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closely connected until the late 1960s, when the department was
divided into its Asian and Slavic components, and both were split off
from the institute. Through the following decade, the institute
expanded its reach to include the study of other regions of the world
and in 1983, several name changes later, was renamed the Henry M.
Jackson School of International Studies in recognition of Senator
Jackson’s commitment to international studies and to the school.37

The Jackson School’s origins in regional studies defined its mission
for the long term, and over the years it has maintained its area studies
focus. JSIS now offers 13 degree programs, all but 3 of which are in
regional fields; it has a faculty of 35 more or less, about half of whom
are full-time appointments, the other half joint appointments spread
over a variety of departments.38 Another 10 faculty members have
voting rights in the school by virtue of their positions as program
heads. In a document prepared for the 10-year review of JSIS in spring
1999, the director wrote that “what the school does is to offer
academically challenging programs with a strong interdisciplinary
emphasis and an international focus that is, most often, grounded in
area expertise.” But maintaining the faculty to staff these programs has
become increasingly difficult. The full-time positions controlled by
JSIS are too few to meet the needs of all the programs under its
umbrella; moreover, by virtue of the school’s history, these are heavily
concentrated in the East Asia and Russian studies programs. The
director’s leverage with other departments is not great enough to
ensure that joint positions, or positions important to a program but
entirely within a department, will be replaced by regional specialists
when they fall vacant.

Since JSIS is a department within the College of Arts and Sciences
and its director is de facto a department chair, when a position in JSIS
becomes open, the director requests permission from the dean of arts
and sciences to search for a replacement. He bases his case on the needs
of the program and the school, and also on enrollments, since both the
state and the university track the number of graduates per degree-
granting program, and university funding is tied to enrollments. This

37 Felicia J. Hecker, International Studies at the University of Washington: The First
Ninety Years (Seattle: Henry M. Jackson School of International Studies, 1999).

38 As of academic year 1998–99, the precise figures were 34 faculty members,
17 full-time appointments, another 17 joint, spread over 9 departments.
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has been a problem for JSIS since undergraduate enrollments in
regional studies programs tend to be low.39 Most full-time JSIS
positions are filled in this way, though current budgetary constraints
make it unlikely that a senior faculty member who resigns or retires
will be replaced by a scholar of comparable rank. This creates a
problem for all programs that lose senior faculty. JSIS faculty and
administrators were particularly concerned about the Japan program,
which as of 1999 had five senior faculty members appointed within
JSIS, four of whom were likely to retire in the next several years. They
feared that if these scholars, or even half of them, were replaced at the
junior level, the quality of the program would suffer.

In the case of joint appointments where JSIS controls half the
position’s salary, the director negotiates with the department to
secure a replacement in the same field or at least in an international
field. He does not always succeed. Given the current priorities of social
science departments, a given department is not necessarily prepared
to accommodate JSIS’s need for a regional specialist. Here again,
replacing a senior scholar is particularly difficult, both because the
number of viable candidates is small and because recruiting these
individuals is expensive. A historian of East Asia lamented the
tendency to replace senior with junior faculty, but said that in any
case, “there isn’t enough money to hire top disciplinary scholars.”
Finally, if the director of JSIS has some influence over appointments
whose salary is shared, in replacing program faculty who are paid
entirely by another department he has virtually none. Here it is a
matter of negotiation, persuasion, and luck.

A few examples will illustrate these difficulties. In the political
science department, two regional specialists recently retired but the
department agreed to replace only one, leaving one program without
a key member of its faculty. The head of the program that lost its
political scientist, one of two positions jointly appointed with JSIS,
anticipated losing the second position as well. He described the
program as entirely dependent on departments to maintain a core
faculty; since he had no leverage, his role was “to schmooze, persuade,

39 One response to this problem, and also to the problem of limited faculty
resources, was to replace the five majors in Chinese, Japanese, Korean, South, and
Southeast Asian studies with a single Asian Studies major with five separate tracks.
The five separate majors together had 35–40 students; as of 1998–99 the new
combined major had 50–55.
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degree insulated from these trends and in a stronger position than
their peers. Money for faculty chairs, graduate student support,
faculty research and travel, and program-related activities obviously
makes centers more attractive to students and faculty associated with
them. In this regard, East Asia centers tend to be the richest, in part
because they tend to be the oldest. Many of these programs benefited
from the support of individuals before World War II; from founda-
tions and the federal government during and after the war; and more
recently from both private and government sources in Japan, Korea,
and Taiwan. Russian centers are also among the oldest, but they have
fared less well in securing a reliable resource base, largely because they
were hit hard by the precipitous drop in federal and foundation
funding in the 1970s and again in the 1990s. But a number of
Russian studies programs are endowed to a greater or lesser extent.
Columbia University’s Harriman Institute is the oldest Russian
studies center in the country and one of the best. It also has a
substantial endowment, and while it has achieved its preeminence
through 50 years of distinguished scholarship and teaching, the W.
Averell Harriman endowment gift in 1982 has been critical in
enabling it to sustain its excellence. Columbia’s East Asian Institute,
Harriman’s slightly younger sibling, is a leader in the field, and it too
has a large endowment. Again, its solid financial base is not the reason
for its excellence but it has helped. The institute “has always been out
in front,” one of its faculty remarked, it is “large, rich, and excellent.”

A much newer center, the joint program in Latin American studies
at Duke University and the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill (UNC), was established with funding from the Andrew W.
Mellon Foundation, contingent on the requirement that a certain
number of positions be maintained at each university. A subsequent
grant to endow the program’s operating expenses required a substan-
tial match. Duke’s program alone received additional funds from
Mellon for a set of specified purposes. The Duke and UNC programs
are the oldest on their respective campuses, and among the strongest.
External funding was a principal enabling factor in building the joint
center and sustaining its constituent programs, and it has provided
leverage in seeking additional funds within the university and beyond.

In terms of more specialized funding, area libraries are particularly
dependent on outside support to offset the rapidly escalating costs of
maintaining their collections. A few libraries are endowed, but many
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more rely on federal and foundation money to supplement tight
university budgets. Outside funds also support language instruction,
especially in fields where there is not high demand, as well as programs
focusing on less studied regions. A Canadian-Ukrainian philanthropist
enabled Columbia’s Harriman Institute to build a program in
Ukrainian studies, and Harriman’s East Central European Center
secured funds from the local Croatian and Serbian communities to
continue offering language instruction in Serbo-Croatian when the
university withdrew its support.

The principal source of federal funding for area programs is, of
course, Title VI, which awards grants to institutions for area and
international centers, designated National Resource Centers (NRCs),
and Foreign Language and Area Studies (FLAS) fellowships for
graduate students. Of the 113 NRCs in the 2000–03 cycle, most
have FLAS grants though some do not. Other centers have FLAS
grants but are not NRCs. Grants vary in size from center to center, but
the average is about $175,000 per year for the three-year period.
Funds can be used for a wide variety of purposes, from faculty and staff
salaries to course development to libraries and outreach programs for
the local community, and the extent to which a center is dependent
on Title VI funding varies according to the other resources at its
disposal. Centers with sizable endowments put the money to good
use, but their core programs would not—and do not—suffer if they
lose NRC status for a time. At the other extreme are programs with
no dedicated funding of their own, and minimal support from their
home universities. For them, Title VI funds are critical. The director
of one such program, largely dependent on Title VI, said she felt her
center was an outpost of the federal government, that the university
considered the program marginal and she feared it could be sliced off.
The director of another, relatively small, center regarded Title VI as
crucial to language instruction, library acquisitions, and fellowships;
he had also been able to use the grant to leverage university funds for
positions. He thought that without Title VI a significant institutional
commitment would be necessary to sustain the program. Though
center directors criticize the tremendous amount of paperwork
involved in the application and reporting process, they agree that
Title VI is essential in providing baseline support for their programs;
they agree as well that funds for FLAS fellowships, libraries, and
language instruction are most important, though salaries for admin-
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and wheedle.” Given the competition from other regional programs,
the disciplines, and state budgets, appointments in his program come
about by chance. The program was at a further disadvantage because
of lack of interest in the region in the United States. Overall, the
prospects were bleak. But three months later, he said that things were
looking up. No less than eight new faculty members had been
appointed either in the field or with interests in it. As head of the
program, he had been consulted and had interviewed candidates for
six of the new positions but played no role in the searches for the other
two. But he was quick to point out that for the most part the
appointments were serendipitous. The fate of the program really
rested with disciplinary departments: they controlled appointments
and were rarely interested in regional specializations. This may have
been an extreme case, but to one degree or another the same
circumstances held for other programs.

The difficulty of maintaining a faculty adequate to staff the Jackson
School’s regional and international programs goes to the core of its
mission; more broadly, it calls into question the survival of a social
science presence within area studies. The small number of appoint-
ments entirely within the school, initially intended to make possible
appointments in the disciplines least sympathetic to regional special-
ists, cannot cover the core faculty needs of JSIS’s programs; given
national disciplinary trends, it might not be able to do so in any case
without some intervention from university administration. External
resources help by providing funds for endowed positions and to raise
the salary levels of others to make them more attractive to desirable
candidates. But outside money is not a long-term solution. JSIS’s
recently retired director hoped the university and the College of Arts
and Sciences might come up with a better one.

Money alone is not a solution, but it helps. This has been a recurring
theme throughout the present discussion, and it raises the third
problem alluded to earlier, how to find the resources required to
sustain the area studies enterprise. More than most academic units,
area centers and programs have always been dependent on external
support, both private and public, and they are thus more vulnerable
to shifting priorities in federal and foundation funding. Centers with
endowments, either for general or specific purposes, are to some
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istrative positions come in a close second. Many are proud of their
outreach programs, others view them as window dressing, but it is
generally the case that if Title VI money runs out, outreach programs
follow.

University administrators concur that Title VI provides a necessary
base for supporting area and international programs; Title VI admin-
istrators, for their part, expect universities to make a financial or in-
kind contribution in return. There is no minimum threshold for the
institutional contribution, but the federal regulations governing the
administration of the program are explicit in making “the extent to
which the institution provides financial and other support to the
operation of the center” a criterion for NRC designation. The Title VI
match raises the more general question of internal funding and the
extent to which area and international programs are successful in
gaining access to university resources. Several issues relating to
institutional support for these programs have already been touched
on, notably the matter of appointments and the relative disadvantage
of interdisciplinary programs in competing for university funds. For
present purposes, probably the central point is the variation in the
level of internal support across universities. This is in part a function
of the institution’s total resources, in part of the priority accorded to
regional programs. At Columbia, administrators generally expressed
support for the regional institutes as centers of local knowledge but
stopped short of providing much in the way of resources, unless it was
otherwise expedient to do so. Faculty complained that university
support was not sufficient to sustain programs without sizable
endowments, in particular that the compensation awarded to direc-
tors was inadequate. At UW, administrators regarded JSIS as better
funded than other units because of the endowments of individual
centers and the school’s access to Title VI and other sources of external
funding. But faculty and administrators at JSIS believed university
support was inadequate and that the administration’s failure to
commit sufficient matching funds to Title VI programs, outreach in
particular, jeopardized the regional centers in the competition for
NRC designation. By contrast, at Duke most, though not all, center
directors felt the university was supportive of their programs. Title VI
and foundation matches were negotiated through the Office of the
Vice Provost for Academic and International Affairs, and since, as a
matter of policy, the vice provost encouraged all units to raise their
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own funds, in effect the matches rewarded success. With the help of
the vice provost, Duke’s Latin American studies program was able to
meet its share of the match for the Mellon Foundation’s grant to the
Duke-UNC joint center in timely fashion. The program also received
funds to augment its own administrative staff, and assistance in raising
the substantial match required by Mellon’s grant to the Duke
program alone. In the same way, Michigan’s II assisted programs in
negotiating for Title VI and foundation matches and in identifying
new sources of external funding. Though UM administrators were
concerned about budgetary constraints, and faculty, inevitably,
complained of inadequate support for their programs, the university’s
commitment to regional and international programs was clear. It is
worth noting that at both UM and Duke, the structures put in place
to further internationalization made a significant difference in the
ability of regional and international programs to achieve and maintain
financial stability. The further point is that both units had funds at
their disposal.

Some centers choose not to compete for Title VI funding. This is
usually because the home institution lacks the spread of disciplinary
faculty and languages Title VI requires, or because a program has a
particular disciplinary or thematic focus and prefers to build on
existing strengths rather than reach more broadly. This can put
program heads at odds with administrators, who urge them to seek
Title VI funding, both for budgetary reasons and for the prestige
NRC status brings. “You can’t ignore Title VI,” an associate provost
said, “it’s a source of funds.” The provost at another university
explained that he was pushing for additional Title VI centers because
they would increase the international presence on campus and
advance the internationalization effort. When administrators pressure
programs to apply, one would assume they were prepared to commit
the necessary matching funds should the application be successful. In
fact, this is not always the case, a circumstance Title VI administrators
find especially frustrating. It implies a view of Title VI solely as a
money machine and further, that the drive for prestige has won out
over other considerations.

Two final points on the matter of funding are in order. First, by
itself money is not the answer to building a strong regional center. At
Michigan, the director of a relatively poor center, widely credited with
being one of the university’s strongest and most successful area
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programs, said his center had no choice but to reach out to other units
in the university—a specific mandate in UM’s restructuring initia-
tive—because it had to if it wanted to grow and build its resources.
The well-endowed centers, on the other hand, tended to consolidate
and husband their resources, a view that was confirmed by other
faculty and administrators. Second, universities rarely provide Title
VI matching funds for faculty positions, other than adjuncts in
subject areas or language programs. Occasionally, centers are able to
use Title VI money to leverage full-time positions, with the university
picking up an increasing percentage of a salary over a period of several
years. Title VI administrators report that this was once common
practice but is now the exception.

The reluctance of universities to contribute to full-time faculty
positions in regional fields leads back, by a different route, to the
question of appointments, and in the present context, to the original
concept of the National Resource Center. In accordance with the
legislation, the federal regulations governing the administration of
Title VI specify that centers eligible to receive grants focus on a single
country or world area, offer instruction in the principal language or
languages of that country or world area, and “those disciplinary fields
necessary to provide a full understanding” of the region. Centers are
expected to use these resources to provide opportunities for research
and training at the graduate, professional, and undergraduate levels.
The selection criteria include “the extent to which faculty from a
variety of departments and professional schools” are involved. But, as
the previous discussion suggests, it has become increasingly difficult
for centers to maintain the breadth of faculty called for by the
regulations, particularly in social science disciplines such as economics
and political science, fields unquestionably “necessary to provide a full
understanding” of the region. Collaborative centers, in which two or
more institutions pool their resources, are able to increase the
disciplinary spread of their faculty—indeed, this is one of the
principal reasons for collaboration; but without the help of endowed
chairs, visitors, adjuncts, or a combination of all three, centers at a
single institution are hard put to offer representation across the social
sciences on a regular basis.

In the circumstances, a number of centers have abandoned the
effort to assemble the array of faculty required to qualify as bona fide
research and training centers, and are repositioning themselves to take
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account of the new reality. The director of a Latin American studies
center, for example, said the program no longer had a significant
cluster of research faculty and was not trying to build one. He believed
it was counter-productive to push for regional specialists in depart-
ments, and agreed with colleagues in his own department, political
science, that there was no justification for hiring people solely on the
basis of regional expertise. The center continued to organize research
and curriculum, and was a focal point for activities for visitors from
Latin America. Though it had a number of contacts in the region, the
director felt it had not done a sufficiently good job of reaching Latin
Americanists in the university, and this was a priority for the
immediate future. It had a small endowment designated for visiting
scholars but was dependent on outside money to maintain its
administrative structure. Since Title VI pays no more than 50 percent
of salaries, additional funds were needed to cover the balance; these
had been supplied by foundation funding that had come to an end.
The center’s response to its financial problems was to set up an
advisory board, consisting of individuals from the local financial
community and from Latin America, as a means of making contacts,
finding new constituencies, and raising funds from the private sector.
At the same time, it was seeking support for collaborative research
projects with other units in the university, as well as with institutions
in the region. And it was developing for-profit partnerships with Latin
American universities and institutes. The center’s efforts to become
self-sustaining imply a commitment to the idea of the regional center,
and this was indeed the case. The director believed the center was
worth preserving as an interdisciplinary space, a place where people
with interests in Latin America from both the university and the local
community could come together and where visitors from the region
could find a congenial intellectual environment. This is a view shared
by many people associated with area centers: an ethnomusicologist
who is also the director of a Southeast Asian center said she had no one
to talk to in her institutional home, that the center was an important
part of her intellectual life; the director of a South Asian center,
commenting on the appointment of a number of faculty members
with interests in the field, said that while they were not hired as regional
specialists, for all of them the existence of the center was a draw.

The area center as a focus for activities and for individuals with
interests in the region is one way in which centers are reorienting or
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repositioning themselves in those institutions where university ad-
ministrations and departments are unable or unwilling to facilitate
appointments. This is a different role from the one centers have played
in the past, and to the extent that it means abandoning the research
and training mission of the NRC, it implies a different role for Title
VI as well. On this point, a number of area scholars I talked to
speculated that, in future, only a few centers would offer the full range
of training required to produce regional experts; the others would
follow alternate routes. Irrespective of whether this turns out to be so,
the more fundamental question for area studies is how to ensure the
survival of a social science presence in area programs and, conversely,
how to incorporate substantive regional knowledge into the social
science disciplines. The study returns to these issues subsequently.
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The ongoing tension between area studies and the social sciences
raises the broader questions of how best to approach the study of
international (or transnational or global) problems and how best to
contextualize international work. Here, it is worth remembering that
internationalization is not solely a social science project, that the
humanities, the arts, and the sciences are all to some degree engaged
in the process, and so are the professional schools. The individuals,
departments, and schools within these several constituencies have
differing scholarly and educational agendas, differing stakes in the
internationalization effort, and relate differently to one another in the
institutional setting. As these separate interests negotiate for space in
the academic community, a number of issues come to the fore
repeatedly, among them the relationship between regional studies
and the social sciences and between the humanities and social
sciences, and the place of interdisciplinary work in the research
university. How these issues are addressed, or not, as the case may be,
both reflects and affects the intellectual and educational agenda.

      Regional Studies and the Social Sciences

The relationship between regional or area studies and the social
sciences was discussed at some length in the preceding section, but
largely from the area studies perspective. The intent here is first, to
comment further on the intellectual divide between the two constitu-
encies and second, to provide a wider lens through which to view the
differences between them.

First: the issues dividing area studies and the social sciences are
both substantive and methodological. Theoretical social scientists are
primarily concerned with theory: for them, theory is interesting in
and of itself; it transcends regions; and while its application to a
particular region may serve to demonstrate its explanatory power, the
region is of secondary importance. Area specialists, by contrast, are
primarily interested in the region and find its problems worth
studying irrespective of their theoretical value. While most regional
scholars do not reject outright quantitative and statistical techniques
or theory qua theory, they argue that these methods and approaches

VI. Intellectual Issues
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were developed almost entirely from U.S. data for the study of
American political and economic phenomena, and that their useful-
ness is questionable in regions whose institutions are not comparable
and where comparable data is not available. Though Americanists
have been largely responsible for methodological innovation in the
social sciences, in economics, political science, and sociology in
particular, they have failed to recognize that the United States is itself
a region, that U.S. data is local, and the theoretical approaches
elaborated from it are limited in their claims to universality. U.S.-based
theory may be transferable to other “modern” industrial democracies,
but it falls short in attempting to explain the differing realities of the
developing world. This is not to say that area specialists need or want
to abandon theory. On the contrary, many regional scholars are testing
explanatory hypotheses against data from the regions they study and,
more generally, they are looking at the ways in which theory can
illuminate the problems of the developing world. Thus, knowledge of
the region can inform and refine theory, suggesting one path for the
reengagement of regional studies and the social sciences.

Second, any discussion of the social science attitude toward
regional studies must start with the recognition that there is no
monolithic “social science” point of view. Within the disciplines,
attitudes range from the near total lack of interest in the regional
characteristic of economics and the highly theoretical wings of
political science and sociology, to scholars who are regionalists to some
degree or at the least recognize the need for regional context in their
work, to committed regional specialists. But for all but the regional
specialists, regional issues have been dislodged from the center: they
are viewed as instrumental to demonstrating theory, incidental to
dealing with larger transnational and global phenomena. Here, it
should be pointed out that what the regional expert means by
knowledge of the region is not necessarily the same as “regional
context,” and a good deal of the debate turns first, on how much
knowledge of a region is required to provide the context for a particular
research project and second, on how to acquire it.

To begin with, a few general, perhaps obvious points are in order.
First, not all disciplinary departments are the same. The defining
characteristics, the intellectual stamp of a political science or sociology
department varies from one university to another, as does the degree



89

of pluralism in a given department. Equally, this orientation changes
over time with changing personnel and shifting disciplinary priorities.
Second, every department wants to place high in national disciplinary
rankings and is often under pressure from university administrators to
do so. For both the university and the department, this is a matter of
prestige, of gaining a competitive edge over peer institutions, and thus
being positioned to attract “hot” faculty and first-rate students; for
the department, it may well mean more resources from the central
administration. But the push to move up in the rankings means
following disciplinary trends, and for most of the social sciences, the
trend is toward theory. Thus the imperative is to build a strong core
of theorists, unless such a core already exists; even if it does, the
tendency of departmental faculty to clone themselves makes it likely
they will hire more of the same, strengthening still further the
theoretical cohort. The theorists may have regional interests, but
these are incidental to their disciplinary credentials. Finally, for the
great majority of departments that do not aspire to be among the top
10 or 20 in the country, the concern is to maintain a solid reputation
and command respect in the field. No department wants to be judged
second-rate, and, for good reasons or bad, a department that appears
to be over-stocked with regional specialists falls into that category.

Columbia University:
The School of International and Public Affairs

These issues are highlighted at Columbia’s School of International
and Public Affairs (SIPA), where the economics and political science
departments share space in the International Affairs Building with the
school and the five regional institutes under its jurisdiction.40 More-
over, since SIPA was established as an arm of political science in 1946,
the same year the Russian Institute was founded, the relationship
between school, department, and institutes has been close, though
not always comfortable. At present, a number of political science
faculty are members of SIPA’s core faculty, some with joint appoint-
ments in SIPA, and many have associations with regional institutes.
A few economists have connections to SIPA and, to a lesser extent, the
institutes. The overlap, together with the proximity of departments
and institutes, makes SIPA an interesting place to look at the ways in
which disciplinary and regional relationships play out.

40 See above, 10–11, for SIPA’s administrative structure.
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Over the last several decades, the political science department has
evolved from its long-time strength in international relations and
comparative politics and area studies in the 1970s and 1980s, to a
greater emphasis on international relations in the 1990s, when area
studies came under attack. At the end of the 1990s, the chair
described the department’s current strengths as international relations
and international political economy; he added that most people were
generalists with respect to region. Recently, the department has
recruited faculty in political theory and American politics, fields in
which it has traditionally been weak. Speaking of a new hire in
comparative politics who is a rational-choice theorist, the chair said
this was a direction the department would like to move in—
“comparative politics with a more solid theoretical base” that can still
incorporate some area knowledge. At present, comparative politics
faculty work on every region of the world, though East Asia and Russia
have always been the strongest fields; methodologically, most are
qualitative, but some do soft rational choice and a few do formal
rational choice and game theory. In terms of comparative politics
students, some have no area focus but most have a light one; they are
the largest group of students in the program, and among the best.

The relationship between political science and the regional insti-
tutes seemed wary but not unfriendly. SIPA’s dean, the former chair
of political science, thought that in recent years the department feared
it would become second-rate if it had to carry the full complement of
regional appointments—a problem that was largely solved when the
Department of International and Public Affairs (DIPA) was estab-
lished in 1991, enabling SIPA to appoint its own faculty and thus to
make joint appointments, based on regional expertise, with other
social science departments. Even so, according to several faculty
members, joint appointments are often difficult to broker since both
appointments and tenure recommendations require the agreement of
DIPA and the department. Moreover, given the relatively small size
of SIPA’s faculty, the disciplinary departments hold the upper hand
in terms of regional appointments. This was confirmed by the
institute directors. One director remarked that in assessing needs, the
university trusts departments, not programs, so you approach the
department first. Another said simply that appointments were a
matter of departmental politics: to be successful, “you gotta have
clout.” Many if not most departmental faculty members feel this is as
it should be, that departments should control their own resources and
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make appointments as they choose, not as SIPA or the regional
institutes feel they should.

The chair of political science believed that, in any case, the
department had no choice but to maintain its ties to area studies. It
was virtually in SIPA, and over the years students had come to
Columbia for political science with strong area studies content. The
university thus had more of a commitment. But how you do area
studies was changing in line with the changing priorities of the
disciplines. He mentioned the recently appointed rational-choice
theorist in comparative politics as one indication of “the wave of the
future.” Appointments that met the needs of more than one depart-
ment were another. Several years ago, when the department lost its
senior East European specialist, SIPA, sociology, and political science
joined forces to hire a sociologist who works on Eastern Europe,
solving the problem of coverage of the region for all three. This kind
of strategy was the way to go in an environment where “stand-up” area
positions were becoming fewer.

Attitudes toward regional studies differed widely among the
faculty I talked to, including those who were committed to the study
of a region. One non-regionalist observed that in the disciplines,
knowledge is focused on themes and processes, such as migration,
ethnicity, and identity. Although these take place in and across areas,
scholars without regional interests have to be persuaded there is a
reason to devote some of their research to the area. Another com-
mented that the former Soviet Union and the areas on its periphery
were now interesting as social science problems, places where one
could study democratization and nationalism; but again the focus was
on the problem rather than the region. (The director of a regional
institute made the same point when she remarked that people from
sociology and political science were not around “unless something
hits their specialty.”) But a number of faculty said they were glad to
have the institutes as neighbors and felt they were an asset to SIPA and
the university. A senior scholar who works on the United States and
described himself as “not an international person,” reported that his
interactions with area specialists had been “productive and interest-
ing.” He added that without the institutes, Columbia would be “a lot
poorer.” Several economists made the same point. One remarked that
he liked “hanging out” with regional specialists; another, who does
empirical work, consults with people in the institutes; a third, more
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typically, thought there was a role for area faculty in providing
context, presumably when and where it was needed.

Finally, a number of faculty spoke of the importance of regional
knowledge to policy research, a comment reflecting the fact that
economics and political science are located in SIPA and also that SIPA
faculty are drawn to the school because of its policy dimension. Here
it should be noted that while SIPA is a school of public administration
as well as a school of international affairs, the two divisions are moving
closer together in the face of advancing internationalization and
globalization. International affairs is increasingly concerned with
policy issues, public policy is acquiring an international dimension.
In this setting, regional and disciplinary interests meet in recognizing
the need for knowledge of place. Several scholars spoke of policy as the
point where the regional and the global intersect: since globalization
takes place locally, it pays to know the local.

These observations lead back to the question of how knowledge of
cultures and societies should be contextualized, and how area studies
and the social sciences can reengage in the study of international
problems. There is no consensus on these issues and no easy answers
are at hand. But there appears to be something approaching agree-
ment on several points: some knowledge of place is essential to theory,
the question is how much; theory can be useful, some would say
necessary, to regional specialists, but its hypotheses must be tested
against data from the areas they study; and regionalists should be
aware of the transnational and global frameworks of the regions on
which they work. A sociologist who works on Eastern Europe alluded
to all of these issues when he said it was necessary to rethink the way
context works in knowledge production.

The Humanities and the Social Sciences

University-based international studies began as the study of the
languages and cultures of other parts of the world. It remained
centered in the humanities, particularly in philology, through the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, though in subsequent
decades, history became an increasingly important presence in the
field.41 Following World War II and the passage of the National

 41 By 1940, history accounted for more doctorates in international studies than
all the humanities combined. See McCaughey, International Studies and the
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Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958, the social sciences (other
than history), political science in particular, turned their attention to
international fields, partly in response to the substantial funding
available for international studies from private foundations and
through Title VI of the NDEA. The federal legislation, providing
funds for fellowships and for the establishment of area centers,
dramatically increased the small number of regional centers estab-
lished in the 1940s, and though the new centers were explicitly
intended to be interdisciplinary, they became the particular strong-
hold of social scientists working in regional fields. The parallel
development in many, though not all, cases was a growing estrange-
ment between the social science-dominated centers and the language
and literature departments that had previously been the core of
international studies.

The history of the Jackson School of International Studies (JSIS) at
the University of Washington is a useful illustration of the shifting
orientation of international studies.42 The school originated in 1909
with the establishment of the Department of Oriental Subjects, soon
renamed the Department of Oriental Studies. The department was
humanist in orientation, offering courses in language, literature,
history, and the history of religion of the ancient Middle East, India,
China, and Japan, many of them taught by the founding chair. In
193l, a political scientist succeeded as chair, introducing a new
perspective to the department. His successor, also a political scientist,
became chair in 1939 and remained in that position until 1969. Over
the course of those three decades, in incremental stages, a major
reorganization took place. The Department of Oriental Studies
became the Department of Far Eastern Studies, and in the 1940s,
with the assistance of funds from the Rockefeller Foundation, an
interdepartmental Far Eastern Institute was established to coordinate
teaching and research on the Far East, including the Soviet Union. By
the end of the decade, the institute had become the Far Eastern and
Russian Institute, the department had been renamed the Depart-
ment of Far Eastern and Slavic Languages and Literature (Russian
language instruction had been added in the 1930s), and though it

Academic Enterprise, 36, 106, for tables showing the number of international studies
PhDs awarded by discipline, 1861–1900 and 1900–1940; also chs. 2–4 for the
history of international studies in U.S. universities.

42The history of the Jackson School was referred to earlier in the discussion of area
studies. See above, section V.
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remained at the center of the new institute, it was assigned responsi-
bility for language instruction and research and teaching in the
humanities, while the institute was both the umbrella structure and
the social science arm of the enterprise. In 1968, department and
institute were split off from one another, and the department was split
into its Asian and Slavic components. During this period, the
institute received generous funding not only from the Rockefeller
Foundation but also from the Carnegie and Ford foundations, and
after 1958, from the federal government through Title VI of the
NDEA.43 Confusing, yes; but instructive as an indication of the
changing relationship between the humanities and social sciences in
the second half of the twentieth century.

The present discussion is focused on international studies, but the
broader context of these changes includes the increasing parochialism
of the disciplines and the proliferation of sub-specialties within them;
the consolidation of the disciplinary organization of universities and
the grip of the disciplines on the intellectual agenda; the growing
ascendancy of the social sciences over the humanities in the academic
hierarchy; and the emergence of strong theoretical trends in both the
humanities and social sciences, bringing with them their own distinc-
tive languages, which, among other things, made communication
across disciplines difficult. In the international field, the distance
between disciplinary groups is evident at a number of different levels.
Within the regional studies community, tensions between social
science-oriented centers and language and literature departments can
be a consequence of differences in intellectual orientation, competi-
tion for resources, or a mix of both. The relationship between the two
units varies, depending on personalities, past history, and the relative
strengths of center and department. At Columbia, regional institute
directors variously described the connection with their counterpart
language and culture departments as “very good” (the East Asian
Institute and East Asian Languages and Cultures, the Harriman
Institute and Slavic Languages), “on again, off again,” and “extremely
hostile.” At UW’s Jackson School, ties between centers and depart-
ments were said to be close, with the exception of the East and
Southeast Asian programs and Asian Languages and Literature, where
tensions persisted. A program chair commented that students in the
China and Japan studies programs “go to” the department for

 43Hecker, International Studies at the University of Washington, passim.



95

language, but otherwise there was not much crossover. The chair of
China studies thought the problem stemmed in part from differences
in the intellectual focus of program and department: China studies
had a modern tilt, and it was difficult to find people in the department
who did modern literature. The chair of Southeast Asian studies said
the department was not supportive of offering languages that were not
linked to a departmental degree program, and these included Indo-
nesian, Tagalog, and Thai, which were essential to their students. A
longtime faculty member at UW observed that the tensions there, and
he suspected elsewhere, reflected differences between those who
regard philology as the basis for area studies and those who conceive
of area studies primarily as the study of contemporary societies and
cultures. Language and literature departments dominated by philolo-
gists are sometimes hostile to the study of contemporary culture,
while some social scientists see no connection between their work and
the study of premodern societies and cultures. These differences
reflect the humanist origins of international and area studies, and they
overlap with the division between regional studies and the social
science disciplines.

At the University of Michigan, centers and departments generally
got on well, though in some cases resources were an issue. But a
broader intellectual division between the humanities and social
sciences was evident, explained in part by the university’s longstanding
strength in the social sciences, particularly in quantitative and
theoretical research methodologies. The division came to the fore in
the debate over Michigan’s II.44 To recapitulate the key points: the
social science position at its most extreme was articulated by a political
scientist, who spoke of “a deep division between the humanists/post-
modernists and the social science/positivists.” He believed the
humanists had more influence in the II, and that the humanities
orientation of the institute made it inhospitable to social scientists.
Many of his social science colleagues agreed. On the other hand,
several humanities faculty members felt the humanities were
marginalized within the II and that the internationalization effort was
dominated by the social sciences to the exclusion of the humanities.
“Internationalization,” said one literature professor, “is not more of a
social science than humanities enterprise.” These were the views of a
small number of individuals, but the tensions they reflected were

 44See above, 27–33.
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evident throughout the conversations I had with UM faculty and
administrators.

In spite of these divisions, on every campus I visited, there were calls
for closer ties between the humanities and social sciences in interna-
tional fields. At the turn of the new century, the director of the Jackson
School was pleased that humanities faculty were becoming more
involved in the school—the heads of two programs were from
language and literature departments—but he believed that ways
must be found to bring in more humanities. At other universities,
significant numbers of faculty thought it was important to bring the
humanities and social sciences together, and were looking for ways to
do this. Two examples follow.

Duke University: “Oceans Connect”

At Duke, the humanities have a higher profile than the social sciences,
and  according to the dean of the faculty, the humanities faculty are,
on average, the highest paid in the arts and sciences (i.e., compared
to the social and natural sciences). Asked about divisive intellectual
issues within the faculty, a vice provost commented that the single
most obvious tension was between the humanists and social scientists.
In the humanities, he said, there was an emphasis on cultural
studies—Marxist, post-colonial, subaltern studies—and this collided
with the theory and methodologies of the social sciences. The
difficulties of bridging this divide were acknowledged by a project,
launched in response to the Ford Foundation’s Crossing Borders
initiative, which set as its first goal “stimulating communication
across a pair of formidable boundaries: the geographic borders of
traditional area studies and the disciplinary borders between the
social sciences and the humanities.”45 The Oceans Connect project
sought to reconceptualize the framework of “areas” around ocean
basins, and to bring together faculty from across the humanities and
social sciences to discuss the issues raised by the regroupings and their
implications for research and curriculum. The initial faculty groups
were centered on the Atlantic, Pacific, and Indian oceans, the
Mediterranean Sea, and the Black and Caspian seas. When I visited
Duke in 1998 and 1999, the project was in its early stages—it was

 45For the Ford Foundation initiative, see Crossing Borders: Revitalizing Area
Studies.
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first funded in fall 1997 and again in spring 1999. At the end of the
first two years, the project directors reported that the groups that had
come together most successfully were those in which all the partici-
pants were from the same or related disciplines: they shared a common
orientation and a common field of discourse. The groups with a mix
of people from the social sciences and from literature and culture had
more difficulty: the research questions that interested them were
different, they spoke in different idioms, and found it difficult to talk
to one another. In all the groups, the single most important variable
was the leader, both in terms of attracting participants and in the
extent to which conversation could take place.

Two years later, the project directors provided an update. As of
spring 2001, four of the five groups appeared to be flourishing—the
fifth disbanded largely from lack of critical mass—and had evolved
into lively interdisciplinary forums for conversation and research. But
the groups that had pushed their agendas farthest typically noticed a
narrowing of their constituencies in the process. In general, individual
basin groups ended up either driven by humanists, with a leavening
of scholars from the “interpretive social sciences” (history and anthro-
pology), or they moved in the policy direction, drawing primarily on
faculty from the social sciences and professional schools. The scholarly
orientation of the leader remained the crucial element in determining
the composition and tone of each group.

The directors noted that these positive developments had occurred
largely within individual basin groups. The final challenge was to
bring together representatives of all the groups in a single framework.
Since teaching was a common denominator, the directors hoped to do
this through a conference on pedagogy in which basin-specific (and
thus, in many cases, discipline(s)-specific) break-out groups would be
mixed with sessions addressing broad themes, such as the
reconfiguration of regions and its curricular implications, that would
cross all the disciplinary divides. The conference was scheduled for
academic year 2001–02, the fifth and final year of the project.
Overall, the directors were pleased with the degree of interdisciplinarity
the project had achieved. One of them, who had led a group for a year,
added that she at least would leave the project “with a greater
appreciation of the divisional chasms we have encountered.”
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Columbia University:
Center for Comparative Literature and Society

Columbia’s Center for Comparative Literature and Society (CCLS)
represents a somewhat differently focused, institutional attempt to
bridge the disciplinary divide. Established in 1998 following an
academic review of Columbia’s longstanding programs in compara-
tive literature, the center was set up to administer those programs,
formerly based in the English department, and now offers a re-
organized undergraduate major in Comparative Literature and Society
and an interdepartmental program at the graduate level. Beyond this
primary responsibility, CCLS had a second goal, which was to
establish greater communication between the social sciences and
humanities, using area studies as the venue. Explaining the rationale
for the center’s agenda, the director pointed out first, that compara-
tive literature has always reached out to other humanities fields but
was now ready to establish stronger links with disciplines and fields
outside the humanities, including the social sciences, media studies,
architecture, and law; second, that as comparative literature is
becoming more interested in historical and social context, area studies
is becoming more interested in culture; third, that comparative
literature recognizes the need to expand its European focus to include
the literatures of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Given these
considerations, the regional institutes, the locus of area studies,
seemed a likely meeting ground for the humanities and social sciences.
In laying out the center’s program, the planning group, which
included two institute directors, observed that social scientists and
humanists were interested in many of the same topics and issues, but
approached them with different methodologies and perspectives, and
spoke different disciplinary languages. The center’s goal was not to
eliminate these divergences but, by bringing people together, to
further their interaction in productive ways. It proposed to do this
primarily through developing a series of team-taught cross-regional
and/or transregional courses, beginning with the undergraduate and
graduate introductions to comparative literature. Other courses being
planned, and subsequently offered, included Narrative in Politics and
Ethics, taught by faculty from literature and political science, The
Politics of Memory by faculty from history and literature, and Spaces
of Globalization, by faculty from anthropology and architecture. The
center also hoped to sponsor a visiting professorship in a field not
covered by existing faculty resources, and to organize a speaker series,
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workshops, and conferences addressing topics of interest to both
humanists and social scientists. Both administrators and faculty
anticipated that CCLS would have a research dimension as well.

When I interviewed Columbia faculty and administrators late in
1998 and in spring 1999, CCLS was planning its initial program for
academic year 1999–2000, and it was looking for money. As in the
past, the departments affiliated with the comparative literature
program would provide principal support for curriculum and graduate
student funding; Arts and Sciences had contributed administrative
support. The center had applied for, and subsequently received, a
three-year grant from the provost’s Academic Quality Fund to
provide start-up funding for key parts of its program, and it was
seeking external support. Two years later, CCLS was up and running.
The grant from the Academic Quality Fund covered administrative
expenses—an office and staff salaries—and provided funds for three
graduate student fellowships, team-taught courses, a visiting profes-
sorship, and conferences and lectures. Arts and Sciences had agreed to
take over those expenses at the conclusion of the grant, and an
operating budget for the center had already been negotiated. More-
over, CCLS had been remarkably successful in raising outside money.
It had received grants from the Ford Foundation for a writer-in-
residence, course development, and a post-doctoral fellowship; a
grant from the Mellon Foundation for a seminar on Globalizing City
Cultures; and two grants, with a third pending, from the Georges
Lurcy Charitable and Educational Trust for team-taught courses.
Courses to be offered in fall 2001 included Occult Modernity, an
exploration of the non-rational dimensions of Western and Asian
modernity, taught by faculty from anthropology and literature;
Human Rights and the Question of Culture, taught by faculty from
law and literature; and two courses given by the center’s first writer-
in-residence, a Ghanaian writer and scholar of African literature.
Finally, the center had developed a certificate in comparative litera-
ture and society for doctoral students in the social sciences. Approval
of the new program was anticipated in the coming academic year, and
there were already several candidates in anthropology and religion.

Reflecting on the center’s first two years, the director thought the
response of faculty and students had been positive, though he had had
to pursue faculty, and in some cases put them together, for the team-
taught courses. In general, people in the “soft” social sciences, history
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and anthropology, were most interested in team-teaching, though
scholars in architecture and law had also come forward. Only a few
faculty in other social science disciplines had expressed interest. The
director also reported that CCLS’s experience had motivated others to
experiment with team-taught courses. These were outside the center
but could be cross-listed under the program.

Two further points are worth noting. First, the administration’s
support was essential to the center’s success: the director emphasized
that the support of Arts and Sciences for the center’s application to the
Academic Quality Fund had been critical. Second, the administration
conceived of CCLS as an alternative to cultural studies, one that
remained within the framework of comparative literature and avoided
what were regarded as cultural studies’ problematic aspects, in
particular its lack of grounding in a discipline and its lack of historical
depth.

Interestingly, cultural studies was frequently mentioned both as a
point of intersection between the humanities and social sciences, since
it is explicitly interdisciplinary, and as an obstacle, because its
distinctive approach and often abstruse language make communica-
tion difficult. Given its base in literature and anthropology, the
approach was generally more attractive to scholars working in hu-
manities disciplines and in history and anthropology than to social
scientists in fields such as economics and political science. But these
lines were not hard and fast. At Michigan, a sociologist and former area
center director thought the issues addressed by cultural studies,
particularly the study of identities, might provide a meeting ground
for the social sciences and humanities. Alternatively, an administrator
interested in building connections between the arts and sciences and
professional schools, said a number of professional schools had ties to
the humanities, but the “cultural studies tilt” made it harder to
sustain them. At Duke, where communication across disciplines
proved difficult, in part because of the cultural studies orientation of
the humanities, cultural studies staked out a claim to area studies by
establishing a graduate certificate in Latin American cultural studies.
Designed for doctoral students, generally in literature, history, and
anthropology, the program’s founding director was a scholar in
romance languages and literature and its faculty advisors were drawn
principally from literature and anthropology. The director of Duke’s
Latin American studies program thought the certificate program was
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in part a response to the fact that the grant setting up the Duke-UNC
program was largely the work of political scientists: the certificate
program to some degree righted the balance. When I last visited Duke
in spring 1999, the certificate program was still very new but it was
reported to have attracted considerable student interest and to be
doing well.

Returning again to the question of how knowledge of societies and
cultures should be contextualized, the first and most obvious answer
is that the contribution of the humanities is necessary, indeed
essential, to international work. This discussion has looked at the
more difficult question of the extent to which scholars in the
humanities and social sciences can create a context that embraces their
differing approaches. The evidence cited, and it is representative of
what I found on other campuses, suggests that cooperation tends to be
a matter of disciplinary orientation and individual inclination, the two
being interrelated. Scholars working in anthropology and history are
generally more inclined to work with colleagues from the humanities,
and more drawn to cultural studies, than those in other social science
disciplines, though there are, of course, exceptions. Predictably, it is
generally easier to initiate productive relationships within disciplinary
divisions and related disciplines than across the divisional divide.
Moreover, since collaboration can at best be facilitated, not man-
dated, frameworks set up to reconcile different approaches are un-
likely to succeed: the more successful route is to create spaces where
humanists and social scientists can learn from their differing method-
ologies and perspectives. For those individuals who are interested in
crossing disciplinary boundaries, the next question is how to do this
in the research university setting.

Interdisciplinary Work in the Research University

The obstacles to establishing and sustaining interdisciplinary pro-
grams are institutional and financial as well as intellectual, and they
have been touched on earlier, in the discussion of area studies and area
centers as well as in the preceding section. The present discussion
focuses on the practical rather than the intellectual impediments to
interdisciplinary work, though the two are, of course, interrelated,
and it deals with interdisciplinary programs in general rather than
area studies programs in particular. In summary, given the prevailing
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disciplinary organization of universities, interdisciplinary ventures
come in second to departments in the competition for university
funding and are thus more dependent on external support. Moreover,
since interdisciplinary work is not built into the academic reward
system—on the contrary, it tends to be suspect in the eyes of
disciplinary promotion and tenure committees—there is little incen-
tive for faculty to indulge their interdisciplinary interests, and for
younger faculty doing so is a risk. The director of a highly regarded
international studies program observed that interdisciplinarity was all
well and good, but people might not be interested: there was no
natural constituency for interdisciplinary and cross-regional ap-
proaches. You had to work with those who were intellectually
interested, particularly senior people—”you have to work with what
you’ve got.”

The position of interdisciplinary programs within the university
thus tends to be anomalous, the success of a given venture largely
dependent on the individuals committed to it and the availability of
resources. The support of the administration, whether from the office
of the provost or the division of arts and sciences, is also crucial,
though in financial terms, it is generally limited. Characteristically,
the institution provides start-up or seed money for a program, with
the expectation that it will raise funds from external sources to
continue operation. Internal funding is then reduced or withdrawn
entirely. (In the case of Columbia’s CCLS, the administration was
prepared to make a more substantial contribution because it had been
directly involved in starting the center and had an interest in ensuring
its success.) If an interdisciplinary program is started with external
funds, the university may provide additional support, as happened
with Duke’s Oceans Connect project; and occasionally the university
assumes full responsibility for the program. But all interdisciplinary
programs are particularly vulnerable to the vicissitudes of university
budgets and the shifting priorities of federal and foundation funding.
It is also the case that faculty interests can change with changing
intellectual trends and program directors can (and do) grow tired of
fundraising. Without dedicated leadership and faculty support,
programs begin to unravel and ultimately cease to be viable. For all these
reasons, interdisciplinary programs are fragile; they are also ephemeral,
even when they are successful. In this context, area studies programs
have proved remarkably durable, in spite of their difficulties.
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Most of the administrators I interviewed for this study believed
interdisciplinary programs were “a good thing,” though the resources
they were prepared to commit to them varied greatly from one
institution to another. So did the opinions of individual faculty
members and administrators on a given campus about how difficult
it was to do interdisciplinary work. At Michigan, for example, the
administration was committed to expanding the reach of interna-
tional centers and programs across the university, and funding for
cross-disciplinary, cross-school efforts was available, much of it
through the II. The provost described the university as “very decen-
tralized” but also “very interdisciplinary and collaborative,” a view
shared by at least one area center director, who commented that the
campus environment made it possible for interdisciplinary programs,
including area studies, to flourish. An administrator at UM’s law
school said the school’s faculty was very interdisciplinary, it included
a number of non-lawyers and people with joint appointments in arts
and science departments; a faculty member with an interest in
international and comparative law agreed, but found it anomalous
that the school’s interdisciplinarity rarely extended to things interna-
tional. On the other hand, a humanities professor remarked that at
UM, interdisciplinary and cross-school programs were often success-
ful once, but that was it; and an administrator in the business school
said flatly, “if you do anything really interdisciplinary, nobody trusts
you—this is a sign of success.” At the University of Iowa, the
administration was on record as promoting interdisciplinary work,
but it was not clear there were funds to support it. An administrator
in the College of Liberal Arts conceded as much when she said she
believed interdisciplinary programs and research were crucial, but
finding the money to pay for them was difficult, particularly when
several administrative units were involved. Here again, views differed
as to how difficult it was to do interdisciplinary work. The chair of two
interdisciplinary programs, one an area studies program, thought it
was relatively easy to cross boundaries between schools, the walls were
low—“it’s easy to grow things here.” A number of faculty members
I talked to agreed. But another area studies chair commented that
while the university boasted about promoting interdisciplinary teaching
and research, in fact this kind of work “flies in the face of the brick wall
of departmental turf.” He added that this was unfortunate because
“when it happens, it makes a huge difference to students.” A colleague
concurred, remarking that at UI there was “little inclination to things
interdisciplinary”—it was “a very departmental place.”
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At both Duke and Columbia, substantial resources were available
for interdisciplinary ventures, and it is instructive to look at some of
the ways in which these funds were spent. Duke’s commitment to
interdisciplinary teaching and research was explicitly reaffirmed in
the university’s 1994 strategic plan, and the rhetorical commitment
was embodied in an administrative structure and a funding mecha-
nism.46 The vice provost for interdisciplinary affairs, a title initially
held by the dean of the graduate school, was split off as a separate
position in 1998; the Provost’s Common Fund, in place since the
early 1990s, provided seed money for interdisciplinary projects across
the campus. The university was generally thought to welcome
innovative initiatives of all kinds, and both faculty and administrators
seemed proud of its openness to new ideas. A faculty member
remarked that Duke was “a very entrepreneurial place, it’s relatively
easy to start something”; another said “the nice thing about Duke is
that intellectually, anything goes.” And an administrator commented
that “by and large, people find it easy and fun to do interdisciplinary
work.” There were, of course, dissenters—several faculty members
complained it was hard to get people to do international work, “it’s
not built into the reward system”—but among the people I talked to,
they were in the minority.

When I visited Duke in 1998–99, several interdisciplinary projects
were getting under way. The most visible, apart from Oceans
Connect, was an initiative on Globalization and Democratic Gover-
nance, an effort designed to promote cross-disciplinary research
around themes related to globalization and democracy. The project
evolved in the first instance from the administration’s desire to
develop a high-profile, interdisciplinary research effort, in part as a
fundraising vehicle for international programs in the university’s
capital campaign; more immediately, it came from a proposal submit-
ted by the deans of arts and sciences, business, and law, who were
looking for a project that would attract faculty from across the three
schools around common research interests. The initiative received
start-up support from the Provost’s Common Fund, and thereafter
planned to seek outside money to continue its activities. A second and
related project, an interdisciplinary faculty-student working group
on Globalization and Equity, was started in 1997, again with seed
money from the Provost’s Common Fund, and continued as a seminar

46 Shaping Our Future: A Young University Faces a New Century, September,
1994.



105

with funding from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. These two
projects were thematically oriented toward the social sciences, and
though scholars from all disciplines were welcome, in both cases the
core group consisted of faculty from economics, political science, and
sociology, with some representation from business, law, and public
policy. A third venture, the John Hope Franklin Institute for Inter-
disciplinary Studies, was not yet up and running when I last visited
Duke in spring 1999. Supported by the provost and the dean of the
faculty of arts and sciences, it was designed to provide study and
research opportunities for faculty in “the humanities and interpretive
social sciences,” in part to assist in the recruitment and retention of
scholars in those fields. At its core was a program of Seminars for
Interdisciplinary Studies in the Humanities whose participants were
drawn primarily from faculty and graduate students in the humanities,
though scholars from the social sciences were invited to apply. Thus,
in the two globalization projects, interdisciplinary for the most part
meant crossing disciplinary boundaries within the social sciences and
professional schools, where there were faculty with related interests;
in the case of the institute and its seminars, interdisciplinary meant
crossing boundaries within the humanities and related social science
disciplines.

Several observations are in order here. First, the support of the
administration and the resources at its disposal were a critical factor
in launching the three projects. Moreover, the university was directly
involved in developing two of the three. Second, faculty research
interests determined the topical focus of the globalization projects
and also of the Franklin seminars, and that focus, together with the
way in which the research questions were framed, largely determined
the disciplinary affiliations of faculty participants. It appeared that
faculty were drawn not only by common research interests but also by
congenial approaches: for the most part, they chose to collaborate
with colleagues in their own disciplinary divisions or from closely
related disciplines. Oceans Connect was the single project that made
a significant attempt to cross the divisional divide.

Columbia could not be described as an “interdisciplinary place,”
but its administration was committed to furthering interdisciplinary
research across the university, in particular to encouraging collabora-
tions between the biological and physical sciences and the social
sciences and humanities. The provost and the executive vice provost



106

believed it was not only desirable but necessary that research and
teaching transcend disciplinary boundaries, and administrators in the
arts and sciences shared their view, though perhaps somewhat less
wholeheartedly. The provost was articulate and eloquent in laying out
his argument. He thought that knowledge would have to be organized
in different ways, disciplinary languages redefined. Traditional bound-
aries would have to shift, were in fact shifting already. Disciplines
would have to learn how to talk to each other, to learn each other’s
languages. He knew this would be difficult, he wasn’t sure how it
would happen. He thought the biggest barrier to crossing disciplines
was the reward system, especially since tenure was now harder to get.
But there appeared to be more tolerance in the younger generation.

The younger faculty members I interviewed bore out this last
speculation. Several recent hires in social science departments held
joint appointments in SIPA, which implied a policy interest, but
beyond that, they crossed disciplinary boundaries in their work and
in their choice of colleagues. And the chair of a highly interdiscipli-
nary languages and cultures department said the new generation of
faculty now running the department—in their late thirties to early
fifties—were far more open than their predecessors, conscious of
making connections with colleagues elsewhere and with other
departments.

In support of the administration’s commitment, the university
provided start-up funds for multidisciplinary, cross-school ventures
through the provost’s Academic Quality Fund and also through the
Strategic Initiatives Program (SIP), funded with a part of the income
derived from the university’s patent royalties and license fees.47 As of
1999, SIP was awarding about $20 million annually in seed grants,
ranging in size from $20,000 to $5 million, to cross-disciplinary
projects in categories that included the development and use of new
media and information technologies; innovative research in the
sciences and engineering; support for important new fields of scholar-
ship in all disciplines; and several large-scale policy-related initiatives,
notably the New York City initiative, focused on urban environments
and urban development in general and New York City in particular,

47 Columbia Innovation Enterprise, the unit charged with developing these
revenues and reinvesting them in education and research, has since been restruc-
tured, in part as a consequence of the greatly increased flow of income from these
sources, more than $140 million in FY 2000.
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and the Earth Institute, an education and research enterprise designed
to increase knowledge about the earth and the relationship between
the physical and human systems in the global environment.

Founded in 1996, the Columbia Earth Institute (CEI) perhaps
best embodied the administration’s vision of a cross-disciplinary,
cross-school enterprise. Drawing on the university’s impressive re-
sources in earth-related sciences, the Lamont-Doherty Earth Obser-
vatory, the Biosphere 2 Center, the Laboratory of Populations, the
International Research Institute for Climate Prediction, and the
Center for Environmental Research and Conservation, among others,
the institute’s ambitious goal was to enable “physical, biological and
social scientists to collaborate in understanding the earth and the
complexity of our relationship to it.”48 CEI was still very new when
I interviewed faculty members and administrators at Columbia in
1998–99, and, regrettably, I did not talk to anyone directly involved
in its activities. I did read a number of its publications, among them
the preliminary report of a CEI planning committee workshop, held
in May 1998, that brought together researchers from a wide variety
of disciplines to define the institute’s initial research agenda. The
report’s overview section, describing the issues the workshop brought
to light, has relevance for interdisciplinary work of all kinds, especially
for the difficulties of starting a conversation between widely disparate
disciplines. The report spoke in particular of the gap between science
and policy and the challenge of reconciling the goals of basic science
research, free from policy constraints, and addressing the needs of
policy. Scientists were reluctant to follow policy decisions, social
scientists were accustomed to responding to policy: this was a cultural
problem, solving it required patience and collegial trust among
physical and social scientists. “The dialogue between physical and
social scientists is the most difficult interface in interdisciplinary
work,” the essay concluded. It would take “time and effort, as well as
the development of new conceptual frameworks, social skills and
friendships to effect the interface that is critical to the Institute’s
future.”49

48“CEI—about the institute,” CEI Website, July 30, 2001 <http://www.
earthinstitute.columbia. edu/generalinfo/about.html>.

49Graciela Chichilnisky and John Mutter, “Overview: The Planning Committee
Workshop,” Results of the Columbia Earth Institute Planning Committee Workshop,
spec. supplement of The Columbia Earth Institute: EARTHmatters, Fall 1998, 3–4.
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The provost echoed the report’s assessment, remarking that when
CEI brought people together around the El Niño problem—scien-
tists, anthropologists, policymakers—they were all willing, but it
took a year for them to learn each other’s languages. The executive vice
provost, who had overall responsibility for the institute, said he
thought people found it hard to work across disciplines. There were
hierarchies among the disciplines—physicists looked down on geolo-
gists—and physical and social scientists were from different cultures.
Parenthetically, both administrators emphasized CEI’s international
dimension. The provost observed that the institute was by definition
international, and implicitly concerned with the local and regional as
well as the global; the vice provost spoke of the institute’s emphasis
on system-level problems—its focus was on the global.

The support of the administration as well as substantial university
funding were essential to launching CEI, just as they were for the
Center for Comparative Literature and Society. But though money
could create the conditions for cross-disciplinary collaboration, it was
up to individuals to do the collaborating. Who participated in a
project, what disciplines and fields they came from, depended not
only on common interests and approaches but on the relationship of
scholars to colleagues in other schools and disciplines, and also to
administrators. This was the case at Columbia as well as at Duke.

Though the present discussion set out to focus on the practical
impediments to interdisciplinary work, it has ended by demonstrating
the impossibility of separating the practical from the intellectual.
Nonetheless, several general points should be made. On the matter of
resources, it seems clear that, at least in the early stages of an
interdisciplinary venture, some degree of financial support is neces-
sary; but money alone cannot ensure success, in part because it cannot
guarantee the continued participation of key individuals. The ques-
tion of organizational and institutional impediments goes directly to
the issue of participation and the considerations that may dissuade
faculty from working across disciplines. In the research university
setting, disciplinary departments tend to be the units most resistant
to interdisciplinary work, and their place in the institutional structure
gives them considerable power. They function as gatekeepers in a
double sense: they are the custodians of the discipline’s standards in
teaching, research and training, and they control appointments and
tenure decisions. Thus, they bear primary responsibility for shaping
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the disciplinary culture on a given campus. Tenured faculty can, in
principle, do as they like; but depending on the department, a scholar
who devotes significant time and energy to an interdisciplinary
enterprise may pay a price in terms of loss of influence and stature, and
access to departmental resources. For some individuals, particularly
those who have achieved distinction in their fields and whose careers
are established, fitting in to the prevailing disciplinary culture is not
an issue. But for younger tenured faculty engaged in building
academic reputations, and for non-tenured faculty in particular, the
pull of the discipline is difficult to resist. Non-tenured scholars with
interdisciplinary interests tend to concentrate on work that conforms
to established disciplinary standards until they achieve tenure.

The character of disciplinary departments varies widely from one
discipline to another and from department to department across
universities. But more often than not, the demands placed on younger
faculty seeking tenure require them to take the path of expediency,
which means playing it safe. There are, of course, exceptions. An
environmental economist said he spent a lot of time doing cross-
departmental work, “probably to my own detriment.” For his
research, he needed to talk to people in science, but when he
published an article in a science journal, his departmental colleagues
regarded him with suspicion—this was not “economics.” He did not
yet have tenure, but he added that he wasn’t committed to an
academic career. Economics might be the discipline least interested
in cross-disciplinary work. Even so, the economist’s situation is a
sharp reminder that younger scholars may well bring more tolerance
and openness to disciplinary departments, but they must get past the
gatekeepers first.
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This study has looked at the international enterprise as it is, more
accurately, as it was, on five campuses in the years when I was doing
the site visits for the present project. To some extent, it has also looked
at what went before, and thus it has a historical dimension, though
it is not a history. The focus on what one reader has called “the
ethnographic present,” taking into account the trajectory from past to
present, but excluding consideration of subsequent developments, is
not without limitations. The narrative stops, but the story continued,
and in many instances, the trajectory followed an upward path: there
was a success story waiting to be told. In this respect, the account may
be unfair to those institutions where an unpromising or tentative start
in fact led to something better; but given the purpose of the project,
to get a sense of what internationalization meant on the ground, this
seemed the best approach. Moreover, for practical reasons, the time
frame had to be limited. The site visits could not continue indefi-
nitely, though the temptation to return to a campus one “final” time
was hard to resist; and to try to keep up with developments from a
distance was neither feasible nor consistent with the project method-
ology. I did follow up on specific initiatives I had highlighted, both
to check on the accuracy of the text and, if the project had been at a
critical point when I last heard of it, to catch up in the near-term.

The other principal limitation relates to what I would call the
“representativeness” of the faculty I interviewed, apart from adminis-
trators with specific jobs and titles, and faculty who were department
or program chairs, or project directors. By design, I talked to as many
people as I could; though most fell into one of those categories, some
did not. Several readers have questioned the extent to which the views
put forward by individuals, as representative of a larger group, really
did reflect widely held attitudes; in particular, they found suspect the
broad characterizations of the intellectual and political climate on
campus offered by some of these individuals, and their motives for
presenting themselves as spokespersons in the first place. On this
point, a reader commented that “the ability to garner the limelight,
and what one does when one gets it, seems to be very important here,
at least in what ‘narrative’ people tell when asked to summarize the
situation.” It is doubtless true that on every campus there were

VII. Observations and Conclusions
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grandstanders, and certainly I talked to some of them; but those
interviews were no less informative than others, no more subject to
individual bias that could lead to distortion and occasional misrepre-
sentation. The challenge was how to assess the mix of opinions,
attitudes, and distortions, and to understand how they fitted into the
broader context. On a related point, there were objections to my lack
of specificity in attributing an observation or opinion to “some” or
“several” faculty members, with no further identification than a social
science or humanities affiliation. From my perspective, this was a way
of presenting the spread of opinion I heard on a given campus or across
campuses, without citing every individual who expressed some
version of every position. Who the individuals were, and how many,
was less important than that they articulated a point of view I heard
many times over, and which belonged in the picture that was
emerging.

 What did the picture look like? Though each university was
different from every other, some common themes were evident across
the five campuses. One was the centrality of money issues. Budgetary
and financial considerations were part of the background of every
conversation, and sometimes very much to the fore; resources, or the
lack thereof, could make or break a fledgling experiment. As the
preceding pages have shown, in times of financial constraint, interna-
tional initiatives were particularly vulnerable to budgetary cuts, both
because they remained at the margins of the academic enterprise and
because they were heavily dependent on outside funding. To a
significant extent, the availability of resources accounted for the
fluctuating fortunes of area studies in general and the differing status
of regional programs on a single campus. Multi- and cross-disciplin-
ary ventures of all kinds were in the same position: marginal,
dependent on outside funding, and therefore fragile. In the case of area
studies, money was important, but it was not the only issue. On every
campus, tensions between area studies and the social sciences per-
sisted to some degree, particularly in the matter of appointments.
Area program directors worried about replacing regional specialists,
especially in economics, political science, and sociology, when they
retired or left, and about the consequences for area studies of a
dwindling social science presence. This was an intellectual issue but
one with a financial dimension.
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The problematic state of foreign language instruction was another
common theme. Everywhere administrators were looking for ways to
address a set of concerns that included maintaining undergraduate
language offerings at the introductory and intermediate levels; how to
maintain at reasonable cost the less commonly taught or difficult
languages essential to language and literature departments and
regional programs, but with chronically low enrollments; and how to
meet the somewhat different needs of students in language depart-
ments and in regional and professional programs. Finally, with very
few exceptions, there was a common lack of attention to undergradu-
ate curriculum, apart from the repeated resolve to increase the number
of students studying abroad.

These concerns were hardly new. Administrators and international
studies faculty have been worrying about the same issues for more
than 30 years. The question is whether the push to internationalize,
and the initiatives that resulted from it, changed the way the issues
were addressed, perhaps produced new and better approaches to
existing problems; and further, whether internationalization re-
shaped or expanded the international agenda. In short, what has
internationalization accomplished? On the five campuses I looked at,
the answer appeared to be not a great deal that was new. This did not
mean that nothing changed, rather that it was difficult to find
significant change that resulted directly from internationalization
initiatives. As always, there were exceptions. In the right circum-
stances, administrative reorganization could make a difference, par-
ticularly when it was accompanied by an infusion of money. If the new
structure had the support of the central administration, if the
individual who headed it was in a position to be an effective advocate
for international projects, a new administrative unit could play a
significant role in moving the international agenda forward. This was
apparent at Duke, and also at Michigan, in spite of the early travails
of the International Institute. But it is worth remembering that in
both cases, reorganization brought with it new resources, as well as
facilitating access to those already in place. To a considerable degree,
administrative restructuring was successful to the extent that it
unlocked new money. The other direct consequence of internation-
alization evident across campuses was, quite simply, a heightened
awareness of international programs and activities, and this should
not be underestimated. It resulted in large part from the sustained



113

focus on the university’s international resources by the faculty and
administrators who produced the mission statements, reports, and
strategic plans for internationalization. Substantively, it meant, or
could mean, that administrations turned their attention to
longstanding problems and looked for new ways to address them; and
if the new awareness seldom brought budgetary reallocations, it often
brought more assistance from development offices in seeking external
support for international programs. It could also mean greater efforts
to inform and attract students to on-campus international programs
and opportunities for overseas experiences. A faculty member in a
language program at Duke, who was not uncritical of the university’s
internationalization initiative, credited it with according her program
the departmental status it had long sought. One of her colleagues
thought that as a consequence of the initiative, greater numbers of
students were going abroad. But here too, money issues were of the
first importance. Expressions of support for the international agenda
meant little if they were not accompanied by a commitment of
resources. This was a common complaint, particularly on campuses
where budgets were chronically tight.

Internationalization produced no silver bullets: the perennial
problems of international studies remained just that. But the renewed
focus on the international and the global highlighted some effective
ways to approach those problems, as well as a number of difficult
issues requiring further attention. The promising approaches have, for
the most part, been flagged along the way; but it makes sense to refer
back to them in considering the difficulties that remain. The obser-
vations that follow are centered on area or regional studies, foreign
language instruction, particularly the less commonly taught lan-
guages (LCTLs), and curriculum, though they spill over to some other
issues.

To begin with, I should make two general points to frame these
remarks, since they are essentially my own response to what I have
learned. First, the work I have done on the present project confirms
my sense that there is no template for internationalization transferable
across institutions. Every university has its own culture, sets its own
goals, and devises appropriate means to attain those goals. Universities
proceed in terms of what works for them. Furthermore, there is no
imperative that requires all universities to internationalize in a
comprehensive way. Second, and following from the first point, it
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seems misconceived and a mistaken use of resources for institutions to
move toward something called “internationalization” or “internation-
alization across the university” because the competition requires it,
particularly if a number of international programs are not already in
place. Even if substantial funds have been committed to the initiative,
internationalization is expensive, especially if it means creating new
programs that will have to be sustained over the long run. Strengthen-
ing existing programs is the more sensible strategy, in other words,
building on what is already there. Naive advice, I will be told, given
the need to compete with one’s peers. But better, and ultimately more
credible, to sell one or two solid programs that do in fact exist than to
spin out the rhetoric of internationalization over what isn’t there.
There is something to be said for truth in advertising.

Much of this study has dealt with area studies and area centers, and
there is no need to revisit the earlier discussion. On the campuses I
visited, area or regional programs had survived the trials of the mid-
to-late 1990s and were reestablishing the place of regional studies in
the international studies enterprise. In doing this, some were more
successful than others. An accommodation between regional,
transnational, and global perspectives was emerging, based on the
recognition that the local and the global are interdependent: since
globalization takes place locally, it pays to know the local. Nonethe-
less, tensions between area studies and the social sciences remained,
and as social science departments, economics, political science, and
sociology in particular, tended to be dominated by theorists, the
problem of appointments remained as well. The intellectual debate
within and between the social sciences and area studies will play out
according to its own dynamic and at its own pace, and this is not the
place for prognostication or prophecy. For present purposes, the
question for area studies is how to negotiate the roadblocks thrown up
by social science departments reluctant to make appointments in
regional fields. Here, it should be noted that on every campus, faculty
and administrators commented on the greater openness of younger
scholars to combining theoretical and regional approaches, adding
that they had the theoretical skills to do so. On this point, a regional
scholar remarked that “area specialists are more and more linked to
important disciplinary theory—they have kept pace—they have had
to.” In any case, a generational shift was apparent, and it was hoped
that ultimately the new generation of scholars would expand the pool
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of candidates for regional appointments. In the near term, multi-
purpose appointments that met the needs of more than one depart-
ment or program were an effective response to the problem. Scholars
to fill such positions are not easy to find, and recruiting them is
expensive; but the task is not impossible, and the result well worth the
effort. In general, less narrowly defined job descriptions would ease
the difficulties of recruitment; financial incentives to persuade depart-
ments to look beyond core appointments would make this strategy
still more attractive. As always, money helps. But not many institu-
tions seemed ready to take the next step, and require that a certain
number of departmental appointments be of use to more than one
department. Such a policy would not always benefit regional programs,
but it would open up the hiring process and provide a broader range
of opportunities for scholars with expertise in more than one field. A
senior political scientist, who is also a regionalist, thought this was not
an entirely utopian scheme.

The money issue raises the question of how much universities are
prepared to spend to maintain their area programs. Historically, these
programs have been funded by a combination of internal and external
support, with the institution very much the junior partner. In the case
of Title VI centers, federal dollars are, of course, key, but without
funds from other sources, they cannot do much more than provide
baseline support. Given the long-term drop in funding from private
foundations, the question becomes how much area centers are worth
to their host institutions. For well-endowed centers, this is not an
issue, but for others it can be a matter of whether and in what form
they survive. Not all universities actively support area studies. Some
are happy enough to see programs flourish if they can raise their own
money, but contribute at most token support. At others, area studies
have a history: programs and centers have been in place for 40 years
or more, and have long been regarded as a mark of the university’s
commitment to international work. In principle, the university has a
stake in their survival. But when the traditional funding pattern of
international programs and the competing demands of disciplinary
departments come into play, area programs are often left to make do
as best they can. Intellectual and budgetary priorities shift, resources
are limited, and area programs are expensive. Moreover, in recent
years, area studies have been distinctly unfashionable. But if a
university regards its programs and centers as an asset, it would seem
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in the institution’s best interest to ensure that they maintain their
integrity and some level of excellence. This is not always easy: for some
programs, external circumstances or the difficulty of maintaining core
faculty can be fatal, others inevitably self-destruct. But at the least, the
university can be an enabler: it can provide matching funds for Title
VI grants, occasional seed money for projects, assistance in raising
outside money. The alternative is to walk away, leaving programs in
danger of losing their academic substance, and centers of becoming
primarily meeting places for people with an interest in the region.
This may be a reasonable role for an area center to play, though it is
not what Title VI intended; but the infrastructure needed to sustain
the knowledge base and to train students is likely to be lost. The
university should be mindful of the risk.

The fragile nature of area programs and, by extension, of the
infrastructure required to maintain the regional knowledge base,
suggests the possibility of a consortial approach to maintaining the
full range of resources for studying a region. To an extent, this is
already happening through at least some consortial Title VI centers,
which, by pooling faculty and course offerings, can provide the
comprehensive regional training, including language instruction, no
one partner could offer alone. But not all joint centers have this kind
of close collaborative arrangement. An alternative route would be for
universities with programs focused on a particular region to agree that
one or perhaps two of their number be the center or centers for study
of the region: students who wanted advanced training in the field
would seek out those institutions. In other words, responsibilities
would be divided and shared. To date, universities have not been good
at cooperating at the institutional level if it means giving up some-
thing they want to do. On this point, an area studies librarian, who
served on a committee to coordinate regional collection development,
reported that it had not been a great success, not really worth the
effort. The bottom line, he said, was that universities were competitive
rather than collaborative. But given the rising costs of maintaining
specialized programs and library collections, the attractions of insti-
tutional collaboration may well increase.

The multiple problems besetting foreign language instruction
were sketched out earlier in this discussion. In retrospect, the most
striking aspect of the conversations I had with administrators, foreign
language faculty, and faculty with a direct interest in foreign language
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instruction was the pervasive sense of dissatisfaction running through
them. Few people were happy with things as they were, and there was
a good deal of unease and uncertainty about the future. That said, the
difficult questions related to undergraduate language instruction, in
particular the increasing demand for classes in elementary and
intermediate Spanish while enrollments in most other languages
languished, were not central to this study, though the consequences
of such skewed numbers directly affected language departments and
the full spectrum of language offerings, including the LCTLs. Con-
sistently low enrollments in Russian, for example, threatened that
department’s ability to staff advanced levels of instruction and, in
some circumstances, could threaten the department itself.

The LCTLs, or difficult languages, have been the focus of this
study, and in these languages enrollments were chronically low. At
universities where a number of LCTLs were offered, the question was
how to maintain them; at those where few were taught or had become
too expensive to continue, ways had to be found to make them
available to students. As with regional programs, the decision to teach,
or continue teaching, an LCTL, whether through a language and
literature department or in some other venue, ultimately came down
to whether the institution was prepared to support it. This was a
money issue, but also a matter of how much was at stake. Universities
with a long-term commitment to international work and a significant
number of regional programs had a direct interest in maintaining
their status as international universities. This meant continuing to
offer a wide spread of languages, including LCTLs, both as a matter
of principle and to meet the language needs of regional programs; but
ways had to be found to do this cost-effectively. For universities with
fewer languages, the decision to add or drop a language, particularly
an LCTL, was likely to be a budgetary one. But whether for a large
number of languages or a few, outside funds were essential to
maintaining instruction in the LCTLs, and the federal government,
in particular the Title VI program, was the principal source of
support.

Ideally, languages were taught on campus, through a department,
a language center, or sometimes a regional program. But where there
was no department or a department did not teach an LCTL, there
were alternatives, including intensive summer language programs in
the United States and in-country, and consortial agreements between
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universities that enabled them to share resources, by splitting instruc-
tion between neighboring campuses or offering courses through
videoconferencing and other forms of distance learning. Free-standing
language centers, though ordinarily requiring outside funding at least
initially, were equipped with the resources to teach a broad spread of
languages and provided an alternative to offering languages through
departments; moreover, because they were not tied to departments,
they were perhaps better positioned to respond to the needs of varied
constituencies. This is an important point, since demand for the
LCTLs came largely from students in regional programs, from
heritage students, and to a lesser extent from professional students,
rather than from students in language and literature programs. In
effect, language centers detached certain kinds of language instruction
from language and literature departments. The idea of separating or,
as one faculty member put it, “decoupling” basic language instruction
from departments was proposed by faculty and administrators on
several campuses as a means of serving diverse communities of
language learners more effectively. The issues are complex and
highly political; even so, the approach is worth considering.

Finally, with LCTLs, as with regional studies, universities might
eventually want to think about cooperative agreements through
which one or two institutions with strong programs in a particular
language or languages would become the centers for studying and
teaching those languages. Responsibility for preserving the infrastruc-
ture for the LCTLs would thus be shared, and costs would be shared
as well.

Curriculum has not occupied much space in this study because, on
the campuses I visited, it did not occupy much space on the
international agenda. The rhetoric of internationalizing the under-
graduate curriculum notwithstanding, I heard little about under-
graduate programs, except for initiatives funded with outside money,
and for the most part these expanded opportunities for students with
international interests. General education courses designed to intro-
duce undergraduates to cultures other than their own, the kinds of
courses required to educate the global citizen, were nowhere to be
found.

The exceptions were Columbia College, which had a major cultures
requirement as part of its core curriculum, and Duke, whose revised
curriculum included two courses in cross-cultural inquiry and a
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language requirement. Here, it should be noted that Columbia
College is a liberal arts college of some 4,000 students within
Columbia University, and Duke’s undergraduate college of arts and
sciences, Trinity College, enrolls about 5,000 students. The relatively
small enrollments in the two colleges point to one reason why they
have been more successful than larger institutions in incorporating
international content into general education curriculum. A second,
and related, reason is money. The logistical challenges, and the costs,
of mounting a general education curriculum for 25,000–30,000
students should not be underestimated, particularly when the under-
graduate population is spread across different schools and colleges,
whose students may or may not be subject to the requirement.
Changing the mix of courses, or introducing new ones, is both
politically difficult and expensive. These issues have already been
discussed. But there is, I think, a third reason why research universi-
ties have not made much headway in developing a general interna-
tional curriculum, and this is, quite simply, that there is no consensus
about how to do it. (Whether faculty and administrators have tried
hard enough to find one is another question.) On many campuses, a
language requirement is regarded as the answer; but language can
hardly be expected to provide “a window into another culture,” if
indeed it ever could, in circumstances where enrollments are declin-
ing, students routinely test out of the requirement, and the range of
language offerings is shrinking. In terms of international curriculum,
language is not a quick fix.50 On this point, it is worth mentioning that
when I was doing the site visits for this project, I received a query on
behalf of the incoming dean of a campus I had visited, asking if I knew
of any universities that had in place programs that gave all under-
graduates a meaningful experience of another culture. The dean was
looking for models, and evidently they were hard to find.

If the obstacles to introducing an international perspective into
general education courses are indeed insurmountable, universities
might do well to focus on other aspects of the undergraduate
curriculum, and, I would add, to dispense with the rhetoric of the
global citizen, which in any case has never had much substance. There
are other strategies, whether strengthening existing programs or
developing new ones. But the emphasis should be on what is doable.

50See above, 41–50, and Lambert, International Studies and the Undergraduate,
60–72.
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For administrations, the major issue is probably whether to commit
available resources to programs reaching a larger or smaller number of
students, or some mix of both. Two programs mentioned earlier, at
the University of Iowa and the University of Washington, illustrate
the alternatives.51 The project at UI was designed to increase the
international content in courses across the university; it targeted high-
enrollment courses in an effort to introduce a relatively large number
of students to the international aspects of their fields of study. The
Sichuan project at UW provided a small number of students with an
intensive international experience, including language training and a
year of study and research in China. Apart from the differing goals of
the two projects, the Sichuan project was significantly more expensive.
It was launched with a large grant from the university and substantial
outside funding, and while it reached fewer students, the cost per
student was far higher. UI’s project had a price as well, in the form of
incentive grants for participating faculty, but it cost much less, both
in absolute terms and cost per student. These two projects represent
the opposite ends of the spectrum; on every campus, faculty and
administration must decide which direction to take, and it need not
always be the same. The important point is that the university make
some commitment to international programming, financial as well as
rhetorical. Without that commitment, starting at the top levels of
administration, there is not much hope that deans and department
chairs, who are the key actors, will find it worth their while to develop
and support international initiatives. And without their active in-
volvement, there will not be much encouragement for faculty to
become engaged in international work. Ultimately, universities are
about faculty and students, though at times that may seem like a
questionable assertion. To the extent that the idea of internationaliza-
tion or internationalizing the university has any reality, faculty and
students must buy into it; and for that to happen, university
administrations must begin to take the international agenda seriously.

51See above, 37–39.
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