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supplementing in a major way the budgets of those four or five
university libraries in other parts of the country that have

evinced the greatest commitments to Latin American collection
development hitherto. Given the diversity of research and teaching
interests in each region, however, it would probably not be

feasible to divide collection responsibilities e1ther topically or
geographically. One suspects that such an a priori - division of labor
would prove unworkable in short order, although, following established
collection development policies, the severa] participating Tibraries
would probably continue to have some differences of emphasis. In
such a scheme, the Library of Congress would continue to function

as the flagship of the system, assisting national bibliographical
efforts by putting the Handbook of Latin American Studies entries,
retrospectively as well as currently, into machine-readable form.

There has been talk, off and on over the years, of establishing
a North-South center to comp1ement the work of the East-West center.
Conceivably such an idea could be expanded to rest on a network of
major comprehensive research collections of the sort envisaged here.

(4) Provision of a simple new mechanism for the decentralized
awarding of minigrants: i.e., relatively small grants to permit
scholars to travel to and stay at one of the several regional
research library centers for periods ranging from a few days to
several months. Conceivably, for instance, research boards could
be established in connection with the regional research centers to
receive, screen, and process such applications at fairly frequent
intervals with the aim of maintaining a Latin American competence
among the many area specialists on campuses that are not major centers
for Latin American research as well as serving the scholars of the
principal language and area centers. While we still have need for
strong and probably expanding, graduate programs at the master's
level, doctoral-level fellowship support might partially be diverted
into a national program of post-doctoral minigrants to stem the
attrition of area expertise which now undermines the value of our
past investments in area competence. A widespread research-grant
program of the sort envisaged here might, in addition, be a con-
structive feature of a North-South center network.

(5) Finally, one would like to see a new program of six to
eight year grants for group interdisciplinary research programs,
built around particular themes or topics of inquiry. While these
could be located at institutions of advanced foreign area research
housing the comprehensive research collections, this would not
always be essential, for a concentration of specialized holdings
in the topic of the research group might well be within the reach
of some of the intermediate Latin American collections. Although
group projects might center on new subjects of inquiry, it might
in a number of instances be fruitful to launch some sizable efforts
to work on retrospective policy analysis, examining in a comparative
framework various national experiences of the past two or three
decades.
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One hopes that the current Presidential Commission on Foreign
Language .and International Studies will devote some effort to
reviewing what the various federal agencies--USOE, Commerce, State,
AID, ICA, Agriculture, NSF, NEH, and so on--might do to support
research projects with such a time horizon. While this, for
example, would be beyond the upper end of the time interval
contemplated or the mid-term foreign policy research projects
considered a few years back by the ACE Task Force on that subject,
a good case could be made that the six to eight year project
life proposed here would actually foster a more productive dialogue
and closer working relationships between research organizations
and the client agencies (the Department of State, and the other
internationally-related government agencies) than would shorter-
term contractual relationships. At the same time, the project 1ife
suggested here is shorter than that implicitly envisaged for the
major centers of advanced foreign affairs research in the report
of the ACE Task Force just mentioned.

Granted that all this sounds a good deal 1ike the labor leaders historic
reply of "more," when he was asked what trade unions were seeking. Neverthe-
lTess, such have been the inroads of years of underfunding and the ravages of
inflation and administrative disregard in higher education that it would
be fatuous even to suggest that authentic solutions can be found within the

existing allocations of real resources.
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSE AND DISCUSSION

William E. Carter, Chief of the Hispanic Division of the Library of
Congress, described how the Library of Congress and other libraries need to
move toward a closer relationship to the field. He stated that all libraries
need to determine their acquisitions policies with great care. No Tibrary
can obtain everything and serve every need. The mandate of the Library of
Congress is to first serve Congress, then other federal agencies and finally
the general public. As part of its response to this mandate, the Hispanic
Division serves as a bibliographic center of first magnitude, its most impor-

tant ongoing publication being the Handbook of Latin American Studies, a

basic bibliography of record.

Mr. Carter outlined the lengthy procedures involved today in acquisition
and cataloging, and pointed out that the most serious and expensive problems
revolve around the matter of processing and not acquisitions per se. Agree-
ing with Professor Glade's proposal for regionalization of library resources,
Mr. Carter commented that SALALM (Seminar on the Acquisition of Latin
American Library Materials) is working on ways to share responsibility for
acquisition and cataloging, and has already drafted recommendations for the
President's Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies regard-
ing this matter. Additional issues raised by Mr. Carter were the need to
bring scholars to the collections, and the need to develop a closer relation-
ship between scholars and major Tibraries in the determination of biblio-
graphic priorities. |

Richard Thompson, Chief of the International Studies Branch of USOE,
reiterated Professor Glade's statement that research is the very heart of
language and area studies and added that the problem of sufficient funds for

research is exacerbated by a system which places an increased focus on
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advanced teaching, thereby producing more research specialists which in turn
Creates a greater demand on available research funds. According to Mr.
Thompson, there are four issues to be considered when discus;ing research in
the 1980's:

1. Training new Ph.D.'s vs. retooling specialists

2. Funding younger scholars vs. established scho]ars

3. Overseas research vs. domestic 1ibrary research

4. Individual vs. group research
Each of these had been addressed by Professor Glade and Mr. Thompson approached
then from the USOE perspective. Proposals are reviewéd to determine if less
time can be spent overseas so we can get more for our dollar. Perhaps some
Ph.D. programs should be eliminated. Longer grants are recommended so that
Centers can do a better job of establishing strong libraries. Group research
is extfeme]y costly and, according to Mr. Thompson, we must Took for other
ways to approach it, such as proposals for joint faculty research meetings
over several summers or research proposals under the Group Projects Abroad
Program of USOE.

In his final remark, Mr. Thompson responded to Mr. Carter's comment that
NDEA Title VI does not support research. In addition to research supported |
under Section 602, Title VI could support Center-related research but it would
have to draw funds from the existing training centers and regulations would
have to be changed.

The third commentary was provided by William Dyal, President of the Inter-
American Foundation. Mr. Dyal felt that we have spent too much time dwelling
on the past. In Tooking to the 1980's we need to define the problems and

movements in Latin America today and then determine our research priorities.
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In closing, the Chairperson of this session, Professor Michael Meyer of

the University of Arizona, commented on the problem of delivery of research.

He is presently the Editor of the Hispanic American Historical Review which
turns down eight out of every ten articles submitted. This is an additional

problem we will have to address in the 1980's.
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THE FUTURE ROLE OF LATIN AMERICAN STUDIES:
A PERSPECTIVE FROM GOVERNMENT SERVICE

Viron P. Vaky
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs

I have taken as my task to look at Latin American studies from the
standpoint of the practitioner, and in particular from the standpoint of the
Department of State and the Foreign Service, and to reach some conclusions
regarding those programs of study in terms of the practitioner's needs. Such
a task, it seems to me, requires two things:

---To survey broadly the characteristics of world political and

economic relationships, their Tikely development over the

coming decade and their Tonger-term implications for the

foreign policy of the United States and the activities of the

State Department; and

-- Secondly, to define the kinds of knowledge and analytical skills
required by policy makers.in the Department and Foreign Service

to cope with those changing realities.

My conclusion is that there is a growing need for sound educational
programs aimed at developing an area competence in Latin America--dictated
by the growing complexity and importance of that area both to us and to the
world order. But there is also a need for developing that competence in a

very special way, viz. to relate it to--or root it in--broad disciplinary

and conceptual frameworks and analytical methodologies. My argument is
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that this kind of synthesis is necessary if practitioners are to be effective
in any geographic area. Knowledge about a geographic area is not very use-
ful unless it can be related to something larger than itself--comparatively

(to data on other areas) and/or conceptually (to social science theories and

disciplines).

Tomorrow's World: Multiple Co-Existence

It is now conventional wisdom to observe that the nature of the world
has drastically changed in the 30 years since the end of World War II, and
that the "Cold War" of world-wide bi-polar-confrontation between the United
States and the Soviet Union is ending or has ended. The loss by the United
States of its relatively wide margin of predominance in economic power,
technological leadership and strategic superiority; the very unusability of
the full panoply of nuclear force possessed by the superpowers; the emer-
gence of new nations and strong universal drives toward self assertiveness
and autonomy; the very heterogenity of a world filled with intractable con-
flicts unconnected with the Cold War; the development of strong transnational
Tinks and scientific/technological interdependences--all have strained or
broken the blocs, multipled the actors and provided new dimensions of
activity and interactions for them to engage in.

Experts generally agree that in the 70's new world political and economic
relationships emerged and are now in the process of development, but they do
not agree on precisely what is evolving. Generally, we seem to have a multi-
power world characterized by at Teast five power centers. The development
of the military, political and economic aspects of this emerging polycentric
world system is proceeding at different rates. In a strategic-military sense,

we are still in a bi-polar world with the Soviet Union having attained strategic



107

nuclear parity with the United States (in itself a change in circumstances
from what obtained through most of the Cold War period). Economically,

each of the five power centers has "superpower" potential, and is already,

or is in the process of becoming, the center of a world economic bloc.
Politically, the two superpowers have the capacity to act anywhere in the
world and, perhaps, the urge to universal influence; the others have 1imited
abilities and interest in this regafd, at least as yet, but the urge to
regional influence may develop strong regional arrangements and balances
around them. The differential rates of development of these various aspects
of the polycentric system, as well as specific political and economic issues,
generate serious stresses and strains both within and among the five power
centers and with and among the client and non-client smaller states populating
the rest of the world.

Among the great number of factors conditioning the development of the
international system over the longer term, one of the most significant is
the conflict between simultaneous trends toward greater international coopera-
tion and integration, on the one hand, and increased nationalism, autonomy
drives and "separateness," on the other. The problems subsumed in this con-
flict are particularly relevant to our inquiry.

The trend toward international integration expresses the many kinds of
interdependencies among nations today. Efforts to realize gains from trade
and capital flows, the economies of scale, and larger-than-national markets,
and the benefits of freer access to technological and managerial innovations
have led to pressures for international economic integration. Scientific
and technological advances have made close international cooperation indis-
pensable in such fields as satellite communication, public health, weather,

etc. Ecological concerns produce the same kind of pressure.
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There is, on the other hand, a strong counter-trend in the universal
drive of nationa]ism.\ This refiects, on the one hand, the end of colonialism
and the establishment of new nations in Asia, Africa and the Caribbean; and,
on the other, the post-war reconstruction that revived and strengthened older
nations in Western Europe, Asia and Latin America. These nationalistic trends
are heterogeneous and are shaped by the different kinds of social and cultural
change taking place within the various types of countries. But they are
evident not only in the "developing" countries, where the stresses of moderni-
zation are the central realities, but also in the "developed" countries, where
changes in social values and expectations have steadily increased the size,
diversity and urgency of the goals that competing groups seek to achieve. Cer-
tainly the United States is undergoing as profound, if different, a process
of socio-cultural change as Brazil or Peru.

The question of how to treat smaller friends and client states now is a
particularly delicate one for us, and Latin America is Exhibit A. It is a
mistake to expect that nations whose whole internal equilibrium has been
arranged around a certain style of relationship with us will automatically
understand and not feel threatened, or at least cast adrift, by a shift in
our tactics. They may, if not convinced otherwise by our diplomacy, interpret
tactical changes as strategic reversals and react with indignation. They may
feel $o insecure and unsure of what relationship to have with us as to accept
accommodation with our chief rivals instead of "balance" or "independence."”

In this whole area we deal more with perceptions than realities, and
formulating a conceptual and operational place in our global policy for relation-
ships with the smaller powers and the developing world is also one of our most
pressing--and as yet unfulfilled--policy tasks.

In short, we Tive in a world of fluid multiple forces and power levels,

with no common code as yet, even tacit, on how to handle conflicts, how to
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avoid crises, how to climb down from high horses. And yet in a world under
the danger of nuclear holocaust, "multiple state interplay" must be developed

into some sort of controlling equilibrium to avoid the world having to face

its "moment of truth."

Tomorrow's Diplomat: The Trained Generalist

Diplomacy and policy-making in the kind of international system described
is a difficult and demanding activity. The circumstances described above will
suggest rather readily what general kinds of qualities and skills future
dipTomats and policy makers will require. Certainly they will have to develop
a much broader and deeper understanding than they have hitherto needed of the
nature of the socio-cultural processes in their own and other nations and of
how they can be influenced. They will require expertise in understanding the
norms, values, tensions, internal forces, aspirations, and atavisms of other
societies which determine their perceptions of reality, define their parti-
cular interests, and set limits on what can be demanded of them. Above all
they will need the capacity to analyze social phenomena profoundly, to
structure or design research for needed information, to predict from such
analysis, to draw abstractions from observations and data, and to conceptualize
operating theories with which to frame policy and strategy. One can go on
and detail the specific functional expertise, competence in social science
discipline, and analytical skills needed for these purposes but I need not
belabor the point.

In my view, however, there is one quality which is indispensable to
“the effectiveness of policy-makers and diplomats, viz., the capacity to
integrate knowledge from various fields. The growing complexities of the
world system, together with the increasing specialization and sophistication

of the social sciences and analytical techniques, will make knowledge of
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the various social science disciplines and the analytical work of specialists
more important to the Foreign Service than ever. But the real 1ife situation
with which policy makers have to deal cannot in most cases be divided into
aspects or sets of factors of fields of knowledge that correspond to profes-
sional disciplines and that can be dealt with in isolation one from the other.
They are rather integral parts of systems or subsystems, comprised of inter-
acting processes and positive and negative feedback loops. Hence the disag-
gregation and isolation essential for scientific analysis or "specialist"
handling are often fatal handicaps in policy prescription and implementation,
which usually require instead a holistic, integrative conceptual approach.

Indeed, the verygrowing specialization intrinsic to the expansion and
deepening of scientific knowledge gives the specialist a "trained incapacity"
(to use Veblen's term) for coping in real-life situations with the multi-
dimensional interactions that characterize the social and political process.
To use specialized knowledge and analytical tools effectively in policy making
and implementation, the relevant data from the different fields and their pro-
liferating subdivisions will have to be selected, integrated and translated
into practicable prescriptions by people professionally trained to do so,
that is, by generalists or integrators who have an independent capacity for
understanding the essential elements in the work of specialists, for compre-
hending the utility and the limitations of the various methodologies, for
organizing and directing technical research, and for evaluating proposed poli-
cies and actions.

One additional point. To choose and integrate data and deal with com-
plexities and ambivalences, the generalist needs more than just professional

knowledge of the social sciences and related analytical techniques. His
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integrative capacity depends on two intellectual preconditions. The first

is a reasonably comprehensive, integrative way of thinking about the nature
and functioning of society and culture that provides guidelines for selecting
data and reference points for organizing and orchestrating them in meaningful
ways. The second is a valid standard by which to judge the consistency of
policies and actions with the values and norms‘of behavior of the societies
involved at both ends of international relationships. Acquisition of both

of these sets of concepts will generally require an understanding not only

of social sciences but also of the humanities. Indeed since the essence

of the humanities is the expression and the study of a society's changing
sense of identity, meaning and destiny, they play a crucial role in deepening
one's conceptual capabilities, and in "humanizing" abstract theories, models,

and ideas.

In short, a training goal ought to be to foster the development of

trained generalists with a relevant, useful, and even morally valid, con-

ceptual framework for thinking about societies and cultures.

The Latin Americanist

If the foregoing has any validity what is the role of an area
specialization, specifically Latin American studies?

There is no need for me to outline the importance of the region to our
foreign policy and to world developments. There is no need to dwell on a
truism, viz., that one cannot deal with other societies and people competently
without knowing its language, culture, history, social norms and values. In
short, there is a pressing and increasing need for foreign policy makers and
practitioners who understand Latin America-and understand it deeply. But

there is an equally pressing need to shape that knowledge in terms of an
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integrated whole, a larger canvass and not just a "specialization." From
the standpoint of training Foreign Service Officers for assignments we can
conceive of area studies in two ways.

One 1is the traditional, orientation kind of course, designed to fill
the need of conveying general information to someone going to an area who is
relatively ignorant of it. This will usually consist of accumulated data
and some interpretative material, at a level aimed primarily at providing
information with which to orient oneself. Basically, this kind of course
provides tools--some history, some economic data, some socio-cultural
explanatory material--and basically it is self-contained, that is, taught
and organized autonomously, in an administrative sense, from other kinds of
training such as economics, political science methods, etc.

This level of training serves a purpose. In relation to what I have
sketched above, however, it is limited in what it does. This kind of data
accumulation is helpful in enabling an officer to carry out duties given him,
but it does not guarantee that he can originate significant questions and
interpretations. To know some of the facts of Mexican history is not per se
to know their significance, to be able to expose misinterpretations or to
identify the most fruitful directions for relating to Mexican society.

To be most effective, however, area expertise must be related to some-
thing Targer than itself. Every good area expert is also a comparativist,
and probably also a specialist, or reasonably familiar with one or more fields
of knowledge.

In short there is need for training that, besides enlarging general
competence in a geographic area, relates it to--or roots it in--comparative
studies and the social science disciplines. This synthesis is essential if

an officer is to be operationally effective, capable of analyzing and
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interpreting, of framing needed areas of inquiry, and equipped to communi-
cate in the profoundest sense with the society in which he works.

My basic proposition then is that trained generalists, with this kind
of comparative area competence, are needed for Latin America. As noted
above, the conceptual problem of relating the major part of the world to
the kind of equilibrium system we are trying to establish among the great
powers is one of our major foreign policy tasks. And within that task,
Latin America occupies a major place--it is filled with "middle powers"
and proto-middle-powers, sources of essential raw materials and historical
friends: "the one part of the Western World that is underdeveloped and the
one part of the developing world that is Western."

To make all of these propositions meaningful let me now posit an ideal
inventory of skills and knowledge which I think Foreign Service Officers
(and other representatives) in a Latin American mission ought to have,
besides Tanguage competence:

-- Good grounding in the logic and philosophy of social inquiry;
e.g., the philosophy and postulates of science; the sociology
of knowledge orientation;

-- Familiarity with the issues involved in systematic analysis,

e.g., the problems of conceptualization and observation;

problems of definition; principles of hypothesis and concept

formation;

-~ Familiarity with the methods of social science analysis, e.g.,
problems of research design; cross-national research;

statistical methods and reasoning;

-~ Some understanding of the various theories of a) political
analysis and b) international relations, their utilities and

limitations;

-~ Some understanding of the logic and methods of comparative
studies, including comparisons both through time and synchronic

comparative perspectives;

-~ Some understanding of the relation of behavioral sciences to
political affairs, especially communications, psychology and
social psychology;
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-- Good grasp of Latin American History, culture and social structure,
especially interpretatively, i.e., the concepts, perspectives,
heritage, values and behavioral norms which shape the way they
think, and the social institutions and relationships which structure

the way they operate;

-- Because it is Latin America's central reality, some knowledge of

the general issues and nature of modernization and social change,

and the particular manifestation of them in Latin America;

-- Similarly, familiarity with the principles and theory of economics,
especially as they relate to development, and some knowledge of

current economic/development/financial problems and issues in Latin

America.

This is, I repeat, an ideal conceptualization and I frankly admit to no
real idea of 1its feasibility, either in pedagogical possibilities or in
terms of practical budget and time prospects. But it is, I submit, what
we increasingly need, and perhaps the ideal can be a useful departure point
for shaping the Latin American studies programs of the 80's. We in the
practicing end, at Teast, must look to the universities for this kind of
essential training and education if we are to meet our country's requirements

in the decade to come.
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Richard Leonard, Vice President and Editor of the Milwaukee Journal,

chaired this session and solicited comments from the audience after the paper
was read. One participant commented that he agreed fundamentally with
Ambassador Vaky but feared that he was too idealistic. Several others went
on to state they were grateful to Ambassador Vaky for providing a clear.defi-
nition of our mission which we can use with administrators, faculty and stu-
dents as well as foundations and the Government in explaining our purposes in
our training programs. Mr. Einaudi responded that he will attempt to have
this statement changed from a personal statement to an institutional state-

ment.



116



FUTURE FUNDING FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES:
A PERSPECTIVE FROM CONGRESS

Dante B. Fascell
Chairman, Subcommittee on International Operations
U.S. Congress

It might be useful for me to give you a brief historical note on the
evolution of thinking in the Congress as it has related to foreign policy ob-
jectives which impact directly on the attention paid to your concerns. - Twenty
years ago, the Congress approached the problem of foreign aid from the per-
spective of classical economic development theory--and legislation was written
reflecting that bias.

Time passed and that theory wasn't working, so we tried institution
building. That had some success, but not enough, so we moved into a concern
for human rights and factored that into our foreign policy. That is where we
are today.

One example I might cite is the Inter-American Foundation, whose Tegisla-
tion I sponsored over the objections of a number of people who said it would
never work. The success of the Foundation has given a new thrust and meaning
to developmental assistance programs.

Notwithstanding some successes, however, the Congress operates from a
posture of resistance to both bilateral and multilateral aid. A direct exam-

ple of this is the current move to reorganize the Agency for International
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Development to meet some of the expressed concerns. Those of us who believe
in the utility of these programs are working to strengthen the agency.

On other fronts, I have worked with Congressman Paul Simon to urge the
appointment last year of the Presidential Commission on Foreign Language and
International Studies, which, as you know, is due to issue a report next fall.

The House Subcommittee on International Operations, which I chair, pro-
vided a forum last summer for hearings on public and private efforts to meet
the national need for international education. We discovered a wide variety
of activities, all competing for a Timited number of resources. Much good
work has been done, but much more needs to be done.

One of the biggest problems from a congressional perspective is that
authorizations are ahead of appropriations. The Foreign Affairs Committee may
be convinced of the need, but unless you convince the appropriations commit-
tees and, for that matter, the Office of Management and Budget, you won't get
anywhere. This is particularly true for Latin Americanists, because Latin
American studies is one area which needs continued support. The discussions
between President Carter and President Lopez Portillo in February highlighted
some of the problems we have with Mexico in particular and Latin America in
general. The longer we let those problems go unsolved, the less flexibility
we will have to develop a mutually beneficial solution. Support for trained
specialists in Latin American area studies is one way to increase our national
expertise and to focus on these problems.

I must admit that I'm prejudiced. I'm in favor of what you've done and
what you are going to do. I acknowledge the tremendous growth in Titerature
in the Latin American studies area. I recognize and approve the existence of
outstanding institutions of learning and a notable group of excellent scholars.

However, you are faced with a paradox: the increasing interdependence

of the world suggests the need for more and more central management to deal
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with our problems. At the same time, the complexity of issues suggests that
effective central management may not be possible. What this may mean for
those concerned with international educatibn‘is that to succeed, you must rely
less on the federal government for support while at the same time seeking more
federal funds. This also means that those who seek to increase financiaI sup-
port will have to lobby harder for the few‘resoﬂrces available. It a]Sd heans
that those with the ability to be creative in their use of the resources that
are available will achieve much more than tﬁose who spend their time wishing
for increased resources.

Having said that, however, the next question is, "Where are you going
from here?" At this point, I want to offer some concluding thoughts that
might contribute to an answer to this question.

Your first task, as I see it, is an examination of your needs, purposes
and role over the next ten years. What will the changes be? How adaptable
should you be? What is the nation's absorptiVe capacity for your product?
What should your operational mode be? What will your funding requirements
be?

Government in this country--be it national, state or local--will only
respond to you after you have answered these questions for yourselves. You
ask, "Is Congress sufficiently aware and interested in area and language
studies, particularly in Latin American studies?" The answer is "no." Is it
insensitive to these matters? No. There is simply a great need for educa-
tion--a need you will have to fill if you are to expect governmental help.

In marshalling your resources to present your case, you should not ignore
or regard as competitive the budding efforts of those who wish to give more
impetus to education for global awareness. I note here that there is a
Wingspread conference planned next month on the subject. That might be a good

place to start.
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Central, of course, to any program increases are the funds to pay for the
programs. Yet funds will not be forthcoming until awareness of the need for
these programs is much more widespread than it is now. In order to determine
the level of funding, both public and private, needed for given programs, we
need a consensus that the programs are necessary, then a priority system for
building the programs and, finally, an estimate of the size of the program
necessary. Only the academic, business and professional communities working
together can make these kinds of estimates effectively. Therefore, a process
which would bring these communities together on a regular basis would be very
useful.

You should also explore all other possible sources of help and vehicles
to implement your programs. What is the relevance of existing internationa]v
education programs? Can you make use of multilateral development bank fund-
ing? Does OPIC--the Overseas Private Investment Corporation--provide any
opportunities for you?

The bottom 1ine, then, involves a number of steps, all of which are im-
portant to your success. First, take a sound and strong professional position.
Make the relevance of your programs clear in layman's language. Establish and
fight for your professional and budget priorities. Take concerted action
through the broadest possible coaltion you can put together to achieve your
ends. In other words, educate the Congress, others in government, the acedemic
and business communities. This can't be a one-shot lobbying job. It must be
a broad-based continuing effort.

In my view, the result of increased support for international education
will be an increase in the openness and sophistication of U.S. culture; a
strengthening of the moral ideals of tolerance, curiosity, receptivity and

appreciation of diversity which have characterized American society at its
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best; and the development of the k1n¢iof edyc on;; about the world, and the

kind of educated men-and women we wish to promote.
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Caro] Baumann, Director of the Institute of World Affairs of the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, chaired this session and solicited questions from
the conference participants. In response to questions, Congressman Fascell

made the following general comments:

U.S. Latin American Policy

Congress does have reasonable knowledge about Latin America on which to
.base decisions such as the recent cases of the Panama Canal and Nicaragua.
Congressmen can't be experts on everything. We do not have a single, all~,
embracing |atin American policy and one is not negggsary,. We must take our ,
cue in each situatfon from the Latin Americans-;f{nd out what they want and
then see how we can support them. Regarding how to get away from the "poorest
of the poor" concept whereby U.S. aid is distributed, the language of the Taw
doesn't really say that. It is only inferred. Congress jtself is now study-

ing this apd hopefully will change it.

Developing Qur Constituency

The argument that Latin American studies is important because of the
Targe Spanish-speaking community is not a major consideration. Mexican-
Americans are convinced of the importance of Mexico=--in many cases the general
Anglo public is not. Global education for the general pyblic is very jmpor-
tant and we must convince them of this either by basing our plea on the neces-
sity for geperal education or on the necessity for producing informed govern-

ment persannel and business Teaders.

The Political Approach

Propanents of language and area studies should invo]ve themselves in ex-

panding the core aof supporters which presently exists in Congress. Individual
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congressmen are most responsive when they are convinced that their constitu-
ents are in favor of an issue. Since 0.E. and the 0.M.B. are most respon-
sible for the implementation of international programs, go to them with
specific proposals for programs and funding allocations. Work with Presi-

dential advisers to get to the 0.M.B.
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THE AFRICAN STUDIES PERSPECTIVE
- Fay A. Leary
Assistant Director, Program of
African Studies, Northwestern University
Chairperson, Association of African Studies Programs

I should Tike to extend my thanks to the Latin Americanists for inviting
me to represent the Association of African Studies Programs, and also to con-
gratulate the group on the success of the meeting.

At my own University, Northwestern, the African Studies Program was
founded by a sometime Latin Americanist, Professor Melville J. Herskovits,
whose works on New World-Africa links remain among the classics, so we start
from a common perspective. Africanists and Latin Americanists share many
concerns and problems not only in terms of Title VI funding and our low status
in the Office of Education, but also in other areas. Both groups have made
enormous strides in the field of outreach, and certainly both have established
a solid core of research expertise and resources. We both, however, represent
groups which have relatively small U.S. constituencies and constituencies who
are also realistically low .on the totem pole. From what I have heard at this
conference, both groups also confront a generalized American ignorance of the
regions concerned, and both face the problem of the absence of U.S. informed
policy toward the regions. A final briefly noted area of mutuality between
Latin Americanists and Africanists is the empathy of scholars of both world
regions for the peoples and problems, prospects and potentialities of those
regions within themselves.

In terms of differences, I should 1ike to refer briefly to several points
which also demonstrate the relatively larger significance of the African con-
tinent and consequently underline its underrepresentation in U.S. thinking and

policy. Africa, a continent which has historically been much neglected, is
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not only the homeland of mankind and one of the cradles of Christianity, it
also has over half of the world's classified languages and one-third of the
UN voting membership. Fully 34 percent of the U.S. crude oil is imported
from Africa, and 100 percent of other strategic materials. At the moment,
the second largest-balance of payments deficit of the United States is with
Nigeria, a member country in OPEC. There fis presently no major U.S. congres-
sional Tobby for Africa and few African-Americans in high elected positions.
Furthermore, there is no African population in the United States with the
immediacy of identification that Hispanics have for their roots. Also,
African studies and Latin American studies would seem to be at different
stages of development both pragmatically and academically. Virtually all
African countries are only very recently decolonized and most tend to retain
close ties with the educational system at all Tevels of the previous colonial
power, making the validity of American academic degrees dubious at best and
useless at worst, and meaning that relatively few African students attend u.s.
institutions, thereby reducing the academic interaction, reinforcement and
sharing that would seem to prevail in Latin American studies.

Looking toward the 1980's, I would Tike to suggest that we must, in
African studies as in Latin American studies, continue to focus on our cen-
tral purpose: research and training for academic specialists, but also for
practitioners and interested generalists. We must continue to form and in-
form experts. We need to have a greater coordination of and dissemination of
the vast body of information that exists in and about our several fields in
order to spread the word at all levels and through all means. We must deal
with a greater and more informed awareness of the realities of our situations
--we need to have greater dialogues with Congress, with business and with the

media, but we also need to inject our knowledge, viewpoints and experiences
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into such crucial areas as schools of education if area and international
studies are ever to have an impact on the American educational process. (One
useful suggestion is to include area studies as part of the curricula in the
improvement of reading skills.) In the case of African area studies, we need
to have and are indeed developing greater inputs from the African side with
Students coming to the United States but also through cooperative research

and exchange projects as African governments, universities and research insti-
tutions define and delineate their academic and policy needs and goals.

As a final caveat to area specialists, I think it important that we
should become more cognizant of the interrelationships and interdependencies
of our many world areas, linkages clearly demonstrated through the growing
Cuban presence in Africa, the implications of the Iranian revolution in
Africa and the enormous Soviet role in Africa today. In conclusion, then,
Africanists and Latin Americanists need to work together, to talk together
and to lobby together, a process that a meeting such as this has done much

to inspire.
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THE CANADIAN STUDIES PERSPECTIVE
Edward J. Miles
Director, Canadian Studies Program, University of Vermont
Past President, Association for Canadian Studies
in the United States

The problem I see facing Canadian studies in the 1980's is that the last
place many Took for important perspectives, significant comparisons or "new
directions" is in their own backyard. When Quebec separates from Canada next
year, either by mutual consent or by a Unilateral Declaration of Independence,
there will be a scramble in Washington and elsewhere to locate a map to find
out where Quebec is. At the State Department it will finally be found in
Western Europe; at USOE it will be found in "Other" atong with Inner Asia and
the Pacific Islands; in other bureaucracies it won't be found at all because
there is no convenient pigeonhole in which to put it.

In a widely quoted reply to a question about what she thought about
Canada, the wife of a distinguished American is reported to have replied, "You
know, I don't think I have ever thought to think about Canada." Such a com-
ment, if true, is clear manifestation of the American ignorance, albeit bene-
volent, about Canada in contrast with the considerable, if malevolent,
knowledge of the United States claimed by most Canadians. According to John F.
Kennedy (1961), "Geography has made us neighbors, history has made us friends.
Economics has made us partners, and necessity has made us alljes." I might add
that continued neglect will eventually make us enemies.

Geographical proximity leads all too frequently to assumptions of suffi-
cient knowledge. When the realities of geography are coupled with a common
language and heritage, at least for many, the ignorance does take on a benevo-
lent air. In our search for understanding of foreign areas and peoples, we

Americans seldom seem to start with those areas that are similar but different.
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Driven by a crisis orientation, we seem to prefer to leap into the exotic, the
most different. Why not a gradual movement along a continuum from the similar
but different to the totally different?

Canadian studies is one of the newest, if not the newest of the area
studies in this country. The first formal program, now defunct, dates from
1955; the second, from 1963, is still growing. The Association for Canadian
Studies in the United States dates from 1971; and eligibility for grants under
International Studies Centers from 1972 (one grant; two in 1976).

‘It is, therefore, difficult to reply with the detail and background of my
distinguished colleagues to the papers of Professors Hunter, Roett, Greenleaf
and Glade, and the discussions that have ensued.

Professor Hunter's paper on "Developmental Assistance" would seem to have
least relevance for Canadian studies, at least as it pertains to academic
institutions.

Professor Roett's paper is more germane, although he seems to be talking
about graduate level studies primarily, and when doing so, omits along with
others, any reference to the fact that area specialists should have knowledge
of and training in the geography of the area. Nothing is more basic in under-
standing an area, especially in the case of Canada. People do not exist in
thin air; they live "somewhere" with some appreciation of their physical and
cultural mileau.

Here I must digress for a moment to make a case for a stronger continuing
undergraduate component in area studies. If the advanced programs are to sur-
vive and expand, they must be fed by undergraduates with some background or
interest, stimulated at an earlier level.

Professor Roett also stresses the need for more community activities with

regard to Latin America. His comments serve as a fine introduction to
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Professor Greenleaf's comment about outreach and citizen education. I share
many of Professor Greenleaf's views. However, it has been suggested that we
at Vermont perhaps had "too much outreach" in our Canadian Studies Center. I
am still puzzled about what "too much" means when one realizes that we are 60
miles south of the Canadian border (Quebec section) and that some of our major
TV, radio and newspapers are from Montreal. The education of our students and
community about events in Quebec can hardly be "too much" when one 1ooks to
events Tater this year and next.

Most of the area programs are far more advanced in the category of out-
reach than Canadian studies. In the areas of citizen education, our task is
perhaps easier. For a large portion of the United States, the only foreign
country that many have visited is Canada. We may start with an advantage, al-
though assumed understanding based on proximity and a holiday or so is poten-
tially dangerous problem requiring considerable reeducation.

Professor Glade makes some reference to the need for teaching, yet in my
view, fails to realize the outlet that a greater emphasis on undergraduate
area studies might provide.

Problems of research for Canadian specialists may not be as great for
other areas. On the other hand, Canadian studies does have a problem not com-
mon to the others. The availability of materials at all levels, in English,
has tended to retard the development of materials prepared in and directed to
the U.S. student and citizen specifically. We must develop an American per-
spective on Canada, not adopt a Canadian perspective so readily available. We
must become "homegrown." We cannot and should not rely on a continuing flow
of temporary expatriates to staff our programs. Their interest is not primari-
ly in the development of Canadian studies in the United States but rather in

their own research and careers.
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Our priorities for the 1980's must include more Canadian studies centers,
and a greater emphasis on the undergraduate and even the pre-college level.
Many graduate centers may not be needed because Americans can so easily go to
Canada for specialized training with no language barrier, except in the case
of Quebec, which makes French a most "critical language."

Canada can no 1bnger remain, along with Mexico as is apparent from re-
cent events, a "neighbor taken for granted." Resources, petroleum and
natural gas and, in addition in Canada's case, water and other minerals plus
defense considerations will focus increasing attention on these two countries.

May I therefore suggest that, to correct the "benevolent ignorance" of
Canada in this country, the State Department, USOE and academia establish a
category of Neighbors, immediate or adjacent if you prefer, and treat them
accordingly, with more respect and understanding based on knowledge not myth.
Mexico and Canada are both of greater importance in the affairs of this nation

than any others. The "back fence" approach will no longer do.
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THE MIDDLE EASTERN STUDIES PERSPECTIVE
Richard W. Bulliet
Professor of History, Columbia University
Executive Secretary, Middle East Studies Association

Speaking from the perspective of Middle Eastern studies, I can concur in
much of what has been said in the papers prepared for this conference and in
the discussions. The programs that have been developed in Middle Eastern
studies are similar in design, content and emphasis to those in Latin American
studies, though with certain easily explained differences; and the perception
of priorities for future development is quite similar to that expressed in
this conference. Indeed, the priorities and the plans for meeting them grow
naturally in both cases out of the experience of the last 25 years, an experi-
ence that has been in many ways quite successful.

I am concerned, however, again speaking from a Middle Eastérn perspective,
that there are ways in which the efforts of the last 25 years of area studies
have fallen short both in their design and in their reach. From the outset,
the notion of giving advanced specialist training to a select group of indi-
viduals who would thence become a national resource for coping with whatever
international situations might arise limited the reach of area studies. We
are now speaking of outreach activities and accepting them as an obvious part
of our job, but perhaps we should have been doing this two decades ago.

Recent events in the Middle East have demonstrated the signal failure of
a quarter century of Middle Eastern studies in replacing traditional biased
stereotypes with a better informed understanding of the region among the public
at Targe. While we have been training a substantial number of Middle East
specialists, we have not been educating the news media and the general public
about the area. This is a problem that could have serious implications for the

ability of this nation to deal with a changing international situation. It is
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a problem that could have been foreseen and addressed by area studies programs
but was not.

Now, of course, the outreach concept has come on the scene and is being
implemented. Efforts to date in the Middle East field are not as encouraging
as they seem to be in the Latin American field, but outreach is still in an
early stage. The question must be asked, however, whether the same restricted
number of area specialists that was brought into being to provide a fund of
knowledge and pool of expertise about a certain area can deal adequately with
the task implicit in the outreach concept and still carry on the type of work
they have been doing and that continues to be a national necessity.

In a year's time the world could see a Kurdish state being formed or a
Baluchi one, both of them in a strategically and economically vital part of
the world. If that day should arrivé, we will be found to have a near total
Tack of people knowledgeable about the Kurds and the Baluchis, just as the
Afghan coup found us with a very limited capability for understanding
Afghanistan. It is equally apparent that the revival of Islam as a political
force in the Middle East has found us with scarcely a handful of people who
can claim to understand the phenomenon, particularly in its Shiite form. In
other words, while area studies in the Middle East field has done all right
over the last quarter century in coming to grips with a number of major prob-
lem areas, there is much that remains undone; and the future will unquestion-
ably bring an array of new problems for which area expertise is required.

Is it reasonable to expect a rather limited academic enterprise--the
membership of the Middle East Studies Association being about 1,000, exclusive
of students--to carry on its established role effectively in a period of un-
diminished national need and at the same time undertake the major new initi-

atives so clearly called for by the outreach concept and by the manifest
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pubTic ignorance about the Middle East? I believe that we are unequipped both
in personnel and in resources to accomplish all of the joﬁs that need accom-
plishing. Yet there is none that can be safely ignored.

In essence, what I wish to say is that however laudable our past achieve-
ments have been in area studies, we cannot simply congratulate ourselves and
ask that support of them be continued with some additional duties tacked on.
We are, I believe, in a clear crisis period in international education. We
must continue the things that we have done and done well in the past, but we
must also face new international situations and pressing demands for the gen-
eralization of our expertise and insights among the public at large. This
crisis cannot be met simply be refurbishing old legislation and praying for a
higher Tevel of funding. We must ook instead for entirely new frameworks for
organizing ourselves to accomplish the tasks before us.

Outreach and citizen education are vital subjects that should be faced
directly rather than as growths upon institutions that were founded for dif-
ferent tasks. Yet there can be no pulling back from supporting those institu-
tions in their proper tasks, either. The world is with us now more than ever
before and will be to an even greater degree in the future. We are manifestly
in a situation of crisis, and we must not hesitate to say so. Indeed, we must
demand that our opinions be heard to this effect. If we fail to get this mes-
sage across, our specific proposals regarding levels of funding, numbers of

centers and so forth will fall upon deaf ears.
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THE SLAVIC STUDIES PERSPECTIVE
Jan S. Adams
Director, University Center for International
Studies, The Ohio State University
Executive Secretary, American Association for
the Advancement of Slavic Studies

In the recent discussions on international education, concern has fre-
quently been expressed about our need for hard data, for concrete, quantita-
tive measures of the dimensions of our national pool of specialists. We know
far less than we should about the numbers and kinds of area and international
specialists that constitute our national human resources in international
education. As the Comptroller General has complained, we have few sound sta-
tistical bases underlying our arguments to Congress about the adequacy or
inadequacy of federal funding for international education, and as a conse-
quence, our arguments sometimes appear to be built on shifting sands. We
need, as Professor Roett pointed out in his paper, better and more accurate
information on the placement of graduates of area studies programs. We need
comprehensive, factual and quantitative information in order to answer the
questions that government agencies, private foundations, universities and
individuals are asking about how many specialists we have, how many more we
need and what kind of training they should receive, and so on.

In mid-1977, the AAASS (American Association for the Advancement of
Stavic Studies) initiated a project, with funding from the U.S. Office of
Education, to prepare a comprehensive and detailed inventory of expertise in
the field of Slavic and East European studies. This project has a full two
years to go before comp]etfon. However, it is already clear that important
steps are being taken to create a methodology that could be replicated by

other area associations to define their respective pools of expertise, analyze

past trends in the growth and development of various kinds of specialists, and
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anticipate future needs with respect to specialist training. In short, this
is a project that might very well have wider application in the 1980's.

Let me begin with a thumbnail description of the project and its major
objectives, and conclude with a brief statement of its current accomplishments.

In the words of Warren Eason, the project director, this Dynamic Inventory of

Soviet and East European Studies

is designed to i1l a need for comprehensive information and selected
analysis on the state of the field in Soviet and East European stud-
ies in the United States, with particular reference to the following
basic types of questions: (1) the present size and structure of the
field, in terms of a detailed categorization or profile of special-
ists in academic and non-academic activities, by type of specializa-
tion and experience in teaching and research; (2) the magnitude,
direction, and rationale of training programs in different institu-
tions, in terms of perceived needs for specialists in the years ahead;
(3) the capacity of the field to develop and meet new demands for
basic research as well as to generate support for research; and (4)
the ability of the field to fulfill continuing needs for general
education about the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.”

The inventory is intended to include biographical, bibliographical, curri-
cular and institutional information. Analysis of this material is designed to
provide answers to such questions as the following:

(1) What is the number of specialists by discipline at a given mo-
ment in time?

(2) What is the number of graduates and other sources of supply by
field, over time?

(3) How does the curricular structure relate to supply and demand
for specialists in academia, government and business?

(4) What are the trends in enrollment in foreign Tanguage programs
and in the number of qualified graduates at different levels of
competence, by specific languages?

(5) What are the institutional specifics of the respective markets
for specialists by discipline and field of specialization?

(6) What is the relative importance at different types of univer-
sities and colleges of financial support for area training from
external sources (government or private) and from internal
institutional sources?

“AAASS Newsletter, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer 1977).
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(7) What is the level of financial support for research and publi-
cation, over time?

In its first year the inventory project identified some 10,000 names of
specialists who appeared to qualify for entry into the inventory data base,
and new names are still coming in. The first 10,000 came primarily from uni-
versities, colleges, seminaries and institutes; in other words, from academia.
Thus, while it was originally anticipated that a total population of 8,000
might be reached, it now appears that when government, business and secondary
education specialists are included, the figure may reach 12,000.

Nine thousand questionnaires have been distributed, and half of these
have been returned with responses. These responses have been entered into the
computer storage. And in order to follow up on the unanswered questionnaires,
a system is being developed to identify field expeditors in major academic
centers who can work regionally to encourage a more complete overall response.
On the basis of the material already stored, the project plans very shortly to
pubTish a Directory of 5,000 specialists so far identified in the field, list-
ing their present occupations, career records and fields of interests.

Later this year a second questionnaire is to be circulated so that in-
formation on existing names can be filled out and the analysis of the field
can be started. The field is to be reconstructed on an annual basis indicat-
ing how many specialists we have in what fields, with what degrees and at what
ranks, year-by-year, retrospectively to 1945. Thus, it will be possible to
measure how the field has grown since 1945, and by studying trends in the
growth or decline of particular types or areas of specialization, to make
future projections about growth trends.

Appropriate methods of analysis for this part of the project have already
been developed and applied to ten percent of the sample with promising results.

For example, it was possible to make growth comparisons of the following kinds
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over the 33-year perijod from 1945 to 1978: comparison of past growth of the
total number in the field with the number of faculty employed in the field;
comparison of past growth in the number of faculty employed in the field with
the number of Ph.D.'s in the field in all disciplines; a similar comparison
with Ph.D.'s in separate disciplines; and finally, the distribution of faculty
in the field by major geographic areas of specialization (Russia, Eastern
Europe, or both). It was also possible to project, taking into account anti-
cipated retirements in the years ahead, the probable numbers of specialists in
the field from 1978 to the year 2000.

While the current information in the inventory is largely concerned with
the nation's academic resources, the next phase is to seek to identify special-
ists in the non-academic community. The first step has already been taken
through the cooperation of the State Department in circulating Questionnaire
No. 1 to all of their employees with expertise in Russian and East European
affairs. A similar effort will be made to try to reach relevant personnel in
other government agencies.

Finally, as the project continues--and this is a point which is perhaps
of the most immediate interest here--efforts are being made to put together
out of the experience, experimentation, testing of materials and corrected
mistakes, a software package for eventual distribution to interested persons.
This package will include full descriptions of the methodology worked out in
the course of the project, information about the computer program, copies of
questionnaires used, and so on. This software package should be available by
the end of 1980.

In the meantime, as we go along, our association will be glad to share
our experience and findings'from this project with all those who have an

interest in them.
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North America

Professor of History

Columbia University

PETER C. W. GUTKIND
President-Elect

African Studies Association
Professor of Anthropology
McGill University

FAY A. LEARY

Chairperson

Association of African Studies Programs
Assistant Director

Program of African Studies

Northwestern University

EDWARD J. MILES

Past-President

Association for Canadian Studies in the United
States

Professor of Geography

Director

Canadian Studies Program

University of Vermont

Discussion
3:30 p.m. Plenary Session

CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Report from Rapporteurs
John D. Wirth, Stanford University

Discussion
Chair, G. Micheal Riley, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee

4:30 p.m. Adjournment
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Appendix B.

CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS

Jan S. Adams
Executive Secretary, American Association for the Advancement of Slavic

Studies; Director, University Center for International Studies, Ohio
State University

Reid Andrews
Staff Associate, Social Science Research Council

Robert H. Atwell
Vice President, American Council on Education

Robert Aubey
Director, Ibero-American Studies; Associate Professor of Business, Uni-

versity of Wisconsin-Madison

Werner A. Baum
Chancellor, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Carol Edler Baumann
Director, Institute for World Affairs; Professor of Political Science,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

\

Peter Bel]
Deputy Undersecretary for International Affairs, U.S. Department of

Health, Education and Welfare

Richard W. Bulliet
Executive Secretary, Middle East Studies Association of North America;

Middle East Institute-Columbia University; Professor of History, Columbia

University

Barbara B. Burn

Executive Director, President's Commission on Foreign Language and Inter-

national Studies

William E. Carter
Chief, Hispanic Division, Library of Congress

John H. Coatsworth
Director, Center for Latin American Studies; Associate Professor of
History, University of Chicago

Carl W. Deal
Executive Director, Latin American Studies Association, University of
ITTinois-Urbana
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William M. Dyal, Jr.
President, Inter-American Foundation

Luigi R. Einaudi
Director, Office of Policy Planning, Public and Congressional Affairs,

U.S. Department of State

Charles A. Engman
Associate Director, Institute for Environmental Studies, University of

Wisconsin-Madison

Bruce Ergood
Director, Latin American Studies Program, Ohio University

Dante B. Fascell
U.S. House of Representacives, State of Florida--15th District

John J. Finan
Professor, School of International Service, The American University

Michael Finley
Staff Director, Subcommittee on International Operations, U.S. House of

Representatives

Philip Flemion
Director, Center for Latin American Studies, San Diego State University

William Glade
President, Latin American Studies Association; Director, Institute of
Latin American Studies; Professor of Economics, University of Texas at
Austin

Richard E. Greenleaf
Director, Center for Latin American Studies; Professor of History, Tulane

University

Peter C. W. Gutkind
President-Elect, African Studies Association; Professor of Anthropology,
McGiTT University

James R. Himes
Head, Office for Latin America and the Caribbean, The Ford Foundatiop

Thomas H. Holloway
Director, Latin American Studies, Cornell University

John M. Hunter
Director, Latin American Studies Center; Professor of Economics, Michigan
State University

Jderry L. Inman
Chief, Private Sector Programs Division, International Communication
Agency
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Robert J. Knowlton :
Professor of History, University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point

Jerry R. Ladman )
Director, Center for Latin American Studies, Arizona State University

Henry A. Landsberger
Advisory Board, Institute of Latin American Studies; Professor of Soci-
ology, The University of North Carolina

Ludwig lLauerhas, Jr.
Acting Director, Latin American Center, University of California-Los
Angeles

Fay A. Leary
Chairperson, Association of African Studies Programs; Assistant Director,
Program of African Studies, Northwestern University

Richard H. Leonard
Vice President & Editor, The Milwaukee Journal

Abraham F, Lowenthal
Secretary, Latin American Programs, Woodrow Wilson International Center
for Scholars, Smithsonian Institution

Carmelo Mesa-Lago
Director, Center for Latin American Studies; Professor of Economics, Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh

Michael C. Meyer
Director, Latin American Area Center; Professor of History, University of
Arizona

Edward J. Miles
Director, Canadian Studies Program; Professor of Geography, University of
Vermont

Christopher Mitchell
Director, Center for Latin American and Caribbean Studies, New York Uni-
versity

Marshall R. Nason
Acting Executive Director, Latin American Institute, University of New
Mexico

Consuelo Nieto
Member, President's Commission on Foreign Language and International
Studies; School of Education, California State University at Long Beach

Becky H. Owens
Acting Director, Division of International Educational Relations, Ameri-
can Council on Education
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Dallas 0. Peterson
Associate Vice President, University of Wisconsin System

Robert E. Quirk
Director, Latin American Studies, Indiana University

Laura Randall
Professor, Hunter College, City University of New York

G. Micheal Riley
Chairperson, Consortium of Latin American Studies Program (CLASP); Associ-

ate Dean, College of Letters and Science, University of Wisconsin-Milwau-
kee.

Riordan Roett :
Professor and Director, Latin American Studies Program, School of Ad-
vanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University

Ramon Eduardo Ruiz
Director, Division of Public Programs, National Endowment for the Human-

ities

Frank Salomon
Acting Director, Center for Latin America and Caribbean Studies, Uni-

versity of ITlinois at Urbana

Virginia Schlundt
Counsel to the Subcommittee on International Operations, U.S. House of

Representatives.

Ivan A. Schulman
Director and Graduate Research Professor, Center for Latin American

Studies, University of Florida

Carl D. Schultz
Policy Planning and Evaluation Staff, International Communication Agency

Donald R. Shea
Director, Center for Latin America; Professor of Political Science, Uni-

versity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Charles L. Stansifer
Director, Center of Latin American Studies, University of Kansas

G. Harvey Summ
Director, Latin America Studies Program, Georgetown University

Richard Thompson
Chief, International Studies Branch, Division of International Education,
U.S. Office of Education

Viron P. Vaky . )
Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, U.S. Department of State
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fGi]es Wayland-Smith
Associate Professor of Political Science, Allegheny College

John D. Wirth
Director, Center for Latin American Studies; Professor of History, Stan-
ford University

Edwin Young
President, University of Wisconsin System

The Johnson Foundation Staff

Leslie Paffrath
President

Henry Halsted
Vice President-Program

Roderic Botts
Assistant to the Vice President-Program

Rita Goodman
Vice President-Area Programs

Richard Kinch
Program Associate

Kay Mauer
Conference Coordinator

Staff, Center for Latin America, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Michael L. Hensen
Qutreach Coordinator

Jane E. Rejter
Assistant to the Director

Maureen J. Smith
Editor

Sharon L. Winderl
Administrative Secretary




CONSORTIUM OF LATIN AMERICAN STUDIES PROGRAMS (CLASP)

The Consortium is the national organization of institutions of higher education offering
study related to Latin America. Formed in the fall of 1968, the Consortium provides the
institutional dimension for the realization of the educational purposs of the Latin American
Studies Association. Cooperative activities are arranged through the Steering Committee of
the Consortium, while liaison is maintained through the Executive Secretariat of the Latin
American Studies Association which serves both organizations. Annual dues for 1979 are
$50.00. Since CLASP is in effect the institutional arm of LASA, CLASP members receive, in
addition to CLASP pubilications, all publications of the Latin American Studies Association,
including the Latin American Research Review, the LASA Newsletter, and occasional
publications, without an additional charge above Consortium dues.

1979 CLASP Steering Committee: G. Micheal Riley chpn. (U. of Wisconsin-Milwaukee);
Eugenio Chang-Rodriguez (Queens/CUNY); Philip F. Flemion (San Diego State U.); Giles
Wayland-Smith (Allegheny College).

CLASP Publication #1: The Current Status of Latin American Studies Programs ($1.00)
OUT OF PRINT

CLASP Publication #2: Employment Opportunities for the Latin American Studies
Graduate. ($1.00) OUT OF PRINT

CLASP Publication #3: Financial Aid for Latin American Studies: A Gunde to Funds for
Individuals, Groups, and Institutions. ($1.00)

CLASP Publication #4: Opportunities for Study in Latin America: A Guide to Group
Programs. ($1.00)

(The charge for CLASP Publications 1-4 is $0.25 less each for CLASP and LASA
members.) _

CLASP Publication #5: Latin America: Sights and Sounds: A Guide to Motion Pictures
and Music for College Courses. ($2.50) {$1.50 to CLASP and LASA members)

CLASP Publication #6: Data Banks and Archives for Social Science Research on Latin
America. ($7.00) ($3.50 to CLASP and LASA members)

CLASP Publication #7: Latin America: An Acquisition Guide for Colleges and Public
Libraries. ($10.00) ($5.00 to CLASP and LASA members)

CLASP Publication #8: Directory of Latin American Studies Programs and Faculty in the

S. ($7.00) ($3.50 to CLASP and LASA members)

CLASP Publication #9: New Directions in Language and Area Studies: Priorities for the

1980’s. ($6.00) ($ 3.00 to CLASP and LASA members)

Further information about CLASP and the Latin American Studies Association will be
gladly provided by the LASA/CLASP Secretariat, 911 West High Street, Room 100, Urbana,
lllinois 61801. Telephone (217) 333-7726)




