cause to discern that
such views were reserved only for Africanists antfar their colleagues with other Area
expertise.

Due to factors geopolitical, personal and institéil, then, the relationship of the Area
Studies community to the U.S. government shiftedrditically, becoming increasingly limited

and chilly where it was once broad and warm.

% Wiley, “Reflections.”
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Chapter 2: The National Security Education Act of 1991

The formative era of Area Studies demonstrated tievelopments in American foreign
policy can affect dynamics within the academy. tes U.S. government assessed its
performance in World War Il and prepared for a Oddr of indefinite duration, it resolved to
direct enormous resources into academic scien@dsasunuclear physics—and to cultivate Area
Studies, among other projects. Perhaps the maigndtithe postwar realignment rendered this a
singular moment. But the connection of the govemtraenational security concerns to its
posture toward the academy remained strong in guesé¢ decades, even after the Cold War
wound down. What weakened, however, was the giligss of academics to respond to certain
government interests. The enduring controversy theeNational Security Education Act of
1991—the first piece of legislation dedicated tieinational education since 1958'’s similarly-
named National Defense Education Act—provides a gapoint.

Conceived by Senator David Boren, Democrat of Qktad, the National Security
Education Act (known as the “Boren Bill,” even aftis enactment) established the National
Security Education Program, a collection of fedgrahts, fellowships and scholarships to
encourage undergraduate and graduate study rel@vaational security. As Boren explained,

the Act provides scholarships for American undetgedes to study overseas;

grants to colleges and universities to strengthenaula in foreign languages,

area studies, and international studies; and gtadadowships for students

interested in government service in areas whererésp is needetf.

National Security Education Program (NSEP) fungspsuted study “nearly everyplace but

Western Europe’® Boren once said, noting that American studemesadly studied that region

% David L. Boren, “The Winds of Change at CIAale Law Journal101 (1992), 855
% Quoted in George Lardner Jr, "Language EducatmmNational Security; $180 Million Program Proposed
Senate."The Washington Pagsluly 19, 1991, Factiva.
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sufficiently. The funds came with one major commfit a service requirement according to
which recipients of graduate fellowships must wiatksome time in government, or as teachers.
“If a job is offered, a graduate fellowship recipievould be required to accept employment with
the Intelligence Community, State Department, Conem®epartment, or some other agency,
on the basis of three years of service for one geaducation.” Upon original passage, the
NSEP received an appropriation for a trust fun@i80 million.

The connection between the NSEP and the governgneational security needs and
apparatus was unmistakable. The Program wouldiirénéstered by the Department of
Defense’s National Defense University, under thiel@uce of a National Security Education
Board comprising the Secretaries of Defense, EducaCommerce and State, the directors of
the CIA and U.S. Information Agency, and a numbdasresidential appointees with scholarly
and administrative expertise in Area Studfeghe Bill stipulated that “the future national
security and economic well-being of the United &awill substantially depend on the ability of
its citizens to communicate and compete by knowheganguages and cultures of other
countries.”® Fleshing out the theme, Boren announced: “Theisatat America is dangerously
ill-prepared to meet the challenges of the posd®@ar era. We urgently need to improve our
human intelligence capabilities.” The Americaniowél security apparatus was weak, senators
argued, and partial blame rested on personnelidefies. Senator Sam Nunn, Democrat of
Georgia, explained how the recently-completed ®di demonstrated the necessity of the
Boren Bill:

We had to put 500,000 American men and women iraoued services in harm's
way because our intelligence community failed tbcgmate an impending

71
Boren.
"2\Wayne Clifton RiddleNational Security Education Act of 1991: Summarg Analysis CRS Report for
Congress(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Ser¢®e?).
3“David L. Boren National Security Education Act1991,” U.S. Code 50 § 37-1901.
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military crisis and because our diplomatic and @otommunities were unable to

avert the need for American military action. Thesken is clear. We need policy-

makers, diplomats and intelligence analysts expeastiltures and languages that

encompass all regions of the woffd.

More than 40 years after the birth of Area Studies,Boren Bill and its NSEP left little doubt
that the government still considered the field atemaf great national importance.

But the congressional sponsors of the Boren Bithprised only one part of the public-
private partnership that had invigorated Area Ssidh the early Cold War era. As it turned out,
the Boren Bill was greeted with intense objectimnf the partnership’s private half—the area
specialists teaching in universities across theatgu They held sharply different opinions about
their field and how it ought to relate to the goweent.

ok

Condemnations of the Boren Bill and promises tochttythe NSEP rang out from across
the Area Studies landscape after the legislatiesgad By February 1992, three of the four main
associations of area specialists—the Middle Easli& Association (MESA), the African
Studies Association (ASA), and the Latin Americandgs Association—announced boycotts
of NSEP. The Association for Asian Studies exprdstrong opposition through an open letter
from its president to Senator BorehThe associations all argued that the NSEP endeddgee
safety of Area Studies researchers by linking theirk to the government’s national security

apparatus. Such links “create dangers for studermdscholars by fostering the perception of

involvement in military or intelligence activitié$® stated MESA members.

" Lardner Jr.

> Letter from Tetsuo Najita to Senator David Boreiarch 1, 1993, published in “Asia, Asian Studies] the
National Security State: A SymposiuniBulletin of Concerned Asia Scholafdanuary-March 1997).

6 “Resolution regarding the National Security EdimaProgram,” Middle East Studies Association, ®eto28,
1992 ,http://www.mesa.arizona.edu/about/resolutions.htm
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Area scholars argued further that receiving funding intelligence sources violated the
principles of academic life. MESA called uponritembers to “reflect carefully upon their
responsibilities to the academic profession” be&weking such funding. Congress, said MESA,
should revise the NSEP so that “there is a sejparafiforeign area studies scholars, students
and their instructions from military and intelliggnorganizations and their priorities.” MESA
recommended that “the priorities, criteria and fagdyoals” of a revised program be “developed
from within the academic community” The African Studies Association, for its part,
condemned NSEP on the additional grounds that adaderedibility and integrity...depend
upon arrangements which ensure the independerazsgdémic research and publication from
the military and political interests of the goveem.” Over 100 scholars, largely of Asia,
signed a statement to similar effect publishe@he Chronicle of Higher Educatipand the
directors of 16 African National Resource Centéuaded by Congress through Title VI)
resolved not to seek, accept, or recommend to steiday funding from military or intelligence
agencies of the governméft.

To be sure, these various condemnations of the NffERtatements of academic
principle did not necessarily represent the opirubavery area specialist in the United States.
No mechanism exists for ascertaining the opinioavafry area specialist. Like scholars in other
interdisciplinary fields, area specialists hold Phnd departmental appointments in disciplines
such as anthropology, political science, or histempt “Area Studies.” Ultimately some
political scientists, for example, choose to idgnprimarily as area specialists, others identify
and associate largely as political scientists,sorde choose both or neither. Moreover,

participation in national organizations such asAfrecan Studies Association or the Middle East

7 i
Ibid.

8«The CIA, Department of Defense and Africa SchelaReview of African Political Econon®p (1992), 107-08,

http://www.jstor.org/stable/4006078
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Studies Association—founded in the early years @faAStudies (at the height of the Ford
Foundation’s largesse) and explicitly dedicateth&field—is entirely voluntary, and the
organizations have poor records of who tends togoiwhy. And though members of these
organizations vote in referenda, resolutions arelrinding expressions of sentiment alone.
They have practical effects, such as generallyodisging professors from recommending the
NSEP to their students, but they amount in thetemker pressure; no formal mechanism stops
a given area specialist in a university departnfrema working with a program such as NSEP.
Therefore the resolutions, presidential addresséother such expressions of the Area Studies
associations did not reflect a comprehensive rafigeholarly opinion regarding the Boren Bill.

Nonetheless, they reflected the dominant straitilsarfield: the opinions of a probable
majority of area specialists; of the most organiaed self-consciously committed to the field as
an academic community; and of the most prominedtveidely-regarded among their peers.
The firestorm they unleashed following the passHgle Boren Bill offered a telling
manifestation of the developments that, over apprately four decades, had affected how Area
Studies scholars conceived of themselves, théd, feend their relationship with the U.S.
government.

ok

The Boren Bill's explicit desire to promote andiféate the use of educational resources
for national security goals, and to locate the NS&Rin the national security apparatus of the
government, elicited a response from the Area $tudommunity that was unsurprising,
considering its history. Scholars had by 1991 naunlendantly clear their aversion, as a matter
of taste, to working with military and intelligenagstitutions. But understandable opposition to

American national security policy, past and preseats not the announced reason for the

9 See the case of Norman Petersen noted on page@#.b
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scholars’ objection to the Boren Bill. In fact tbetics’ chief refrain was a practical one: that
associations with military and intelligence ages@éthe U.S. government would endanger
scholars and students working abroad.

This was a serious charge that cut to the heaheoNSEP, arguing that it hurt the very
students and scholars it claimed were its beneigsa This charge was central to the letter sent
to Senator Boren in February 1992 announcing tlyedibof NSEP by the leaderships of
MESA, the African Studies Association and the L#&merican Studies Association. A series of
subsequent messages from the associations reitéha&tg@oint. The bill, resolved MESA in
October 1992, “can only increase the existing difies of gaining foreign governmental
permissions to carry out research and to develepseas instructional programs. It can also
create dangers for students and scholars”; MESAIsifembership would ratify the resolution
in early 1993° At the 1992 annual meeting of the African Studissociation, the ad hoc
Association of Concerned Africa Scholars issuetheement warning that the NSEP threatened
“the physical safety of scholars and students @as;sand cooperation between African and US
scholars.®® And LASA President Carmen Diane Deere explaimeekirly 1994 that “The
fundamental concern of LASA is in assuring the tyadé U.S. undergraduate and graduate
students overseas and the integrity of academéarels. Until all connections between the
NSEP and the Central Intelligence Agency and thgatenent of Defense are severed, the
program will most likely be perceived abroad as@pally intended to serve intelligence-

gathering functions®

80 “Resolution.”

81«The CIA, Department of Defense and Africa Schelar

82 Ccarmen D. Deere, "Letters to the Editor: Intemradil Program's Ties to U.S. DefensgieChronicle of Higher
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Such concerns over the propriety of government-eoted international research and the
safety of those conducting it possessed a centdiitive persuasiveness. Throughout its history
the Area Studies community had been understandablgerned about ensuring and maintaining
its ability to conduct research abroad—its basission. Though American scholars often cited
the many advantages they had over their foreignteoparts, especially in terms of available
financial resources and local institutional parspdiney also voiced concern that their status as
Americans might disadvantage them when they attedniat research in their Areas. “Only
someone who is ignorant of history or who doesh@tieve in it can suppose that for a very long
time our interest in the countries we study wilt be met by suspicion and misunderstanding,”
noted the South Asia scholar Ainslie Embree inl9i83 presidential address to the Association
of Asian Studies. “Suspicion of the motivationsAoherican scholars will vary, of course, but
its reality cannot be doubted,” he conclud&dziven such sentiments, it is not surprising that
some scholars would react with hesitation or ogmosio the NSEP—tied as it was to the
military and intelligence community—and even thayt would argue that it endangered the
safety of researchers. (It should be remembeideber, that recipients of NSEP grants do not
work for the U.S. government while conducting thegsearch; the service requirement is such
that recipients look for work in the governmentyonpon completion of an undergraduate or
graduate degree.)

But the NSEP debate was not merely a matter ofadistpeculation, for the Area
Studies community’s warning that recipients of NSElRwships would be endangered was a
testable hypothesis. This was because, notwittistgrthe boycotts and condemnations by the
major Area Studies associations, a few thousarakats did apply for NSEP funds and received

money to study overseas. And over the course foapnately a decade, the dire predictions of

8 Embree, 15.
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NSEP critics were not borne out. By the year 2@d@r about 1,900 undergraduate and
graduate students had received NSEP support taucobresearch in more than 100 countries and
55 languages, “the program ha[d] received no repufrparticipants’ encountering any hostility
abroad,” reported th€hronicle of Higher Educatiof “To date, | am not aware of any serious
incidents affecting the safety of NSEP recipiemisiging abroad,” echoed Terry Hartle of the
American Council on Educatidfi. Thus the program, said Norman Petersen, who @ Vi
Provost for International Education at Montana &taiversity had ignored the major Area
Studies associations’ boycott and encouraged hiests to participate in the NSEP, was “a
sheep in wolf's clothing® Robert Slater, NSEP’s director, commented mealevari how the
multi-year statistics affected the debate over NSBA#hen we first were confronted by these
issues, we had no data, so we had to say, ‘Trushere won't be any problems.’ But the
evidence indicates that getting an award frompghigram is not problematic for the studerits.”
NSEP’s advocates, then, seemingly believed thatdh&roversy was settled.

NSEP’s critics in the Area Studies community disagl; and in fact persisted in their
criticism as if little or nothing had changed sid@91. When Congress added a new initiative to
the NSEP (the National Flagship Language Initiatigegive grants for language study) in 2002,
Area Studies associations responded with condeamsaéind boycotts nearly identical to those
of the early 1990s. On April 7, 2002 the Africatudes Association board of directors endorsed

a resolution categorically opposing “the applicatior and acceptance of military and

8 paul Desruisseaux, "From Controversy to Quiet oy, Federal Foreign-Study Effort Is a Survivorhe
Chronicle of Higher EducatioApril 7, 2000http://chronicle.com/weekly/v46/i31/31a05901.htm

8 Terry W. Hartle, "Letters to the Editor: The Deb&ontinues on Federal Grants for Language Trajhifte
Chronicle of Higher EducatigrSeptember 27, 200&tp://chronicle.com/weekly/v49/i05/05b00402.htm

8 petersen reported that his decision to ignorddyeott had not earned him any negative responsgiotidation
from colleagues who opposed NSEP. Some other galealars claimed otherwise, including Antonia Y.F.
Schleicher, director of the National African LangaaResource Center at the University of WisconsMadison.
See Anne Marie Borrego, “Scholars Revive Boycott)&. Grants to Promote Language Trainingye Chronicle
of Higher EducationAugust 16, 2002.
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intelligence funding of area and language programgjects, and research in African Studi&s.”
“It can put student life at risk when abroad,” @A still maintains regarding NSE®. MESA,
for its part, approved a statement on April 28,26fating that “A government-funded program
that emphasized cooperation between the U.S. agadedthgovernment agencies responsible for
intelligence and defense will increase the diffied and dangers of such academic activities,
and may foster the already widespread impressainaitademic researchers from the United
States are directly involved in government acest® “I don't think it's possible to be too
careful,” said MESA executive director Anne Bettigie about the association’s stance on NSEP
and its new initiativé> Commented the Chair of the Near Eastern languamgsivilizations
department at the University of Chicago in Augu32 “When people from the Department of
Defense or the intelligence community decide whis fgrants] and who doesn't, that’s a red
flag for people in foreign countries. The assuopis that there's an unspoken quid pro qtio.”
That these warnings from the Area Studies commuailyd to take into account nearly a
decade of relevant evidence made them appeardpssssions of reasonable concern than
examples of obduracy or obfuscation. Indeed SIMNSEP’s director, questioned the purported
practical concerns of his program’s critics: “Whau have funded close to 2,000 students who
have gone abroad and not reported any problemesliyy becomes a philosophical issue, not a
practical issue,” Slater safd. As noted, there was ample evidence in the hisibArea Studies

to suggest that by the 1990s Area scholars woulérgdly, on grounds of philosophy and

8 “Motion of the African Studies Association Boarfiirectors,” April 7, 2002,
http://www.africanstudies.org/p/cm/ld/fid=107

89 «The NSEP Debate: Overview,” African Studies Asation, http://www.africanstudies.org/p/cm/Id/fid=107
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Higher Education March 15, 2002http://chronicle.com/weekly/v48/i27/27a02601.htm

2 Borrego.

% Desruisseaux.
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political preference, oppose partnerships withrthigonal security apparatus of the U.S.
government. Most criticisms of NSEP, however,rokdl concerns over its negatpeactical
effects. Most, but not all: the Association of €emed Africa Scholars announced in 1997
regarding the NSEP boycott: “This resistance thdges with and funding from U.S.

intelligence agencies and the Pentagon has begmosm because of the long history of Western
interventions, the supporting of repressive rularg] the ventures against legitimate and elected
leaders in Africa.® Thus this group of Area scholars directly ackreniged that its resistance

to the Boren Bill was rooted in its political opjtemn to the record of American military and
intelligence policy. There was logic to rejectihg Boren Bill's financial arrangements on these
grounds. Moreover, doing so accorded with the Aralies community’s decades-old
precedent of establishing or spurning governmerthpeships based on judgments of political
consonance or dissonance. And yet, by and lather Area scholars did not openly embrace
this precedent in opposing the Boren Bill, evepratthe practical objections underlying their
case appeared to have been invalidated.

The decades-long history of the Area Studies conimumakes persuasive the notion
that Area associations’ practical claims were, tikese of the Association of Concerned Africa
Scholars, vehicles for underlying political-philgéacal considerations.

—_—

The fact and prevalence of those consideratiortsirim reflected how much had changed
over four decades in the relationship between tlea AStudies community and the U.S.
government. Though the Boren Bill did not segdagicularly high level of academy-

government intimacy—especially compared to instarfican the early Cold War era—it proved

%“The Case Against DoD and CIA Involvement in Furgdthe Study of Africa,” Association of Concerneftida
Scholars, distributed November 199#tp://acas.prairienet.org/pubs/nsep97.html
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anathema to the Area Studies establishment. Unlearly Cold War antecedent, that
establishment was comfortably ensconced withirateemy, was substantially international in
its personnel, and was united by political andgguophical sentiments born of opposition to
American excesses in the Vietnam era and beyorelcdhgressional architects of the NSEP
had some knowledge of this state of affairs, buewmt significantly focused on or concerned
by it; they persisted with their program anywayhag@s anticipating (correctly) that the NSEP
could endure even without the endorsement of tlea Atudies establishment. A decade later,
however, members of Congress would turn their atterdirectly to the political character of the

Area Studies community.
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Chapter 3: TheInternational Studiesin Higher Education Act of 2003

Title VI of the 1958 National Defense Education Agtiated the financial relationship
between the federal government and the Area Stediesnunity. Enacted after the Soviets’
launch of the Sputnik satellite and preserved thinouBJ’'s Great Society, Title VI was
incorporated into the 1980 reauthorization of thghdr Education Act and has remained in
effect through all subsequent reauthorization$af law. The Department of Education—not
any part of the national security apparatus—hasdradtaered Title VI, and through it
appropriated hundreds of millions of dollars to A&tudies programs. This has made Title VI
by far the most sizable and important connectidwéen the government and Area scholarship.
For 45 years the connection was also a generaidgton€” In 2003, however, it hit choppy
waters. That year, the House of Representatiwéswed Title VI and unanimously passed
House Resolution 3077, the “International Studmelligher Education Act of 2003.” While not
limiting the funding of Title VI, H.R. 3077 callddr the creation of an advisory board to oversee
the efficacy of Title VI appropriations as theyfled from Congress, through the Education
Department, and to more than 150 college and usitygsrograms designated “National
Resource Centers” for teaching Area StudfeThough the Senate did not pass the measure or
even vote it out of committee, its proposal andspge by the House provoked considerable
debate between members of Congress, outside comtoestand Area scholars regarding the

record, character, and purpose of Area Studiestamtiief point of linkage to the government.

% When Title VI funding was briefly called into quist in 1974, Henry Kissinger and Daniel Patrick Mifyan—
two of the most prominent PhD-policymakers of thieire—defended the program to President RicharaiNias
did many university administrators; it remainedatit See Lorraine McDonnell, Sue Berryman and Demu§icott,
Federal Support for International Studies: The Ro&DEA Title VI(Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 1981), 7.

% «Awards—National Resource Centers,” U.S. DepartnoéEducation,
http://www.ed.gov/programs/iegpsnrc/awards.hti&ny universities have multiple NRCs within theGglumbia
has NRCs dedicated to Africa, East Asia, Latin Aicgrthe Middle East, South Asia, and Europe.
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Critics of Title VI drove the debate over H.R. 30@rcouraging Congress to reform the
government’s relationship with the Area Studies samity; Area Studies scholars defended the
status quo, encouraging Congress not to reforre Vitl This debate dealt with two main
guestions: (1) What were the political and ideaabdynamics of the Area Studies community,
and did they warrant increased government oversigptograms which received Title VI
funding? And (2) Had the government partnershifwhie Area Studies community succeeded
concretely in realizing the mandate set out fowyitaw? Unfortunately, critics of Title VI and
its partnership with the Area Studies communitydeghto focus more on the first question than
the second. This made the debate deeply ideolbgidaarged and accusatory. Worse, it
limited the attention paid to the second questrdmnch was actually easier to answer with
guantifiable data rather than with subjective cbheazations. Indeed, had critics focused on the
concrete record of government-supported Area Ssygtiegrams vis-a-vis the goals of Title VI,
their case for reform would have been more powenful less debatable.

They also might have provided a service which tnegiment, for over 40 years, never
had: effective oversight of Title VI. One of thest notable features of the 2003 debate over
Title VI reform was its demonstration of how poo@pngress had overseen an appropriation
which originally had a narrow, emergency purposevhich became permanent, large, and
inefficient.

ok

When the House Committee on Education and the Woz&fs Subcommittee on Select

Education held hearings regarding Title VI on Ja8e2003, subcommittee members focused

primarily on the ideological and political views Afea scholars supported by Title VI funding.
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The witness who most stressed the importance séthiews—and their troubling
nature, in his opinion—was Stanley Kurtz, a rede&etiow at Stanford University’s Hoover
Institution and a Contributing Editor to the intetrmagazin®&ational Review OnlineKurtz
emphasized his personal background in Area Stuitielsiding his PhD in South Asian social
anthropology from Harvard and his experience teaght the University of Chicago and
Harvard?’ Kurtz’'s argument to the House subcommittee wasttie Area Studies community
was “abusing Title VI,” for “Title VI-funded progras in Middle Eastern studies (and other area
studies) tend to purvey extreme and one-sidedistitis of American foreign policy’®

To demonstrate the extremity of scholars’ opinidis;tz cited the influence on Area
Studies of Edward Said, the Columbia professooafgarative literature who authored the 1978
bookOrientalism Said was the founder of “post-colonial theoiuirtz argued, which became
“the ruling intellectual paradigm in academic aséadies (especially Middle Eastern studies).”
This paradigm, Kurtz told the members of Congrkasd, led academics to unduly condemn
America—here Kurtz noted a 1999 statement by SaitlAmerica’s “history of reducing whole
peoples, countries and even continents to ruindblying short of holocaust deserves to be better
known*—and to use federal money for academic programsctezized by “uniformity and
extremist political bias.” To demonstrate thedaftoint, Kurtz cited a workshop organized by
UC Santa Barbara’s Title VI-supported Middle Easidges Center. Meant to train K-12
teachers to answer the question “Why do they hs@& in the wake of the Septembef"11

attacks, the workshop assigned readings only frattmoas “known as bitter critics of American

foreign policy,” Kurtz argued. He also cited theeA Studies associations’ boycott of the NSEP,

" House Subcommittee on Select Education of the Gitiearon Education and the Workfordeternational
Programs in Higher Education and Questions of Bigg" Cong., ' sess., June 19, 2003.

% All quotes in this paragraph from Kurtz come frbim congressional testimony.

% See Edward Said, “Barbarians at the gatdsAhram WeeklyMarch 11-17, 1999,
http://weekly.ahram.org.eq/1999/420/0p2.htm

37



saying it was understandable only as a demongtrafitTitle VI-funded scholars bitterly
opposed to American foreign policy.” He arguedtar that Area scholars were duplicitous in
taking funds from Title VI, a program meant to a&k¥r national security needs, while opposing
the NSEP which too was a national security-geadetational effort. Pointing to these and
some other cases, Kurtz argued that the Area Stedimmunity was politically extreme and so
were its federally-supported, “ideologically unbatad” academic programs.

Kurtz encouraged Congress to reform Title VI inesrtb redress this ideological
imbalance—not to banish critical perspectives fiamea Studies programs, he said, but to
ensure that they were not the only ones preseasede charged they were. The centerpiece of
Kurtz’'s proposed reform was the creation of an sayi board which would, in Kurtz’'s words,
“collect information on program content to makeestirat Title VI centers were not shutting out
one side of the political debat®® The board’s function, as Kurtz envisioned, wonid‘to
make certain that, over and above questions ofpegesw, due consideration was given to the
national interest™ Kurtz and others (including Martin Kramer, a sem@f the Middle East at
Tel Aviv University and Harvard) argued that theposed Title VI advisory board would be
comparable to boards that had long, and withoutrogarsy, overseen other federally-funded
educational programs, including the Fulbright Granaigram, the U.S. Institute of Peace, and the
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholdfs Title VI itself, they pointed out, had been
overseen by an advisory board until 1989, wherbtteed was disbanded for budgetary reasons.
Kenneth Whitehead, the Foreign Service officer wtministered Title VI for the Education

Department from 1982 to 1986 and veasofficioexecutive director of its advisory board from

190 stanley Kurtz, “Hearing Both Sides of Title VINational Review Onlinelune 23, 2003,
http://www.nationalreview.com/script/printpage. g2v&urtz/kurtz062303.asp

19 House Subcommittednternational Programs

192 pid, and see Martin Kramer, “Congress Probes Midithst Studies SandstormJune 23, 2003,
http://www.geocities.com/martinkramerorg/2003_06.h23.
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1986-1989, argued in 2004 that “it was a mistakéigband it, and establishing a new one is a
necessity.**®> Howard Berman, a Democratic Congressman fronf@ala, embraced these
arguments emphatically. “I am encouraged thatthation of this Advisory Board will help
redress a problem which is a great concern of nmamely, the lack of balance, and indeed the
anti-American bias that pervades Title VI-fundedi¥le East studies programs in particular,”
Berman said on the House floor. “In establishimglboard, we are doing no more than
exercising our responsibility to ensure that thedral funds we authorize and appropriate are
expended properly*®*

While promoters of a new Title VI oversight boatthcacterized it as an almost mundane
matter of due diligence—it would be equivalent thav boards, they said, or simply a matter of
Congress exercising its responsibility, or simptgpal for facilitating balance, that great
universal value—the Area Studies establishmenordpd to the notion with contempt and
derided the reform effort as a political witch hufiBelf-appointed guardians of patriotic
rectitude,” said MESA president Joel Beinin, “hatempted to prescribe the proper way to
study Islam and the Middle East, if not to proseribaltogether**®> “This plan to monitor and
evaluate the universities and their area studiegrams,” said Lisa Anderson, Beinin’s
successor as MESA President, “is not about diwgrsiteven about truth, but about the
conviction of conservative political activists the American university community is
insufficiently patriotic, or perhaps simply insuféntly conservative®®® Two prominent Area
scholars from the University of California systemredhe vice provost and dean of the UCLA

International Institute, the other the dean ofiméional and Area Studies at UC Berkeley—

103 Kenneth Whitehead, “Learning the Language: Titlésvin need of reform,National Review Onlinelanuary
14, 2004 http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/whitehead200440823.asp
104 Congressional Recor@003. 108 Cong, f'sess. Vol. 149, No. 148.
105 F
Beinin.
198 Anderson, “Scholarship.”
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dismissed Congress’s hearings on Title VI as “datad by false claims that its programs often
run counter to American national interests. Najhinuld be further from the truth® Scholars
were victims of “a McCarthyite-style smear campdigaid Beinin’® while Anderson
characterized their community as deeply aggrieVEdis has been a difficult year for people
who study the Middle East—as it has been for penie live there.**® She said this in 2003,
when parts of the Middle East were ravaged by ilovasnsurgency, civil strife, and terrorism.

Kurtz and other proponents of Title VI reform regztthe notion that they were
McCarthyite. In response to charges like thosevalamd that of Nezar Al-Sayyad (chair of the
Center for Middle Eastern Studies at UC Berkelbg} the House’s effort was “an attempt to
silence those who criticize the government,” Kttzssed again that he and the House were
seeking to facilitate balance, not to banish cer@@wpoints from classroont$® This claim had
grounding, as Section 633(b) of House’s reformdidited that “Nothing in this title shall be
construed to authorize the International Advisooall to mandate, direct, or control an
institution of higher education's specific instiaogl content, curriculum, or program of
instruction.*** And yet, plausible as the distinction betweerabet and censorship was, Kurtz
had chosen to frame his indictment of Title VI dhd Area Studies community in a manner
which all but invited scholars to respond with adenunciations rooted in lofty principles of
free speech. By identifying the deficiencies dldVI as resulting from the politics and

ideology of the Area Studies community, Kurtz presd the Title VI reform effort as an

ideological project. Even if it did in fact see&lénce and not the supremacy of one ideology

197 Geoffrey Garrett and David Leonard, “Funding ang@eeing Education: Security’s shadow over intéonal
studies,”The San Francisco ChroniclBecember 9, 2003.

198 Beinin.

199 Anderson, “Scholarship.”

19 jonathan Calt Harris, “Hold the ‘McCarthyiteNational Review OnlineMlay 5, 2004,
http://article.nationalreview.com/?g=YTI1MjMzNzFiNjPOTk4NzhjYzIINjBIMWJIhNGUxN2U

" nternational Studies in Higher Education Act &f8,” H.R. 3077, 108th Cong. (2003).
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over another, it seemed to envision the governsemning as an arbiter of ideology within
higher education. This notion made Area scholarfratever one thinks about their political
views—understandably wary. To be sure, it was Hyge and perhaps unfair for scholars to
brand as “McCarthyite” a bill that included the wiions of Section 633(b). But the scholars’
objections did highlight the inherent dubiousnesKwrtz’s suggestion that Congress should
henceforth measure the success of Title VI by migiol metrics.

Given that H.R. 3077 never made it out of commiitethe Senate and therefore died
with the expiration of the 188Congress in January 2005, one wonders whetherities of
Title VI were wise to make their case an ideoloaee so liable to set off red flags across the
academic community and beyond. Indeed 2004 ME®Aigent Laurie Brand claimed that
credit for blocking the bill's passage in the Sena¢longed to “a mobilization by a host of
universities, centers, and other concerned actorekpose the “prevarication that was the
hallmark of the advisory board’s most avid spongbts Possibly Kurtz thought that the cause
of reform would be best served by arousing congreatanger at the inflammatory criticism of
American policy by Area scholars—and H.R. 3077 mghds the House with unanimous support.
Yet all along there was a better, more substantind,less contestable case for reforming Title
VI: that the Title VI-mandated government partngyshith the Area Studies community had,
regardless of that community’s politics and idegldgiled over four decades to achieve its
concrete goals.

ok
Title VI established a contractual relationshipwestn the federal government and the

Area Studies community—specifically, between Coagrand Title VI National Resource

12| aurie Brand, “2004 MESA Presidential Address: @afship in the Shadow of Empiréfliddle East Studies
Association BulletinVol. 39, No. 1 (Summer 2005),
http://fp.arizona.edu/mesassoc/Bulletin/Pres%20Assies/Brand.htm
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Centers (NRCs) at colleges and universities natidbeawCongress agreed to provide funding to
the NRCs in exchange for the NRCs’ provision oéeviee, the “teaching of any modern foreign
language...needed by the Federal Government or bgdsss industry, or education in the
United States,” and for which there was not alrezdigquate instructiolt® But over
approximately a half-century, Congress repeategiby@priated millions of dollars to Title VI
NRCs while receiving little concrete evidence o tatter’'s success in graduating proficient
linguists. In fact there was strong evidence Arata scholars had failed in this mission, and
even that they had never really aspired to it.

Title VI of the NDEA was marked not only with a ramnumeral but with the title
“Language Development,” for its “original emphasiwas on foreign language instructiot®
When Congress reviewed the program in 2003, thedefenders praised it as a great vehicle of
language training. This was not an absurd argumbaot more compelling data suggested that,
on the contrary, Title VI had failed as a langupgegram, or was at least in need of serious
improvement.

Testifying before the House Subcommittee on Séldcication, Terry Hartle, the Senior
Vice President of the American Council on Educatfmesented Title VI as a successful and
necessary program. Roughly 80% of graduate stadgmdying “less commonly taught
languages” (a government-designated category) stgyported under Title VI, he sditf.

Hartle seems to have accidentally misrepresengtatigtic from a 2001 report by the National
Foreign Language Center, but in any case the rejmbreflect well on Title VI. It stated that, of
graduate students studying “less commonly taugiguages,” 59% were in Title VI-supported

NRCs, while 81% of those studying the “least comiptaught languages” were. The report

H3«National Defense Education Act,” Public Law 8543@958.
4 scarfo.
5 House Subcommittednternational Programs
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noted also that NRCs “accounted for 45% of all dades, the nation’s top-level expertise, in
the [less commonly taught languages] from 1993-1985

Elsewhere in his congressional testimony, Hartéesed Title VI for providing the
government with linguists. He said that 1,000€entll graduates from the class of 2001 were
then serving in the federal government, while 4@0enin the military and 600 in state and local
government. “We believe that most of the careeusty foreign language and area specialists
in agencies such as the Central Intelligence Agancythe Defense Intelligence Agency were
trained at institutions with Title VI-funded cersgrHartle said'’ A House Appropriations
subcommittee heard similar statistics in 2002 f@avid Ward, the president of the American
Council on Education who testified on behalf of @alition for International Education, which
included MESA, the Association for Asian Studies] anany other organizations. According to
Ward, Title VI centers had helped train the formssistant Secretary of State for Intelligence
and Research, the former Undersecretary of Statedonomic Affairs, and the former Press
spokesman of the State Department. “Almost alhefless commonly taught languages would
not be taught on a regular basis in the US if iteareot for Title VI,” Ward said*®

Such figures and claims were credible, but theywntexl only to a partial account that
hardly reflected a rigorous audit of Title VI. Advocates for a cause often do, Hartle and Ward
conflated inputs and outputs: it is indeed a criediitle VI that it facilitated enroliment in

classes of uncommonly taught languages (an input)vhat percentage of enrolled students

HeRichard D. Brecht and William P. Rivetsanguage and National Security for the 21st Centlihe Role of Title
VI / Fulbright-Hays in Supporting National Langua@apacity(College Park, MD: The National Foreign Language
Center,) 2000http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/contentdeliwserviet/ERICServlet?accno=ED445516

17 House Subcommitteéternational Programs.

18 David Ward, "The Higher Education Act, Title VIcithe Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act,
Section 102(b)(6), International Education and Epréanguage Studies," testimony on Behalf of tiealion for
International Education, Submitted to the HousecButmittee on Labor, HHS and Education AppropriatithS.
House of Representatives, April 23, 2002,
http://www.acenet.edu/washington/legalupdate/200@p@il/ward.titlevi.testimony.html
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achieved an effectively high level of proficien¢l€ intended output)? It is a notable output that
students who studied at Title VI NRCs entered govent by the hundreds. But did those
absolute numbers represent a high percentagelefMligraduates, or a low one? Answers to
such questions suggest that Title VI funding ditdtremslate into high numbers of proficient
linguists, and indeed that Congress appropriategemto many Area scholars who did not share
the government’s interest in language education.

Richard Lambert’s 1975 presidential address toAsociation for Asian Studies argued
powerfully that, nearly 20 years after the enactnoéitle VI, the Area Studies community had
serious language deficiencies. The deficiencigabavith the Area scholars themselves—those
administering and teaching in Title VI centers. é&ling to Lambert—who had recently
authored the Social Science Research Counalrgguage and Area Studies Reviewe of the
many assessments of Area Studies that made hiteatiimg expert on the fieltf—only 58% of
Area scholars in 1970 could easily read, witespeak even one language from their area of
study. (This statistic was based on scholars*regbrts.) And when Lambert sampled journal
articles by American scholars on China, India, Rysand Africa, “only one-third showed any
evidence of the use of indigenous languages.” leatritamented these facts, but many scholars
did not: in a survey conducted for thanguage and Area Studies Revienly 60% of scholars
said that foreign language skill was necessaryteir work, and “a full 30 percent of the

Africanists and 20 percent of the South Asianististhat command of a language was not

119 5ee Richard D. Lambettanguage and Area Studies Revi@hiladelphia: American Academy of Political and
Social Science, Monograph No. 17, 1973). Seethkséselected writings” listed in the abstract af& Jane
Moore and Christine Morfit, edd.anguage and International Studies: A Richard LarhPerspective
(Washington, D.C.: National Foreign Language Rede@enter: Johns Hopkins University, 1993).
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important.*?° Of course this view contrasted sharply with tfathe federal government, which
funded Title VI because it deemed language profmyea vital national need.

Scholars’ paucity of—and partial disregard for—laage skill affected students of Area
Studies. “The most startling fact to emerge fram examination of the transcripts of graduate
students from the NDEA VI-supported language aea aenters was that, on the average, their
language and area training was very skimpy indeeatyibert said. On average, students took
only 4 semester classes on their area and its égyegs)->* Lambert argued further that Area
Studies programs focused on the wrong outputs: ‘@daelemic taste for semester units leads to
the notion that students’ accomplishments are rezsured in terms of their approach to any
behavioral goals or final levels of proficiencylmy their performance on the prepared packets
of materials and the tests given them,” Lambed.sarlhis approach measures how far a student
has come from the beginning, not how far he stifi to go to meet some terminal objective.”
Lambert’s account demonstrated the importancestindjuishing linguistic proficiency from
mere classroom enrollment. “Most instruction imswestern languages is at first- and second-
year levels,” he said, indicating that “many of g#tedents either drop out after the second year
or (more commonly) only two years or less of instian in a language is giveri®

Nor did the situation improve in the decades dftenbert’'s 1975 address. Kenneth
Whitehead, the Foreign Service Officer who admeared Title VI in the 1980s from two senior
Education Department positions, wrote in 2004 th&ny of those who studied ‘hard’
languages (e.g., Arabic, Persian, Chinese) in Vilsupported programs turned out to be less

proficient than they needed to be to work effedyiwe diplomacy, intelligence, aid-related work,

120 Richard Lambert, “The Presidential Address: AniéetAgenda for Area StudiesThe Journal of Asian Studies
Vol. 35, No. 1 (Nov., 1975), 11.
121 i
Ibid.
122 bid, 17-18.
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and even international busines&® Whitehead and his colleagues came to the working
assumption, he wrote, that graduates of the goventioperated Foreign Service Institute and
Defense Language Institute were far better trathad were their counterparts from Title VI-
funded Centers. A 2000 National Foreign Languaget€r report commissioned by the
Department of Education similarly criticized teawin Area Studies programs. “Over the
years, the original focus on language has beeaceglwith a much broader mandate for area,
international, and international business studiststed the reportanguage and National
Security in the 21st Centut$* In turn, “functional linguistic competence in theduates of the
nation’s colleges and universities has tendedrordsh.”™?®> The report’s authors did state, as
Hartle and Ward later would, that “many of the laages most important to our national security
would not be taught or researched in our natioalkeges and universities without the support of
Title VI.” But the authors noted that this factidiot in itself vindicate the effectiveness of &itl
VI funding; on the contrary, the funding had beeefficient and diffuse. The report’s very first
recommendation was that the government “Refocus Viton language.” The second
recommendation, “Improve the supply of proficieahdidates to meet federal language
requirements for national security and economicpetitiveness,” emphasized that Title VI
would be successful only if students achieved lagguroficiency—not simply if they passed a
certain number of semester-long clas$@sOver decades, Title VI-supported Centers never me
such a (reasonable) standard of success.

Institutional characteristics of the Area Studiemmunity contributed to its students’

poor language performance. According to Whiteh&adademic area specialists generally

123 \Whitehead.

124 Brecht and Rivers, 132.
125 | pid.

128 | pid, xii.
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[were] less interested in the languages of thendvareas than in cultural, economic, political,
and social questions.” This was because “they'dsdrem to think that language proficiency
would do much to advance their academic caregfs&nne Betteridge, then-executive director
of MESA, wrote similarly in analyzing a 2002 survaythe field: “Language faculty positions
are often impermanent and non-tenure eligible;dbiss little to inspire student interest®

Amy Newhall, MESA executive director in 2004, sththat “universities have tended to
relegate language pedagogues to the status ofdestuwho don’t get the same salary or tenure
rights as professors®® Thus powerful professional incentives worked aggapursuing high
language proficiency. “Students reasonably che@geirsue courses of study that will lead to
more clearly valued and rewarded positions in teglamy,” Betteridge wrote. Indeed her
survey revealed that from 1990 to 2002, studeetast in “language/linguistics” within MESA
dropped by 66%% Title VI aimed precisely at affecting the Areaidies community’s

incentive structure in a way conducive to the gowent’s interest in high language proficiency.
It failed to do so.

As for the claim that Title VI deserved praise aedognition for supplying the
government with linguists, this too was of dubieesacity. Since the Area Studies community
began to grow and be institutionalized in the mf-2entury, it increasingly served more as a
farm program for future academics than as a trgignound for government officials.
According to Robert McCaughey, the academics “tnedepriv[ed] occupations outside the

university of their training*** A 1981 Rand study criticized Title VI-funded Cers on this

L27\Whitehead.

128 Betteridge.

129 Quoted in Lee Smith, “The Shortage of Middle Harguists,” Slate,October 4, 2004,
http://www.slate.com/id/2107625/
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point, stating that there was “a disjunction betw€enter focus and national need, as defined by
academic, governmental and business employ&sSuch disjunctions are not inherently
problematic. But the government invested in T¥lego bridge them, and the academic
community claimed in its 2003 congressional testignthat Title VI had done so. As the
American Council on Education’s Terry Hartle notagproximately 2,000 graduates from Title
VI-supported programs in the year 2001 earned eynpat in the military and in federal, state,
or local government. As it turned out, thoughsthaumbers represented only 4.6% of all NRC
graduates. Excluding those in state and local gorent (for Title VI funding is federal), the
proportion was only 3.2%> Since the government was providing NRCs with Ii%heir
budgets:** Hartle’s figures were quite meager as proof thidé VI was an efficient and
valuable tool for equipping the government with iwezlucated personnel.

Thus strong evidence—based on scholars’ accourikefown field, and on
guantifiable data—demonstrated that Title VI wasleffective than its supporters claimed both
in training students to have high language praficie and in channeling students into
government service.

ok

One who considered the Area Studies community tgelmerally opposed to the U.S.
government and its goals might have interpretedi#irient record of Title VI programs as a
sign of subversiveness. And some did: as Stanieyzkargued, “area-studies programs

pocketed millions of federal dollars, even as psstes claimed it was immoral to put their

132 Quoted in Hajjar and Niva. See also Lorraine Mchelh Sue Berryman and Douglas ScBederal Support for

International Studies: The Role of NDEA Title(8anta Monica, CA: Rand, 1981).

133 Data posted by Martin Kramer, “Title VI: Turn dmet Defogger,’Sandstorm
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knowledge at the service of the American governtiiEhitBut this argument not only hinged on
a generalization about the ideology of Area sclsoldir also attributed Title VI's inefficiencies
only to the private partner in an effort that wgsulic-private partnership. In fact the public
partner—the federal government—deserved much sgrtar its deficiencies, especially in
terms of oversight.

When Title VI-supported Area Studies programs fedussources not on effective
language training but on other instruction, theyengafely within the letter of a sloppily-written
law. In Title VI's first section, 601(a), Congreasthorized the Commissioner of Education to
arrange “contracts with institutions of higher ealien for the establishment and operation by
them...ofcenters for the teaching of any modern foreign leagg (emphasis mine). Two
sentences later, after explaining that a worthglage was one the Commissioner deemed
“needed” and insufficiently taught, the Title sthtbat contracts with educational institutions
“may provide for instruction not only in such moddoreign language but also in other fields
needed to provide a full understanding of the anesggons, or countries in which such language
is commonly used.” Clearly Congress’s primary ainfitle VI was to promote language
education: this was the explicit purpose of the @amters, and the “other fields” authorized to
receive funds (“such as history, political sciedoeguistics, economics, sociology, geography,
and anthropology”) were presented as means tonth@fkimparting “full understanding” of
languages’ contexts® Of course it was sensible to promote contextadlimowledge of
languages. But Congress included no languageutiagmg or preventing the possibility that
federal money might go disproportionately to teagtstudents the (broad) contexts of languages

rather than the languages themselves. This ind@sdhe result, as noted previously.

135 Stanley Kurtz, “Who Will Defend the Defenderd@4tional Review OnlineMarch 31, 2005,
http://article.nationalreview.com/?g=NTJmYjJmMzFIB8©DI3ZGEzZTg4YjhhNzRhMmNIOWI
13¢6«National Defense Education Act,” section 601(a).
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Not only did Title VI lack clarity regarding thelative priority of language training over
other Area Studies instruction, but it also faileastablish an oversight regime to guide its
implementation and watch for misallocations of teses. If Title VI established a contractual
relationship between the government and Area Stysliegrams, enforcement terms of the
contract were quite weak. For one, Congress afskath specific deliverables from the Area
Studies community—no benchmarks for language pesfay, for example. Secondly, the
oversight provisions of section 602 merely stated the Commissioner of Education (later the
Secretary of Education) was “authorized,” not reggii to make general inquiries into “the need
for increased or improved instruction in moderrefgn languages and... the areas, regions, or
countries in which such languages are commonly.t§8d Thus oversight was to focus on the
general nationwide “need for increased or imprawnstruction in modern foreign languages™—
not on the particular need for Title VI programsiaintain strict standards or achieve certain
goals**® To be sure, the legislative reauthorization pssqerovided occasional opportunities for
oversight and review of Title VI (usually every éars), but neither Congress nor the Education
Department ever assigned an auditor to review VileThe Government Accounting Office
inspected Title VI once, in 1978, but not beforesimce™*° A 2007 report of the National
Academy of Sciences demonstrated how even a haltigeof reauthorizations and slight
revisions had not produced valuable oversight mashas. The report itself “was hampered by
the paucity of rigorous, reliable information orogram performance, particularly related to the
impacts or outcomes of the programs,” wrote itharg. “More rigorous, periodic evaluations

are needed to ensure public accountability [anfdfm the process of regular reauthorization,”

137«National Defense Education Act,” section 602.

138 |bid.

139study of Foreign Languages and Related Areasefeé®upport, Administration, Need," Comptrollerm@eal
of the United States, ID-78-46, Sept. 13, 197&ctih Martin Kramer, “Arabic Panic,The Middle East Quarterly,
(Summer 2002http://www.meforum.org/208/arabic-panic
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they added. The National Academy recommendedyittzt the Department of Education
“develop an alternative approach to measuring §oré&anguage proficiency with demonstrated
reliability and validity.*#° If it did so, it would be the first time in fivdecades.

The government’s failure to track and assess ite Vi appropriations was music to the
ears of Area Studies scholars who—like all recifserf government funding—hoped for as little
oversight and as few strings as possible. Areal&chsought freedom from oversight even in
the early Cold War era, when they were generalleasptive to government prerogatives as
they would ever be. At a 1950 meeting of the Sdtéence Research Council, a scholar
concisely captured the community’s approach to gowent aid: The job of shifting attention
and resources away from commonly-studied regiook as Western Europe, he said, “is so big,
and time is short. Only a great federal programdamit. The problem is to find out on what
terms federal aid is possibiéthout federal contrdl(emphasis mine}** Some years later,
African Studies Association president J. Gus Liglvenoted how, considering the “magnitude
of research and training funds” provided by theegament, “the number of ‘strings’ attached
are remarkably few.” Liebenow described the gonemnt’s approach as hands-off, even aloof,
and celebrated how funds appropriated to Area achiddom Title VI of the National Defense
Education Act were “in no way related to ‘natiodafense.” We live with an anachronisi{®’
Perhaps these comments were a harbinger of tha sbarome 13 years later, with the
controversy over the NSEP and its ties to natideéénse. Indeed the 1993 MESA resolution

condemning NSEP called for the government “to emshet the priorities, criteria, and funding

140 Mary O’Connell and Janet Norwooldternational Education and Foreign Languag®$ashington: National
Academies Press, 200T}tp://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record id=11841

141 Richard J. HeindelThe Present Position of Foreign Area Studies inUhéed States: A Post-Conference Report
(New York: Social Science Research Council, 1980y uoted in Wallerstein 206.

12 Liebenow.
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goals of the program are developed from withinabademic community**—that is, for the
government to fund a program fully designed andjgatlby academics, for academics. (As
noted, Congress maintained its restrictions orNBEP, but that was a deviation from the norm
set by Title VI—even a response to Title VI's Iaxisome arguet’)

Over the decades, Area scholars not only celeb@tedress’s loosely defined goals and
lax oversight, but they learned to take effectidgamtage of it. In the early Cold War years,
when Area Studies was growing rapidly, scholarkespaj their field’s development in a manner
which always highlighted enduring needs, rathen thigjectives already met. If African Studies
experienced a few years of strong growth, for eXxapfrea scholars would testify before
Congress about the relative—and dire—weakness iah/studies, or another sub-field. “In
subscribing to the biblical injunction that ‘thestahall be first,’...[scholars] insured themselves
against the possibility of ever running out of agiected’ world area in need of scholarly
attention and philanthropic favot?® Congress did not treat Title VI as having coregals
and deadlines, and neither did Area scholars spktieir field that way. When, early on, their
mission was to raise funds for the assimilatiodda Studies into the academic apparatus, no
scholar would identify a university or disciplineat had sufficiently accommodated Area
Studies—because “to do so was to invite curtailneésupport.*4°

After Area Studies became institutionalized wittlie academy, a chief lobbying strategy
of scholars was to tailor their congressional tegstiy to accord with the government’s particular
interest in language training. “Language competsnwere always in the forefront of our public

presentations,” wrote Richard Lambert. “We alwaggued that without Title VI the nation

143 «Resolution.”

144 Kurtz, “Defenders.”

145 McCaughey/nternational Studies187.
148 pid, 210.
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would not have enough speakers of, say, Cambodidater, Farsi, to meet our national need,
and we always had a catalog of horror stories oat Wtat incapacity had done to damage our
national interests™*’ According to John Lombardi, a Latin Americanidtonserved as president
of the University of Florida and the Louisiana 8taniversity system, academics capitalized on
the government’s failure to distinguish clearlyvee¢n language instruction and general cultural
education. “If you fund language and area studies ivrote in a 2006 open letter to Education
Secretary Margaret Spellings and Secretary of &ateloleezza Rice, “we will leverage the
language effort to get more resources for aredesyliterature studies and culture studi€s.”
These lobbying efforts succeeded decade after ddmachuse, though it enacted Title VI
to respond to a specific challenge in 1958, Corggbetieved thenceforth that America’s global
responsibilities—whatever they happened to be—ms#tedsd such an educational program. No
matter the circumstance, Congress was receptiaggtoments about the need for protecting
American interests through language education. @thabcates of appropriations to higher
education vigorously reinforced this case. “Thmdeds upon the United States arising out of
its involvement in world affairs show no signs e$$ening in the decade ahead,” testified
University of Kansas East Asianist George Beckmagfore Congress in 1966—atfter the Area
Studies field had grown enormously for two decadésanything, a greater effort will be
required.**® In 1979, President Carter's Commission on Forégmguages and International
Studies declared a crisis in the field, saying thatUnited States direly needed language skills

to understand the Arab “oil shock” and the ris€afidafi in Libya and Khomeini in Irah® A

year later, Congress ensconced Title VI in thesfvgitled Higher Education Act. By the 1990s

147 Quoted in Kramer, “Defogger.”

148 3ohn V. Lombardi, “Can We Learn the Hard Langugtj@se Chronicle of Higher Educatipdanuary 16, 2006,
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the Cold War had ended and the specter of Sputidkéceded, but Title VI endured with
strength. Congress reauthorized the program i8,1@%en by the “dramatic post-Cold War
changes in the world’s geopolitical and economiclrapes,” as the reauthorization legislation
said™! But although dramatic new challenges purportggtified the appropriation, “there
were no sweeping changes made to Title VI progriartight of post-Cold War realities, in
terms of either language or programminigf”In August 2001 the National Foreign Language
Center declared that the U.S. had a “critical glg@tof linguistically competent professionals”
in government and noted a joke that held thataf@hinese wished to encrypt their
communications from American spies, they had onlypeak in Mandarift® Of course the
9/11 attacks followed one month later, demonstgayiet further need for language proficiency.
The attacks “underscore[d] the importance of traghiand “at the top of the list is adequate
support for Title VI,” argued education communigpresentative David Ward—successfully—
before Congress in 2062

Perhaps there truly was a constant need for lamgedgcation which Congress was wise
and mindful to address. But Congress was unwiséorarticulate clear, measurable objectives
for Title VI, nor to create an effective apparatoisoverseeing and improving the program over
time. Lombardi, the Area scholar and LSU presidéaionstrated this point in his letter to
Secretaries Rice and Spelling. “We in the collegas universities are expert at avoiding
effective performance measurement. If the nati@daeollege educated graduates functionally
literate in a number of less commonly taught laggsathe only way to get this result is to fund

programs that will test the graduates,” he wrdd¥ou must be specific about what you want,

151«Title VI Programs: Building a U.S. Internationatlucation Infrastructure,” U.S. Department of Ediorg
Office of Postsecondary Educatidnitp://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opel/iegpséiix.html
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specific about how you will know when you get mdaspecific about the test you will apply to
validate the learning accomplishe@™

This, then, should have been the case made mosgstroy those who advocated Title
VI reform in 2003: both Congress and its Area Stagiartners had failed—the scholars in
teaching language, and Congress in overseeindftbacy of its appropriations. And both
needed reform—the scholars to better teach langaageCongress to strengthen its oversight
efforts.

A responsible advisory board overseeing Title Vildohave been kept quite busy
without ever examining the ideological characteawfArea Studies program.

ok

When Congress reviewed Title VI in 2003, only liedi data existed about it. Its
supporters therefore relied on a few poorly contalkted statistics and the strength of positive
anecdotal evidence. But their arguments wereigotaus, and there existed hard data
suggesting that, in fact, Area Studies scholars eheived Title VI money did not share the
government’s interest in language education, antd@dy a very small proportion of their
graduates into government service. Nonethelessttbng case against Title VI was itself
incomplete—a spotty picture of inefficiency thatdered by the general dearth of clear
information on Title VI, failed to convince the Heeiand Senate to reform their longstanding
program. Poorly-overseen congressional programs &a unfortunate quality of self-

perpetuation, and so it was with Title VI.

155 ombardi.
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