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National Defense Education Act
of 1958, as Amended

Sec. 601(n)  The Commissioner is authorized to arrange
through wntracts with institutions of higher education for the
establishment and operation by them, during the period hegin-
ning JJuly 1, 1958, and ending with the close of June 30, 1965,
of centers for the teaching of any modern foreign language
with respect to which the Commissioner detefinines (1) that
mdividuals trained in such language are needed by the Federal
Government, or by business, industry, or edueation in the United
States, and (2) that adequate instruction in such language ix
not readily available in the United States.  Any such contract
nay provide for instruction not only insuch modern foreign
linguage but also in other fields needed to provide a full
understanding of the areas, regions, or countries in which such
language is commonly used, to the extent adequate instruction
in such fields is not readily available, inclhading tields such as
history, political science, linguistics, economics, sociology, geog-
raphy, and anthropology. Any such contract may cover not
more than 50 per centum of the cost of the establishment and
operation of the center with respect to which it is made, in-
cluding the cost of grants to the staff for travel in the foreign
areas, regions, or conntries with which the subject matter of
the field or fields in which they are or will be working is con-
cemed and the cost of travel of foreign scholars to such centers
toteach orassist in teaching therein and the cost of their return,
and shabl be made on such conditions as the Commissioner finds
necessary to earry out the purposes of this section.
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Introduction = -

t |\ RECENT YEARS American higher education, like the society
' qu which it is & part, has come to realize that non-Western areas
i huve become as important as Europe once was to an understanding
| of the cultural, economic, and political developments that affect our
i future. '

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

Although the universities made these changes on their own initiative,
they were substantially aided by support from foundations and,
during the last 5 years, from the Federal Government. The principal
contribution of the latter has been made under title VI of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA) which encourages and
supports language development ‘in a variety of ways. Section 601 (a)
authorizes the U.S. Commissioner of Education to arrange, on 8
matching fund basis, for the establishment and operation of language
und area centers by means of contracts with institutions of higher
education. It is the intent of the Act that such support, judiciously
administered in keeping with the objectives and wishes of the academic
community, should assist institutions in safeguarding the accomplish-
ments they had made and at the same time encourage them to improve
instruction in the uncommon modern languages.

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

‘ The term *‘uncomnmon’” is used throughout to refer to those langusges in which instruction is not readily
8vsilable throughout.A merican higher education.
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2 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS ~

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

What the Federal Government has contributed to the improvement
i of language and area studies is reported in the following pages. But,
while the report deals specifically with the activities undertaken with
Federal funds, it capnot but be concerned also with the larger role of
language’ and area studies in higher education. Since the NDEA
program is only one elemeht among many in this nationwide move-
ment, it can scarcely be isolated from other related developments,
Nor would it be desirable to do this. Such.a separation would ignore
other important contributions to the advance of language and area
studies and at the same tim'e needlessly minimize the indirect stimulus
NDEA has given to educational effort and thought.

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

Nevertheless, two fundamental conclusions have become readily
apparent. First, as this report clearly shows, non-Western studies
have receivéd material assistance under NDEA without which the
present high level of scholarly activity at 55 language and area
cepters would not have been possible and without which the increase
'rfmanpo“:er trained in modern foreign languages would not have

1
been effected.

Second, all this has been accomnplished without suggestion of Fed-
eral interference. Of paxticular relevance here is the statement
(see app. B) made by the 53 representatives of the 33 collezes and
universities which had, by the fall of 1962, obtained Federal support
for language and area centers. One part of this stateznent, which
constitutes perhaps the most accurate sunmation yet made of opera-
tions during the first years of the program, underscores the harmon ous
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relationship existing between these universities and the Federal
Government in the following passage: :

Every dollar of federal money that supports the centers is matched by a
dollar of university funds; in' fact, universitics have spent considerd ly
more that the ‘matching requirement. In this way, government funds .
have stimulated the universities to expand their own activities and at the
sanre time have enabled the universities to accomplish a task wholly be-
yond their own resources. Thanks to the statesmanlike and educationally
informed way in which Title’ VI of she Act has been administered Ky the
Language Development Branoh, government funds have made it possible
for the universities to Make a major contribution to the nation’s language
resources while preserving their own freedom of action and maintaining
their own distinctive character.

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

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

The repprt has drawn in particular on the 1960~61 inventory of
NDEA language and area centers reported by Joseph Axelrod and
Donald N. Bigelow in Resources Jor Language and Area Studies,
published by the American Council on Education, and on three
publications by the U.S. Office of Education: the Repart on the
National Defense Education Act: Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1959;
the Report on the National Defense Fducation Act: Fiscal Year Ending
June 30, 1960; and the Report on the National Defense Education Act:
Fiscal Years 1961 and 1962, )

The present report covers the first 5 years of the NDEA language
¢ nd area centers program, although for the fifth year (1963-64)
some of the data are based on advance estimates rather thatf on final
reports. The first 5 years of operation do not coincide with the first
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5 years of NDEA. Since the original appg;:riations were mad
during the academic year 1958-59, it was no®until the academj
year 195960 that the first 19 centers began receiving Federal suppor
This time lag resulted in what is known as forward financing (b
which funds appropriated in one year are committed in advance ang
spent on activities actually carried out.in the next), and thus, whe,
the Act was subgequently extended, first for 2 years (to June 1944,
and later for 1 more year (to June 19635), the language and’ are;
centers program was automatically extended through--the-ucademi
year 1965-66. . ’




Concept and Practice in
r * Non-Western Area Studies

HE VIGOROUS PURSUIT of non-Western studies in our

colleges and universities began in the post-World Wgr II period, ~
during which the involvement of the United States in global affairs
resched 8 new level of intensity and impressed itsell more clearly
on the consciousness of most Americans. It was no coincidence that
the resulting academic absorption in non-Western subject matter
became identified with the area studies approach to the curriculum.
The area approach—although developed before 1941—had first been
widely adopted in wartime in response to a sudden realization of the
need for training in the uhderstanding of alien societies and cultures,
aneed that, under the circumstances, could be met only by combining
, rare skills from among several disciplines. Similar postwar needs,
which found the country scarcely better prepared, suggested a con-
tinuation of the approach that had lately revealed such promis%.

Academic Antecedents of Area Studies ‘

i - :

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

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

i
! Defined w tncluding Latin America snd Emtarn Euwrope beoause these &ress share the contemporary

mbhmdloqndwdo ¢ of the geographioally non-Western world and because they
have restded autatde {be tdmstream of merigad acndemic sttention.
=S N I /
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6 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

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

A parallel case is that of the classicists, long a mainstay of the
curiculum of American higher education. Likewise honcontempo-
| rary in focus but not of course associated with the non-Western world,

classicists have commonly embraced the whole of a civilization as their

subject. This they did before the present-day departments had fully
" establishtd themselves and thus accomplished the seemingly definitive
division of kngwledge along disciplinary lines. Such specialists nee-
essarily embogied classical language proficiency in their approach,
either because their ‘subjects were literary or because they required
access to sources in the so-called exotic languages. Field study was
often. just ds necessary, most obviously so in the case of archaeology;
but it was never contemporary in emphasis and thus seldom involved

an encounter with either a modern society or its languages. .

With the emergence of anthropology, both field study and language
skill received new impetus. Anthropology achieved recognition as an
academic discipline during the last part of the 19th century and

acquired departmental status on many campuses in the 20th. [t

became par ezceNence the exponent of fieldwork and oral communica-

tion. Furthermore, many of its favorite topics for investigation were
located in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Still, anthr_opology\was
only secondarily concerned with modern industrial societies and cul-
tures and usually concentrated on primitive groups remote from the

contemporary global arena. — ,

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

© ing of language learning in the context of non-Western studies.
Such fields as comparative government, international relations, and
* the economics of foreign trade were accustomed, on the other hand,
to concentrate on contemporary subjects, but paid relatively little
attention to the non-Western world. And language teachers, though
manifestly concerned With proficiency in their subject, also gave the
bulk of their attention to the European or “common” languages:

-+ Latin, French, German, Spanish, and Ttulian.

.~ Perhaps the most pointed antecedents of all were the handful of

ares programs which existed before World War II. One or two

modest programs stagted as early as the World War era, with Latin

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

Area Studies in the Postwar Curriculum

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

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

—




*

lo attract students. Such programs did not ordinarily compete io

.. '

8 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS

The area programs which emerged in the late 1940's and 1950,
represented varying patterns of organization. The most rudimentary .
type was a collection of courses bearing on a particular world are
and already offered in the various departments. From within the
elaborate curriculums of the larger universities it was often easy to
obtain professors from as many as half a dozen departments whos
courses dealt in whole or in part with a single global area. In such
cases, there might be a single interested faculty member responsible
for whatever integration and student guidance were provided. 0
there might be a more formal structuring, with a committee rep-
resenting and mediating among the several disciplines. But such
combinations of existing courses seldom achieved more'than separate
listings by world area in the institution’s cataloz: the possibility of
developing any systematic or professional approach to area studie
was usually ignored.

Other area programs, some dating from the prewar period, were
aimed primarily at undergraduates and took the form of ap integrated
course on 8 non-Western area—a single major country such as Indis
or China, or a world region as large as Asia. Among the better
known examples that could be cited are the University of Chicago
program in non-Western civilizations and the University of Michigao
course on Asia for undergraduates. Such courses would be taught
by teams of faculty members from the various disciplines which
happened to be represented. They necessitated coordination, often
to the extent of evolving collaborative textbooks and other course
materials, and were frequently offered with great enthusiasm by the
instructors who taught them.

Still another version of the area approach was the formation of
separate institutes or ‘“‘centers” to deal with one or another world
area, as'exemplified by the several institutes at Columbia University
A large measure of administrative sutonomy was necessary to enable
a director and his staff to attain a high level of research and graduste
instruction. The faculty had to be cohesive and distinguished enough

any functional way with the academic departments. On the contrary.
except for a few purely research centers, the faculty and students
customarily maintained their departmental ties. * However, this type
of structure permitted a certain amount of influence on faculty
recruitment so that area gaps might also be considered when depart-
mental vacancies were being filled. As this system gradually took
hold, faculty appointments became joint -ventures and students had
increasingly to fulfill the requirements of both the department and
the ares center.
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A final organizational form, more conventional in the sense that most
programs so organized were of long standing, was the department
built around an area focus, such as the Department of Oriental
Studies at Princeton University or the Department of Near Eastern
Studies at the University of Mi€higan. Insuch cdses historians and,
more rarely, social scientists might. be found along with language
and ‘literature specialists in a_singlé department functioning in the
same manner as a department consisting of a homogeneous discipline.
Comparatively few new programs copied this arrangement, but some
of the older ones which had proved workable on this basis retained
the departmental form. . , '

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

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

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

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

The Growth of Area Stuies Programs -

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

By 1951 it was possible for the next surveyor, Wendell C. Bennett,
L in his study for the Social Science Research Council, to apply more

qualitative distinctions on the basis of the 5 years’ interven.jn\g -
experience and to identify the solidly grounded undertakings. Thp
concept of an ‘“‘integrated area program” which he used has since
been employed in the Departiment of State surveys to identify or-

ganized and well-planned programs and exclude mere collections of

course offerings. *The criteria Bennett proposed were:

{

/ 1. Official university recognition and support of the program

2. Adequate library resources both for teaching and for research on the
area

- Competent instruction in the principal languages of the area

Offerings in st least 5 pertinent subjects in addition to language in-
struction g

. 8om ific mechanisms for integrating the area studies
b rea researth program T
'i/ mphasis on the ntemporary aspects of the area )
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Except for the fifth criterion, these characteristics avoided the
more problematical aspects of integration in either area instruction or
area research. The delimitation of a geographical area does not,’
of course, provide any automatic. integrating principle. As far as
area research is concerned, integration is usually achieved by focusing
the relevant disciplinary viewpoints on a particular problem that
is significant in the context of a global area or region. In the in.
structional realm, as Sidney Mintz observed in his survey for the
Human Relations Area Files in New Haven, integration may occur
in essentially two ways: By bringing diverse disciplinary approaches
to bear on an area problem in the presence of students, thereby

exposing them to a variety of disciplinary treatments of ares subject

matter and permitting integration to take place in their minds:
and by collaborative multidisciplinary preparation of text material
to be presented in integrated form by practitioners of the several
pertinent disciplines. Both of these approaches have been used
successfully, singly or in combination, and were presumably the
mechanisms intended in Bennett’s fifth point, although his enumera-
tion as a whole referred rather to planning, coordination, and the
perragnence of institutional commitment, These more visible
characteristics enabled Bennett and others who surveyed the field
to rule out the more ephemeral area programs and provide a rough
index of growth in the serious adoption of the area studies approach
in American higher education.

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

v

Area Integrated Potential
programs | programs

B =B — S QO O
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f The mumber of faculty persopnel engaged in ares instruction
reflected the leading position of tlle Far Eastern, Russian, and Latin
American programs; but in numbers of students the Latin American
programs were a poor third, well out of proportion to the number
of centers and faculty.

The 28 universities covered by Bennett 8 survey reported an im-
pressive range of language offerings and enrollménts but, except for
Spanish, Russian, Chinese, and Japanese, advanced instruction in
language was scanty and not well distributed. Offerings and enroll-
. ments in the less common languages were limited. Language study
had not kept pace with the development of area instruction despite
nearly universal recognition of the vital ingportance of language
proficiency in area specialization.

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

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

summarized in the following table.

.
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. Number of Programs! .

Region
1954 1956 1959 1962
____________________ 3 6 6 13
Asia (general) . ____________ 6 16
10 24 (23) (28) 0
_________________ 17 12
Boutheast Asia_._______.__ 4 9 Y
-(10) (15) 12 14
Bouth Asia___>________.__. ° 6 6
Latin Amerjca.._._._______ 11 28 19 29
East_____ e mmeean 7 12 13 18
8oviet Union and East
_______ el 14 23 19 34
Total . ___________. 585 108 92 136

! Certain editions combined areas that were Jistad separately ln other editions. Figures {n
Parentheses in the table are supplied lor purposes of com perison.

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

The opportunities for such notable growth were provided in large
measure by the foundations, as Axelrod and Bigelow .emphasize in
chapter 1 of their report. With the Rockefeller Foundation taking
the lead in 1933, followed by Carnegie and then by Ford (on a large
scale after 1951), foundation support allowed for the development of
academic instruction organized on an area basis. These efforts were
decisive in assisting the universities to surmount their previous neglect
of the non-Western world. While there is no doubt that ares pro-
grams have won acceptance in the academic community since the
1950’8, there is also no doubt that area studies would have died at
birth had such continued support not been fort,hcoming.) :

The Role of Language Instruction

The gtsumdihg weakness in the area approach by the end of the
1950’s was in language instruction. Most languages which were
offered were tayght with less than optimum effectiveness, owing

: \
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partly to scarcity of teachers and partly to lack of instructional
materials. - Many important languages were not taught at all. What
L’ " had been accomplished in the non-Western languages had been the
‘work of a few leading scholars starting before World War I1. The
war indicated both the importance of what had been started and the
inadequacy of the effort up to that time. Yet as late as 1958 many
students otherwise qualified as area specialists were graduating with-
out language proficiency adequate for either fieldwork in their arens
or shtisfactory library research at home. - :
Nevertheless, the vital place of language in area studies had become
clear. The addition of the word “language’’to the title of thoare \progrum
survey made by the Department of State in 1962 was symbolic of
this recognition. Despite shortcomings in practice, it was recognized
o < in theory that indigenous languages were essential for area specialists, .
whether social scientists or humanists. If there were exceptions, they
involved Africa and Southeast Asia where the methods of descriptive
linguistics were often advocated as a key to the multitude of indige-
K. nous languages, either instead of, or as a supplement to, the learning
of one or two uncommon languages that might or might not prove
useful in an individual's research. The same two exceptions also
pointed up the importance of the common languages—such as English,
French, German, gnd Italian—in non-Western studies.

The Emergence of the Centér Concept -

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

The undergraduate nfight’be offered only an introduction to an
alien culture through an integrated tarea course. Or he might be
prépared in more comprehensive fashion by higher levels of specializa-
tion leading to graduate study. The master’s degree might b2 earned
in an area field; it was sometimes retaingd as a useful device, particu-
larly for students with nonacademic career goals such as Government
service or international commercial activity. But the doctorate was
almost universally granted on a departmental basis with concentration
on the candidate’s chosen area.
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While the dispersion of suthority and direction among departments
often imposed difficulties on the administration of language and area
centers, it allowed specialized talent recruited for the center’s inmdiate
purposes to be incorporated into the traditional departrgental struc-
ture. In the words of a report prepared by the South Asian Language
and Area Center of the University of Chicago, it ‘assured “‘that Center
development is at every point rooted in the normal University
structure.” The supporting conviction of that faculty was that
language and area studies “‘are best pursued, not as a field independent
of the usual academic disciplines, *but rather through specialization
in one or two disciplines, which may be applied to the ares.”

The report of the Conference on Japanese and American Studies,
held in Ann Arbor, Mich., in May 1963, emphasized a similar concept
of area studies as “‘an association among disciplines for their mutual
gain.””  The effect of center-style organizition of instruction and
research, the report stated, “is to make the area specialist aware of
‘the inportant actual or potential contributj
ing to problems that are of interest in his Awn di
time that he learnq to apply his own disci "gant
g & chosen world area.” *

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

As already stated elsewhere (see Donald N. Bigelow, “The (Center
Concept and the Changing Curriculum,” listed under “Selected
Bibliography,”” p+64), ““The center conceept can no longer be regarded
a8 an esoteric matter; it has entered the dhtional scene, not only
because of the NDEA but because of itsimmediate relevance to higher
eduentionf” The relevance of centers extends further, however, for
they are régervoirs of knowledge and skills needed by the community
and the country. They offer unique eompetence in advice and
leadership to neighboring mstitutions, in programs open to com-
munity participation, and in specialized knowledge at the service of
the Nation in its overseas commitments and relations. All this is in.
keeping with the American academic tradition of community service.

\
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The Language and Area Centers Program

Y 1958 THE MARKED POSTWAR GROWTH of area studies
programs in higher education was coinciding with a rising aware-
ness of the deficiencies of the country’s educational system in training
its students in science, mathematics, and language. Soviet achieve-
ments in education and technology served to heighten a concern that
was already lively in certain educational groups and in some Govern-
ment circles. Appropriate legislation had in fact already been drafted
before the advent of Sputnik, with the specific aim of providing Federal
encouragement to a nationwide educational effort. In the language
field, this effort was spearheaded by the ideas of the American Council
of Learned Societies and the Modern Language Association of America
which had long been attempting to modernize language learning.
Legislation was developed during 1958 to make public funds
available in the field of education on a national scale without
encroaching on State and local autonomy. The National Defense
Education Act (NDEA), which was passed in September 1958,
incorporated several distinct features which were related to each other
by their common relevance to the goal of strengthening the educational
system at its strategic points. One broad category of activity,
language development, was authorized under title VI with responsi-
bility vested in the U.S. Commissioner of Education. '
Title VI embodied two separate approaches to the problem of
langugge development. Part A, Centers and Research and Studies,
incorlfrated 8 three-pronged instrument of aid to the study of modern
foreign languages at the higher educational level: Support for the
establishment of language and area centers by contracts with institu-
tions of higher education (sec. 601(a)); fellowship stipends to students
taking advanced training in modern foreign languages and related area
subjects (sec. 601(b)); and research on all modern foreign languages
and the areas in which they are used, together with preparation of the
instructional materials needed (sec. 602). The Act authorized
appropriations for these programs not to exceed $8 million in any
one fiscal year. Part B, Language Institutes, provided summer and
academic year programs of study in modern instructional techniques
16 ™
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and materials for elementary and secondary school teachers of modern
foreign languages.

Policies and Criteria for the Establishment of Centers

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

-

- Nothidfg contained in -this act shall be construed to authorize any depart-
"ment, agency, officer, of employee of the United States to exercise any
direction, super-ision, or control over the curriculum, program of instruc-
tion; administration, or personnel of any educational institution or school

systedn.

Moreover, only by relying on the voluntary cooperation of universities
in furthering the development of language and area studies could the
objectives of the legislation be served. Inatitutions of high caliber
would be interested in Federal support for the advancement of edu-
cational aims that were genuinely their own. At the same time,
because the Act required the universities to match any Federal con-
tribution, they would hesitate to open their doors to any activity they
regarded as extraneous, certainly3f any question of external coercion
were present. o o
Given these limitations on the role of the Office and given the fact
that language and area centers would necessarily operate within the
. framework of the total educational missions of the universities, a
question immediately arose as to the meaning of the term “establish-
= ment” as used in the Act. If the term-were construed narrowly to
-mean support only for completely new centers, the relatively small
number-of-faculty specialists in non-Western languaged and.ggas would
be enticed to leave existing programs for the new ones created with
Federal support; the result would be merely a dispersion of existing
specialists. Such a course would also sacrifice much of the experi-
ence acctmulated at institutions which already had centers and fore-
close any possibility of fruitful collaboration or sharing of experience
between “old’”’ non-NDEA centers and such new centers as might be
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created with NDEA support. At the same time, it was recognized
that the basic intent of the law was to assist in the expansion and im.
‘provement of the coverage of all world areas and their languages.
The problem wag resolved by interpreting ‘‘establishment’’ to cover
“new and/or expanded activities,” either at existing centers or at new
centers. The latter could be supported by reason of the need to
round out the nationwide distribution of centers and to enlarge the
total national capability for language and area instruction.

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the period between the passage of the Act and the signing of the’
first language and area center contracts for the academic year 1959-60,
8 more specific and refined set of policies had to be worked out to guide
the Office of Education in its allocation of Federal funds to achieve
optimum effectiveness. Early statements by the Commissioner of
Education stressed-the determination to leave the universities a free
hand in deciding what form of center organization would best fil local
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needs and the structure of the institutions. At the same time it Was
evident that moresharply defined criteria would have to be applied
in order to select wisely among proposed centers and to obtain the
greatest possible impetus in the directions intended by the Act. It
was clear at the outset that primary emphasis would be upon graduate
instruction, inasmuch as most potential centers and faculty specialists
were already operating mainly at this level. F urthermore, it was this
emphasis that promised earliest returns, in terms of graduate students,
from what was at best a long-range undertaking. This implied, how-
ever, no discouragement of language and area offerings for under-
graduates. Indeed, as the program developed it became apparent
that the NDEA centers were serving at least as many undergraduate
as graduate students.

The Critical Languages

The Commissioner of Education issued two statements of policy in
the first half of 1958 concerning the factors governing the choice of
centers. (See app. A, 1 and 2.) Foremost among these was the need
for expansion and improvement of training in languages critically
needed by the Nation. Once the importance of language had been
established, the task of the Office of Education was to identify which
of some 3,000 languages were “critical languages.”

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

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

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

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

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

The whole problem of emphasis and priority among neglected lan-
guages remained a vexing one throughout the firat years of NDEA.
Although the actual lists were modified at times, the specific enumera-
tion of languages and their division into categories gradually receded
before the prectical requirements of establishing centers, assigning
research contracts, and granting fellowships. Moreover, newly
acquired experience quickly brought about an awareness of other
and partially unexpected considerations. In the first place, the
needs and urgencies for some languages were 8o great that support

- of instruction could not wait upon the development of adequate
teaching materials ip all languages. Existing facilities, as well as
the existing interests of student applicants, had to be exploited im-
mediately; this meant unevenness in the coverage of language fields

=
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previously announced as vital. For many languages, the desired
development of advanced instruction had to wait upon the emergence
of a clientele trained in the elementary phase of instruction. Further,
it had to be recognized that training of numbers of people in some of
the more obscure languages whose importance was mainly potential
would be plagued by the problem of employment, that is, that careers
would not be abundantly open to students who had specialized in
them. \
On the other hand, as was pointed out at the Conference on the
Neglected Languages held in 1961, for the many African languages
both facilities and student candidates were 80 limited that an effort
should be made to provide instruction in any African language for
which there was a demand, without reference to priorities determined
in advance. This conference also'reflected the increasing conscious-
ness of linguistics as an ancillary field of special importance not only
to future language teachers but also to future specialists in areas
where many languages were spoken but a lingua franca was lacking.
Finally, and perhaps most important, the Office of Education
could not consider the national language need in a vacuum but had
rather to adjust its viewpoint to the position ta¥@n by the universities,
for they retained the primary role in implementing instructional
programs. Thus, although the emphasis upon more intensive lan-
guage instruction remained a fixed point in trying to improve perform-
ance, the academic community was not united on #his point, and,
especially since ‘‘intensive’’ came to mean all things to all men, support
was given to both conventional and intensive language programs. At
the same time, an existing language and area program could be en- -
couraged to move toward more intensive instruction by treating
the introduction of intensive courses to replace or augment con-
ventional offerings as a new and hence supportable activity.
- Neverthelees, in the actual negotiation of contracts with universities
for the establishment or expansion of language and area programs, the
original goals and policies of title VI were closely reflected. The ~
coverage of the six most critical languages by the centers was com-
Plete,.and wide geographical distribution was achieved. In addition,
the centers proved able to offer many of the languages composing the
second and third categories of importance. Advanced training fol-
lowed naturally on the development of a constituency of students
trained in the elementary phase. Intensive coursework, meaning
more hours of instruction plus drill and laboratory sessions, gradually
won increasing numbers of adherents as it proved not only possible
but beneficial to incorporate it into the academic schedule, particularly
in the form of summer programs conducted in connection with the
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academic year curriculum—an arrangement which became increasixigly

popular by the summers of 1962 and 1963,

The Impiementation of' the Centers Program

. The first stef) in the actual éontragting procedure was taken when
8 university submitted a proposal for a language and area center and
furnished detailed information about the existing program, if any, and
plans for future development. Ideally, the proposal had four ele-
ments: (1) A description of the program, including its history, re-
sources, special research projects, goals, and specific plans for the

> academic year and/or summer; (2) a list of éxisting and proposed
faculty and courses in the language and area field; (3) plags for new
or expanded activities, including, for example, changes in aiministra-
tion, use of the language laboratory, library plans, and travel ; and
(4) an estimated budget with explanatory notes.

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

The contracting institutions were expected to supply annual tech-
nical and fiscal reports to assure that the terms of the contract had
been observed. These annual reports were in due course supple-
mented, a8 means of communication, by two meetings of center
directors in Washington (in 1960 and 1862), and by periodic visits to
the centers by staff members of the Office of Education.

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

In June 1959 the Commissioner announced that 19 centers had been
selected for support in the academic year 1969-60. The total alloca-
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tion for the centers was almost $500,000; and, with the provision for
university matching of the Federal funds, this meant that $1 millionv
in new money was being injected into the nationwide language and
area study effort. (For amounts of allocations to individual centers, A
see app. E, table 1.)

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

TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $499,653

L0

K - Vi ’
3% 374 i ey

EAST ASIA
$111,955
22.5%

PORTUGUESE
$48,091
10%

N IDDLE EAST SLAVIC AND
$71,568 / EAST EUROPE
14% $86,887
SOUTH
ASIA
$82, 282
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Figure 1.—ANocation of Federal Support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by werld
region: Academic year 1859-80
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Brazilian (2). (See app. E, table 3.) The six most critical lan-
guages were each offered at a number of centers: Russian (3 centers),
Hindi-Urdu (3), Chinese (5), Japanese (3), Arabic (3), Portuguese (2).
(See app. E, table 5.) A substantial number of less critical languages
were taught in the same centers with or without Federal support.

During the first year of center operation, the attention of the Office
of Education was concentrated on ways to round out the program so
a8 to provide for adequate coverage of global areas and critical lan-
guages while achieving a proper geographical distribution in the United
States. The designation of 27 more centers and the allocation of three
times as much money ($1,575,000) to the center progrand for the
academic year 1960—61—the only year in which large-scale expansion
took place—was to make possible considerable progress toward these
goals. Tn addition, other factors were brought under consideration
by the gathering momentum of the undertaking. A memorandum
issued on December 1, 1959 (sée app. A, bulletin 3), stated forthrightly
the following criteria for a successful language and area program:

1. A clearly defined global area R

2. For this area, attention to both language and related area study’

3. In the area study, inclusion of both humanities and social sciences

4. Interrelated prggrams of research and instruction

5. An adequate fibrary in the language and materials relevant to the area
of study

6. Long-term institutional backing for the program

This made it quite definite that Federal support could properly be

assigned to the several aspects of language and area study and that
: ‘speciﬁc allocations would be in accordance with the peculiar needs of
a given institution.

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

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

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

After some 70 additional proposals had been submitted if 1960, 27
new centers were selected for the ensuing year, bringing the total to
46 centers at 30 institutions of higher education in 19 States and the -
District of Columbia.® The resulting array of centers for 1960—61
provided not only a much-improved coverage of the world areas and
languages but also a better distribution around the country, except
for the southeastern States where no center had as yet been desig-
nated. In the second year, as in the first, approximately 60 percent
of Federal funds was used for support of 4anguage offerings and 40
percent for area courses. In 1960-61 not only were the most critical
languages being taught at more centers (Russian—11, Hindi-Urdu—e,
Chinese—13, Japanese—9, Arabic—7, Portuguese—2), but gll of the
second-priority group of neglected languages were offered at centers.
A total of 44 languages were being taught with Federal support and
7 others were offered at NDEA centers without Federal aid. Instruc-
tion in another 6 languages was available if needed.

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

¥ It wagat this stage, in the fall of 1960, that the inventory of NDEA centers was conducted by Axetrod
sad Bigelow. Chapter 2 of that report describes the centers program ss it existed then.

~ .




26 NDEA LANGUAGE AND AREA. CENTERS

Slavic and East European—9, African—4, Luso-Brazilian—2. {See
app. E, table 3.) E2

TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $1,575,000

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE
$373,868
24%

SOUTH ASIA
$263,388 MIDDLE EAST

$283,418
18%

EAST
ASIA
$263,540

Figure 2.—Allocation of Federal support to NDEA Language and Arga Conters, by world
region: Academic year 1960-61

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

For the academic year 1961-62, the third year of center operation,

+ the allocation of funds was raised only slightly—from $1,575,000 to -
$1,750,000. One Russian center was added at Vanderbilt University;
partly in order to strengthen the representation of theé centers pro-
gram in the South and partly to fortify Russian language and area
coverage. Beyond this, fiscal limitations permitted only modest in-
creases in some centers, & condition which was to remain'substantially
unchanged for the next.3 years. _

i  This stringent limitation of NDEA funds permitted additional
! support to only the most vital aspects of language and area jnstruc-
| tion. Once that concentration of resources had been athieved, how-
il "ever, the centers were ready for an expansion which has had to rely
il almost entirely on university support for its achievement.
{ Following the announcement of the Alliance for Progress in 1961,
und in accord with the growing academic interest in Latin America,
i Spanish was included in the list of most critical languages, with the
A special qualification that emphasis be placed on graduate area train-
| ing rather than language per se. (See app. A, 4.) A survey was
| made to find the appropriate Latin American centers which would
| supplement the two Portuguese centers already supported at New
| York University and the University of Wisconsin. Thus, in spite of
the limited funds available and after careful deliberation and con-
sultation with experts in the field, midway through the academic
vear 1961-62 five new centers were designated to begin their activities
in the spring semester of 1962. The five new Latin American pro-
grams—at the Universities of Texas, Florida. and California (Los
Angeles), and at Tulane and Columbia Universities—received support
in the amount of $20,000 each as of February 1, 1962, for the second
semester of the academic year 1961-62. With. the designation of
these five new centers, the total expenditure for 1961-62 rose to just
over $1,850,000. To make this possible, $100,000 was provisionally
committed from the next year’s funds.

Although the final allocation of $2,110,000 for the acadeémic year
196263 constituted a significant incresse over the total for the
previous year, for the 47 centers, with which the program had started
the academic year 1961-62, the benefit was almost negligible. The
five new Latin American centers designated halfway through that year
were now operating through the full academic year 1962—63 and were
receiving support in the amount of $40,000 each; the Luso-Brazilian
Center at the University of Wisconsin was receiving increased support
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TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: Sl,851,0{7

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROQPE
$442, 344
24%

LATIN AMERICA

5184, 666
10%

MIDDLE EAST
SOUTH ASIA , $310, 906
$280,802 ' V7%
15% :

Figure 3.—Alocation of Fedoral support o NDEA Language and Area Centers, by world
T reglon: Academlc ygar 1961-62 .

-~

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

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

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

»

Owing in large part to the desi ion of the new Latin American
centers in the southeastern Unite%:nes, the 53 centers operating in
the fourth academic year of the NDEA centers prograin provided a
much improved geographical distribution of centers in the country.
As regards distribution by world area. the 53 centers are now divided
as foﬁ%ws: East Asian—11, Southeast Asian—3, South Asian—6,
Middle Eastern—s, Uralic-Altaic—2, Asian-Slavic—2, Slavic and
East European—10, African—4, and Latin At*:rican—?. (See
app. E. table 3.) .

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

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE
$444,094

21%

SOUTH ASIA
$308,094
15% EAST ASIA
$335,295
16%

LATIN AMERICA
$312,265 MIDDLE £AST
15% $317,044
15%

Flgure 4.—Allocation of Federal support to NDEA Langusge and Ares Centers, by world
region: Academic year 1962-63 .
)

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

The final djstribution of NDEA support for 1963-64, & total of
\3\2,52(),000, placed the Slavic and East Asian areas at the head of
the list; each enjoyed approximately 20 percent of the available
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support. Latin America, the Middle East, and South Asia each ;
received from 12 to 15 percent. The African share had risen to 7
percent and the other global regions—Southeast Asian, Asian-Slavic,
and Uralic-Altaic—each mcenved 5 percent or less. (See app. E,
table 3.)

TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT: $2,520,000

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE
$513,034
20% ’

LATIN AMERICA
$312, 700
©2.5% ' JAST ASIA
$478,155
19%

Rar'e M.IDDLE EAST
. ik $350, 627 SOUTH ASIA
2 14% $379,087
J15%

nguns—nmurmwmummmmcmnym
region: Academic year 1963-84
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TOTAL FED'ERAI. SUPPORT: $8,555,660

LATIN AMERICA
939,544

1%

SOUTH ASIA
$1,313,653
15%

—

SLAVIC AND
EAST EUROPE
$1,860,229
22%

EAST ASIA
$1,489,773
17.5%

MIDDLE EAST
$1-,333,563
15.5%

Figure 8.—Allocation of Federal support to NDEA Language and Area Centers, by worid

region: Academic years 1950-64

The Summer Programs

In contracting for language and area centers the Office of Education
at first made no distinction between summer programs and the regular

academic year programs.

nnual contracts were written and auto-

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

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

In 1962, NDEA funds allocated to center programs for that summer
rose abruptly to over $140,000. This was divided among 24 summer
programs, and accountsd for 7 percent of the total annual centers
expenditure as compared with 3 percent in 1961. Four of these
162 summer programs broke new ground by being the subject of
separate contracts which gave a high priority to intensive langusge
instruction.- Many ® the supported summer sessions had, of course,
always involved language courses, and sometimes these had been
intensive. But the separate contract system- now made it posasible
to put summer programs to a special use. The need to master dif- 0
ficult {languages while fulfilling the other basic degree requirements
saddled many graduate students with unduly burdensome academic
programs. The summer programs, by offering special language
courses and providing students with the opportunity to concentrate
on their:language needs, were aimed directly at this problem. It
Wwas found that by employing an intensive approach—usually 15 to
20 contact hours per week for 8 to 12 weeks plus work in the language
~Jaboratory—2 semesters of “regular” language instruction could be
telescoped into a single intensive summer session. The .advantage

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

. By the summer of 1963 nearly all summer programs were the sub-
ject of separate.contracts. The result was that their offerings could be

. planned on a nationwide scale, with support allocated in such & manner

as to insure reasonable geographical distribution of offerings and
appropriate representation of the critical languages. Summer pro-
grame from then on were to be selected for support each year with-
out reference to previous support. .Each suminer thus ‘became the
occasion for.an independent competition among centers wishing to
offer summer language instruction. This system - was in- marked
contrast to that used for the academic yean centers which were
assured of continuing support. :

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

Plans for the summer of 1964, crystallized in the fall of 1963,
provided for 22 programs of intensive language instruction at 20 uni-

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

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

Several cooperative programs receivead NDEA support for summer
1964. The Inter-University Program for Near Eastern Languages, the
pioneer among such ventures, was held at UCLA after a summer
(1963) in which it received no NDEA funds because it was held at
Gieorgetown University where there was no NDEA center. The
second of five rotating Far Eastern Language Institutes sponsored in
the Midwest by the Committee on Institutional Cooperation was
held at Indiana University, also 8 non-NDEA center and thus without

| - Federal support under title VI, although the first year's program at

the University of Michigan was conducted with NDEA matching

finds. The Inter-University Rotating Summer School on South
Asia, held at the University of Chicago in 1963, moved to the Univer-
sity of California (Berkeley) in 1964 with the participation, in addition,
of the Universities of Wisconsin, Michigan, and Minnesota. The
alternating Southeast Asian language program was conducted at
Cornell after a summer at Yale in 1963. The Universities of Kansas
and Colorado cooperated in sponsoring two programs, one in Russian
and Polish and the other in Chinese and Japanese; in 1963 the former
was at Colorado and the latter at Kansas, and they reversed their
. locations for 1964. Finally, although there is no formal structure of

eooperdtion in the African fields, since 1962 NDEA funds have sup-
ported one major African program each summer; the one for 1964 was
held at Duquesne University. -

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

The summer intensive program remains the major device currently -

available for minimizing the burden of uncommon language learning

°
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in academic year curriculums and the resulting prolongation of dsgree
programs. The summer-also provides optimal conditions for single-
minded application to language learning and permits maximum
utilization of the still limited resources of instructional talent in the un-
common languages. Furthermore, the new NDEA concentration on
intensive summer programs, illustrated by the allotment to centers of
100 undergraduate awards for summer language study in 1963 (doubled
in 1964), may be contributing to the current general tendency to en-

liven and intensily summer study for both graduate and undergraduate
students.

L]
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Impact of the Centers Program |

OT}_IER PARTS of this report view the centers program conducted
under the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in the larger
context of a nationwide educational movermnent stressing language and
area studies’of non-Western regions of the world. This section focuses
more narrowly on the contractual relationships between the U.S.
Office of Education and the 55 federally supported language and area
centers, on actual expenditures of public funds for the support of these
centers, and on some of’the overall achievements of the program.

Financial Support, Center Distribution, and Global Coverage

The Federal Government will have spent just over $8,500,000 on
language and area center operations by June 30, 1964, the end of the
first 5 years of the centers program. In 1959-60 the program started
modestly with an allocation of $500,000. In the following year ex-
penditures rose to $1,575,000; in 1961-62, to about $1.850,000; in
1962-63, to $2,110,000; and in 196364, to $2,520,000. (See app. E.
table 1.)

With the prescribed 50 percent university contribution to the financ-
ing of the new and/or expanded activities eligible for NDEA support,
the new funds infused into language and area programs by the end of
the fifth academic year, 1963—64, could not total less than $17 million.
Since many of the universities were contributing far more than 50

. percent of total center budgets, with some providing as much as 80
percent, the total size of the investment was, of course, substantially
higher.4

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

¢ Funds currently being allocated for scademic year 1964-85, including the 1064 summer program, will
8dd another 32,880,000, thus bringing the grand total 1o over $1i million by June 30, 19685. Because of the -
overmatching of Federal funds by the universities, not leas than $25 million will have been invested in
180guage and ares studies since 1968,

87
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academic year 1963-64 were thus not far wide of the number origi-
nally postulated. :

Meanwhile, however, the growing acceptance of the center concept
in higher education generally, fostered in part by the example of the
federally supported centers and in part by the momentum of non-
Western studies, had rendered an expansion of the original target
entirely feasible except for budgetary limitations. Increasing num-
bers of non-NDEA language and area programs had appeared across
the academic map by 1963-64, constituting a large potential clientele
for Federal support in the event*that larger resources should become
available. As the 53 center directors observed in a statement (see
app. B) formulated in fall 1962: “Many critical languages are not yet
taught in this country; others are taught only at the introductory
level. In spite of the training of new specialists under provisions of
the Act, we lack sufficient faculty with competence in all the areas of
importance to the U.S. Upon us will now fall a large share of the duty
of training the teachers who will introduce languages in much earlier
stages of schoal and college education. The same considerations of
national interest which led to the enactment of the National Defense
) Education Act in 1958 are more pressing now than then.”

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

As for distribution by global region (see app. E, table 3), the para-
mount weaknesses at the end of 5 years of NDEA still appear to be
chiefly in Africa and South and Southeast Asia. The designation of
new centers for 1963-64 at Duke University and Columbia Universit ¥y,
for South Asian and African studies respectively, was but a modest

{ remedy for the deficiency. Thisis not to say that expansion in other
regions appears unwarranted, but only that these areas seam mofe
seriously underrepresented. With respect to other regional arrange-
ments, some sentiment has also heen manifested for combinations of
regions at a given center where this appeared to offer economies and,
on the other hand, for attention to more compact subareas, such as
East Africa, the Caribbean, or the Balkans. on which a center might
colicentrate its work. ’
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There is of course no single pattern on which all centers must odel
themselves. It is entirely proper that some centers be large and
ambitious, others modest in size and objective. Some may wish to
enlarge their purview geographically, others to focus more narrowly.
Some may already have attained their desired coverage and scale,
whether modest or ambitious, while others still find themselves in an -
early stage of growth and expansion. It was with some such idea of
functional diversification among centers in mind that one center
director was prompted to ask: “Might it not be wiser if the centers
of high specialization and great resources cooperated with the smaller
centers within given regional groupings for the purpose of promoting
commonly agreed upon objectives?”’ Future center development
may well reflect an increasing differentiation of roles such that the
small center will, in his words, “not feel it necessary to be exactly like
the big one.” )

Stdont Enoliment, Eculypgd Baanc o Coures

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

Basically, what NDEA support has accomplished is the reinforce-
ment of.other resources in such a way that language and area studies
could move ahead more rapidly and on a brosder front. Federal
support has assured the maintenance of a balance between lahgusge
and area courses, between instructional and other costs, and among,
the several world regions. Without NDEA, the advance could have R
been neither so steady, so balanced, nor so widespread. The NDEA
centers program has helped language and area studies to become a
. regular and aecepted activity on at least 34 major campuses through-

out the United States,

-
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While no single yardstick is available by which all aspects of the
language development program can be measured, and while the
responsibility for the growth of the program belongs in many places,
the fact that there has been a broad gain on every front is clearly
evident. It would’ appear that from 1958-59 (the academic year
preceding the implementation of title VI) to 106364 (for which, at
this writing, no definitive statistics are available), the number of
uncommon modern foreign languages offered at institutjons of higher
learning rose from fewer than 20 to more than 80. In the same 5-year
period, at NDEA centers alone, the number of teachers offering
instruction in these languages grew from less than 80 to well over 200.
And the number of college and university students in the country
learning these uncommon languages (that is, foreign languages other
than Russian, Spanish, French, German, and Italian) more than
trebled.

Basic to this trend has been the Federal support which has enabled
NDEA centers to originate offerings in languages previously untaught
and to bear the initially high costs of these courses while enrollments
remained small. The effects of this are evident in the steady climb
in the total number of languages offered with Federal support’ from
25 in 1959—60 to 44 in the next year, to 48 in 1961-62, to 52 in 196263,
and, finally, to 56. But NDEA support has also contributed indirectly
to a corresponding, though less momentous, increase in the centers’
. capacity to offer critical languages without Federal support. By
1963-64, the total of supported and unsupported languages offered
at centers had reached approxlmately 75. (See app. E, 'tables 4
and 5.)

In fall 1962 the combined total of language courses offered at all
centers was over 700, a8 compared with nearly 850 courses in area
subjects. In terms of course enrollment,s some 40 percent were in
language and the rest in area courses. (App. E, tables 8 and 7
show area courses by discipline but the totals there are cumulative -
for the full academic year.)

A crucial point concerns the relationship between language instruc-
tion and offerings in the related area disciplines. Nearly all concepts
of area studies have included acknowledgement of the need to main-
tain an equilibrium between language and area. More than half of
all center support under the Act has gone into language instruction
in order to help establish this equilibriuyn and to insure that ares-
specialists, whether pnmanly language or social science students,
should be able to acquire proficiency in the main language or lan-
guages of their areas. The net result of title VI support has been to
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foster and strengthen language study wherever it was deficient and
especially to encourage ‘the offering of courses in many more lan-
guages than had been taught before. (See app. E, table 5) On
the other hand, where area offerings were the weaker element, t,hey
. have often received greater support.
Without taking account of varable$ such as the amount of time
given to center courses or the duplication which results when: the
* same individual teaches both language and area courses, the following
table shows the number of teaching personnel, exclusive of informants
(native speakers) ank] assistants, supported in whole or in part from
program funds in the first 4 academic years of NDEA:

Number of teaching personnel supported
Field ~

1959—60} 1960-61‘ 1961-62 1962-63

Language. . _.____. 83
Area____..__. A 48

199
129

228 212
154 246

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

In the same way the inclusion of specialists in related dlsmplines
not previously represented in center course offerings has always been
an allowable expense. By allocating portions of their NDEA funds .
to help support newlyappointed specialists in the appropriate depart-_.....-—-
ments, centers have éften been able to strengthen area bfferings in ~
economics, sociology, linguistics, art, and other disciplines.

With respect tq faculty, two additional tendencies can be mentioned.
One is the growing inclination, reflecting the enhanced status and
permanence of centers, to appoint to tenure positions those faculty
members whose principal responsibilitiés lie within a center program.
The other is the greater opportunity which centers afford faculty
specialists to give an increasing portion of their teaching time to the
subjects of their specialization. As offerings in more specialized
subjects increase, faculty members'are often sble to devote more
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time to the fields in which they have invested their training; this is
particularly rewarding tp them when these courses are also clearly
within the boundaries of the discipline in which they wish to maintain
their credentials.
Finally, the gathering of scholarly strength within the centers has
had demonstrable value in connection with the research program
conducted under the terms of title VI of the Act. This pgogram has
given high priority to the preparation of basic instructional materials
for the neglected languages. And the centers have been at once
primary users of these.materials, along with the many other institu-
tions benefiting from this research, and - reposftories of language
skills which could be employed in the development of the materials.
Approximately 70 NDEA language research projects have been or
are being condycted by some 50 persons associated with the centers,
The extent-to which the purpose of the Congress has been Tulfilled
is evidenced by the record of growth in student enrollments in modern
foreign language courses.: Annual reports by the Modern Language
Association of America (MLA) on college language enrollments have
amply demonstrated that, for the country as a whole, student enroll-”
‘ments have increased much more rapidly than have overall college
and university registrations. From 1958 to 1961, for example, lan-
guage course enrollments grew about twice as fast as did registrations
in higher education. And for thoee early years, within the general '
increase in language enrollments, .the rate of growth for graduate
student&'exceeded the rate for, undergraduates; from' 1960 to 1961,
’ for example, graduate language enrollments rose steeply by 27.5
percent, while uirgraduate enrollments rose by 12.8 percent.
Concentrating more directly on the critical languages supported
at centers, the MLA findings show still more strikirig increases in
uncommon language enrollments, particularly among graduate stu-
dents. Whereas the uncommon languages accounted for only 1.9
percent of all modern foreign language enrollments in 1958, the figure
had risen to 2.4 percent by 1961. And the following table, extracted
from the MLA reports, shows the extent of growth for certain un-
common languages: ’
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- Higher Education Enroliments by Language, Fall Semesters, 1858-62
Language 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962
Afrikaans_ _ . _________________ 3 6 6 3 10
Alaskan-Athapaskan___________ | _______[._______[..______| _______ 6
Albanian___________________. | O P, 8 k] 4
Aaio. oo, 3
Amharic. - _ ..o . _____f_____ S D, 2 1 3
Arabic._ ... __._____ 371 426 525 693 721
Armenisn._ .. ____._____.______. ~. 35 21 20 35 72
Bambara_- ______._ ... . __.___|_. poosodbooscoso||loosscana 7 3
Baptu___ .. ____________.__ 2 b 4 Too._.
Bengali_ . ... _______ spoccccssalbs DY IR 9 12 23
Berber languages. _____________|__ P 1 3 7
Bulgarisn. . __________._______ LT | O 23 - 34 32
Burmese. o - - ... .. cmmmpe-<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>