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The Structure of Area Studies at Yale

The subject of this issue is not area studies, but the organization of area studies. Nor
is it international relations, except to the extent that that subject of study, or the orga-
nization of it, impinges upon the organization of area studies.

Part I gives a brief history of the existing structures of area studies. Part IT cri-
tiques certain aspects of the institutional operations as they exist within present struc-
tures. Part III expiains the theoretical assumptions about the organization of area stud-
ies used in this tract, as well as some of the intellectual bases of area studies and the
relation of area studies to traditional academic disciplines. Finally, Part IV extends the
critical analysis begun in Part II and suggests some structural improvemeants.

1

A Short History

The first phase: collegiality

An organizational structure for area
studies was established at Yale in the
1960s with the generous grants from the
Ford Foundation. Existing programs,
courses, and facuity from various disci-
plines—most often History, the social
sciences, and Law—were gathered into
councils on area studies. Each council
consisted of several faculty members
headed by a (usually) tenured professor
as chairman. The chairman was ap-
pointed for a fixed or continuing term
by the dean of the Graduate School; the
council members were appointed or
reappointed each year upon the recom-
mendation of the chairman by the execu-
tive director of the Concilium, the
“council of councils.”

It is clear that among the three
kinds of réles involved—(1) council
members of any faculty rank appointed
yearly, as on a committee, (2) a non-
faculty exeautive director to the council
of councils, (3) a senior faculty member
appointed by the Dean of the Graduate
School as a chairman—it was the coun-
cil chairmen who singly had authority
and responsibility for the programs in
their own areas of study and jointly the
authority for area studies in toto.

In all relations with the University
at lJarge—with the Graduate and other

schools, with departments, with offices
of administration and finance, etc.—each
council was considered as if it were a
department residing in the Graduate
School of Arts and Sciences. Where de-
gree programs existed (even undergradu-
ate programs), they were incorporated
under this new structure. The two prin-
cipal constituencies of the councils were
faculty and graduate students. The al-
ready existing program in International
Relations was treated like an area study
council, coequal with any other.

Each council had its own adminis-
trative office and a small staff. The of-
fices were gathered under the one roof of
the Concilium, which itself had a small
staff supervised by the full-time execu-
tive director. The Concilium provided
central services (including those for
budget and accounting), the consolida-
tion of certain major programs
(particularly, the endowed Concilium
chairs), and assistance with and coérdi-
nation of the goals and activities of the
various councils. The executive director
was in touch with daily operations of all
councils’ staff, yet was liaison for the
council chairmen to the offices of the
Provost, Graduate School deans, etc.
Concilium policies not dictated by
higher University administrators were
decided by meetings of the chairmen.
Functioning of intra-Concilium matters
at all levels presupposed a general open-
ness.

The first of two structural crises in
area studies came in the early 1970s

with the expiration of the original Ford
grants, Certain councils had a secure en-
dowment and could proceed much as be-
fore, but there was serious consideration
by the Provost and others of abolishing
other councils. In the end the arguments
of their chairmen, the execwtive director,
and other advocates prevailed, and the
unendowed councils were guaranteed a
minimal existence, first on drawn out
unexpended Ford monies, eventuaily on
small University allocations funnelled
through the Concilium. Administration
of the major programs of student disser-
tation grants and facuity research grants,
formerly residing with individual coun-
cils, and the funds for them, were taken
over by the Concilium. From time to
time councils have sought and occasion-
ally obtained outside expendable fimds,
and have expanded and contracted—in
program and staff—with the success or
failure of such efforts.

The second phase: auwtocracy

The contractions of the early 1970s
left shaken those faculty who, by sta-
tion or stature, influenced decisions
made about the structure of area studies.
They were evidently receptive to the di-
agnosis that area studies as it had been
constituted lacked the prestige either to
compete (for fumds, faculty, students) in
the world outside Yale or to survive
within Yale itself, and also to the pre-
scription that its prestige could be en-
hanced by the prestige of a director of
suitable distinction. A director of senior
faculty standing was sought and joined
the existing organization in 1978. By
the end of the decade, the full-time exec-
utive director of the Concilium had been
replaced by the faculty director—that is,
by an active scholar-researcher-teacher
and “part-time” administrator. The first
phase of area studies’ organization had
ended and a second had begun.

Inherent in the appointment of a
faculty director for area studies were two
new and crucial structural elements: (1)
the creation of a new level of hierarchy
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above the council chairmen and (2) the
(apparent!) centralization of authority in
that new level. By the time these ele-
ments were labeled overtly in 1983,
when the name of the Concilium on In-
ternational and Area Studies was
changed to the Center for International
and Area Studies (YCIAS), a “council of
councils” had long ceased to exist and
the council chairmen had been relieved
of both authority and responsibility for
the welfare of the institution as a whole.

The appointment of a faculty direc-
tor was the first of the two significant
structural changes that marked the sec-
ond phase of the organization. The sec-
ond change remained undeclared, despite
evidence that it was taking place: the

IMore on the “apparentness” of cen-
tralization later. Suffice it to say that cen-
tralization of authority appears to have
been the intent of the faculty directors. Au-
thority can also be sustained by engender-
ing respect and by possessing sufficient
knowledge of the institution’'s various
parts. To the extent that respect by others
within and without the organization is de-
ficient and that knowledge of the parts is

former Council on International Rela-
tions, redesignated the Program on In-
ternational Relations () in 1978,was
placed under the direct care of the ycias
directorate. The position of R chairman
was removed? and the ycias effectively
absorbed the program into itseif, inter-
mixing funds and staff in a way that
continually appears to give the program
a prior claim on the interests, energies,
and resources of the directorate and its
staff

Throughout the 1980s, the new
union of the central directorate and the ®
program grew markedly relative to the
area councils. The ycias directorate de-
veloped or acquired activities and pro-
grams that competed with or overlapped

insufficient, any tendency toward central-
ization is at odds with other “natural”
forces of organizational behavior.

2In the spring term of 1990 a chair-
man for IR reappeared in the directory of
the YCIAS, perhaps (one speculates) in
preparation for the proposed new under-
graduate program in global studies.

those of area councils.’ New ycias staff
positions were created or existing ones
elevated or expanded. yclas staff-hours
previously designated for matters per-
taining to any area study were recom-
mited specifically to the = program.

On the structural level over the
years, new regional studies coumcils,
new “‘committees” (ie., incipient coun-
cils), or new “programs” joined the or-
ganization. Topical programs, either
short- or longed-lived, had for some
time been the offspring of regional
units. Late in the second phase the vcIiAs
exhibited an interest in and began to de-
velop more programs that, like ®, had
topical emphases. Figure 1 is a simpli-
fication of the organizational chart of in-
ternational and area studies produced by
the vcias directorate in July 1988.

Paradoxically, as vcias staff grew,
major and minor support functions
formerly provided by the Concilium,

3Budgets for 1988-89 show, for ex-
ample, that the vClas allocation for
“seminars and conferences” was $57,500,
or 62.2% of the total for all of the YCIAS
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from developing budgets or keeping ac-
counts to sorting the mail or maintain-
ing the copying machine, were shifted
onto the councils. Council staffs often
found themselves in absurd tugs-of-war
with central staff over ordinary services
and procedires.

At the same time, decision making
on serious issues affecting all levels of
area studies was removed to the ycas di-
rectorate and often kept secret from
council chairmen. These included such
matters as the development of general
budgets (sources, commitments, priori-
ties, projections) or the allocation of of-
fice space, which, in area studies’ first
phase, would have been worked out by
the committee of council chairmen and
accessible even to their staffs.

Meetings of the chairmen began to
be called less and less frequently, with
agenda of less and less significance.4
The r6le of the body of chairmen was no
longer to discuss and formulate policies,
but to listen to the vcias director an-
nounce policies already made.

The relative remoteness at any time
of one or several chairmen from their
councils facilitated the implementation
of a central agenda simply by the impo-
sition of the ycias director’s decisions or
(in default) those of his staff directly
upon council staff. Putting C&T staff
in such a position—employees for
whom refusal or even discussion may be
futile, and often imprudent—is a
patently unfair tactic if done knowingly,
and a callous one if done wnthinkingly.
Yet time after time, in small matters
and large, council chairmen who have
duties in their departments for which
they are given no special exemption, are
bypassed by the vcias directorate while
their resident staffs are occupied with

and the councils and programs. This repre-
sents a great deal of visible activity, weil
beyond the function of codrdination of
area studies activities, much of it in the
bailiwick of an area council, usually with-
out involving the council’s chairmen or
staff.

“This is not to say that chairmen were
not free to meet, in any combination, in
any frequency, of their own volition.

edicts from the directorate that do not re-
spect the chairmen’s priorities.

When, for example, budget and ac-
counting responsibilities were trans-
ferred to the individual councils, no
chairman was consufted on the conse-
quences of this decision, on whether his
staff was able, in allocable time or in
level of skills, to take on this responsi-
bility, on whether his staff would be ad-
equately compensated and classified for
duties of this level, on what new author-
ity and responsibilities it implied for the
chairman.

Individual instances of disregarding
a council’s own agenda as the express
domain of its chairman may have been
madvertent or inconsequential, but the
cumulative effect of repeated instances,
whether intended or not, was to further
remove the chairmen from sharing a

common responsibility for area studies.

and even to chop away at his authority
within his own council

These kinds of procedures and opera-
tional policies within an autocratic
structure, with the movement toward
centralization, brought fourth an anti-
thetical force: countercentralization—not
decentralization, but the divergence of
the councils from the central organiza-
tion. The area councils, which together
and interdependently had once been the
Concilium, grew isolated from each
other. In their relation to the vcias, each
settled mto conflicted states of depen-
dence and independence. They were de-
pendent upon the vcias, which inter-
posed itself, or was thought to be inter-
posed, between the area studies councils
and certain higher offices in the Univer-
sity for the allocation of University re-
sources. Yet to the extent any council
was self-finded, it was free to set an in-
dependent course, with obligations nei-
ther toward other councils nor toward
area studies altogether. With or without
funding, councils conducted business
satisfactorily with other University of-
fices (such as those of the Graduate
School or financial offices) and with tra-
ditional departments.

Councils could bypass the vcias in
seeking funds or launching programs,

but their execution in daily staff work
continually bumped up against the ycias
for services expected but not provided.
Further, a tendency toward increasing
secrecy in the operations of the yclas
(for which there has been no formal re-
course within the organization) has ex-
acerbated the isolationism and collective
anomie.

2

Operations within Present
Structures

There is this irony in the reality of the
second phase of the organization: The
apparent centralization of the ycias has
produced not a more unified structure,
but a more fragmented one. Each addi-
tional activity or program that has been
developed, acquired, or appropriated by
the central directorate is offset in the
councils by increasing independence—in
programs, in relationships with other
Yale departments and offices, and in
their own development. The directorate
has explicitly “released” individual
councils to seek their own new fund-
ing—and released them as well from any
central assistance in their searches.

The combined structure of interna-
tional and area studies, having acquired
more programs and councils since the
early 70s,5 has evidently grown too
large and complex for an authoritarian
central directorate, which itself has ac-
quired competing programs. The direc-
torate claims not to have the staff or re-
sources to provide common services of
an ordinary office group, and so does
not.5 Yet it continues its ambitious and

5Compare Figure 3, the first phase
with Figure la, the second phase.

A review of the agenda and notes of
general staff meetings of recent years re-
veals the direction office support services
have taken: sorting mail, maintaining a
copy machine, sending telex, managing
UPS, recycling paper, answering the tele-
phone, typing the director’s own corre-
spondence—all of these and more have by
default or by intimidation or by recalci-
trance been shifted to council staff, with-
out consultation with their supervisors,
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high profile agenda of big-name speak-
ers, big-time conferences, and big-ticket
amenities.

Some of this activity slanted toward
public relations may be desirable in
these times, even in an institution dedi-
cated to scholarship and teaching But in
the autocratic structure of the vcias , it
is done without the advise of the desig-
nated head of each area. And to the ex-
tent it drains resources from scholarly
activities of the area studies councils, it
taxes the area studies constituencies as a
feudal lord taxes his vassals.

The second phase of the organiza-
tion of area studies at Yale brought it at
the end of the 1980s to its second crisis.
The extent of the crisis is obscured by
transient and unequal pockets of prosper-
ity. It may be hidden too, or at least
temporarily remitted, by a selfless spirit
in any chairman or by good will and
good manners in a director. But these
cannot alter the underlying structure of
area studies in its second phase, which
is autocratic, and it cannot make autoc-
racy an acceptable system for a liberal
university.

What difference does it make?

In an academic environment autoc-
racy is, for one thing, a weak system,
even in protecting the interests of the
authoritarian center itself. This was
epitomized by the episode with the
Trowbridge House, which had been as-
signed to the vcias by President Gia-
matti, only to be rescinded by his suc-
cessor, President Schmidt. During the
long period of “assignment,” the ycias
directorate made pians for the house’s
renovation and use, but all decisions
and, presumably, all negotiations were
conducted in secret, without consulting
the area council chairmen. When the
plans fell in hazard, the chairmen carried
no weight with the President when they

the council chairman. Whatever excuse is
offered, it cannot be to save momney. It
costs in staff time of the organization
whether such tasks are performed centrally
or on the periphery. In fact, in nearly ev-
ery case, such delegation of duties costs
more—in time, dollars, efficiency, relia-
bility, morale.

mustered in his office in a vain attempt
to rescue the building for all of area
studies. To the President, these council
chairmen—senior members of the fac-
ulty and distinguished scholars in their
disciplines—were but kibitzers: they
had not been dealt in.

An authoritarian director by himself
has no way of resisting a higher level of
authority—the President, who appointed
him and who himself tends (evidently)
to act on impulse and without consid-
ered counsel. There is nothing to do but
submit.

On the other hand, a collegial,
semi-democratic structure, such as the
council system of area studies’ first
phase, has built-in strengths—strength
in numbers, strength in the broader ex-
perience and talents and ideas that those
numbers represent, strength in the vigor
only a joint enterprise can foster. A col-
legial system of council chairman sur-
vived the assaults at the end of the first
phase of area studies in the 1970s. Had
the collegial system still been in place,
the humiliation of the Trowbridge
House might not even have happened.

More can be lost than a home that
never was. The recent announcement
that the University accepted a $1 mil-
lion endowment for East Asian studies
from the Young Leaders Fellowship is
an instance where the autocratic reflexes
and the habitual and systematic failure
to consult Yale’s own experts in area
studies has caused internal distress and
public embarrassment.” That the donor,
Japanese magnate Ryoichi Sasakawa,
has been a notorious and aggressive fas-
cist activist whose self-aggrandizing gift
would compromise the values of a lib-
eral university may not have been
known or fully understood by the Uni-
versity authority or authorities who ac-
cepted the endowment, whether it was
the President or the director of ycias .3

7See Stanley Weinstein, “The Truth
About a Yale Benefactor,” Yale Daily
News, February 27, 1990.

8After the announcement was made,
the YCIAS director was quoted in the Y de
Dadily News (February 14, 1990) defending
Yale’s acceptance of Sasakawa’s gift by

And why not? Because the experts
on the far east i the Council on East
Asian studies were neither asked about
nor informed of the pending gift. Be-
cause ten years of autocracy at YClas has
consolidated power in the upper reaches
of the hierarchy, but not expertise or
sensitivity.

The weakness of the structure of
area studies in the crisis of its second
stage might be summarized in five
points:

1) The director for all international
and area studies is a part-time adminis-
trator. Even if the scholar-director is suf-
ficiently expert in all world areas and
sensitive to the established structures for
studying them at Yale, his commitment
only part-time as director would preciude
his having time to tend to the
inescapable exigencies of lower and
middle levels of administration (staffing,
facilities, central services). The first fac-
ulty director foresaw this deficiency and
thought to alleviate it by charging such
responsibilities to a new position of as-
sociate director. However, in practice
these areas of administration have de-
faulted to various staff.

2) Area studies have been subordi-
nated to international relations.

3) Council chairmen no longer have
collective authority in area studies,
which tends to diminish their sense of
responsibility for area studies as a umit,
either collectively or individually.

4) Council chairmen, meeting less
often, having no authority, and feeling
little responsibility, are therefore less
knowledgeable about the organization
and problems of area studies. When
other avenues of communication be-
tween the central administration and the
councils are not pursued, the problem is
exacerbated. For busy chaimmen, and par-
ticularly for chairmen new to Yale’s or-
ganization, one remedy at hand has been
to rely on staff for advise and continu-
ity. This is by no means altogether bad,
and the relationships of trust and respect
between chairmen and the generally

making a legalistic distinction between
classes of unseemly sources of funds.
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highly competent staffs have contributed
as much as anything to the achieve-
ments of individual councils. This is the
“bureaucracy,” oft-scorned in the ab-
stract, but for many individuals, groups,
and other institutions, their interface
with Yale’s area studies organizations.
Nevertheless, council staff are not
scholars or professionals, but clerical
workers whose experience and perspec-
tive are limited to low- and mid-level
administrative matters. Staff depend on
faculty—chairman or director—to set
the course, but if chairmen in turn de-
pend on staff to reveal where they are
going, then the courses are apt to be lit-
tle circles puiled along by the ycias ad-
ministration (see Figure lc, below).

5) There exist overlap, ambiguity,
and incongruity in the functioms, re-
sponsibilities, and authority between
area councils, on the one hand, and the
Ycias, on the other, and likewise be-
tween council staffs and vcias staff. The
YCl1As is playing dual rdles in the struc-
ture of area studies: that of higher au-
thority and that of competitor. Under
such conditions “power” is too much a

function of politics, and staff suffer
damaged morale.

The implied and the effective lines
of power within the present structure are
superimposed on the 1988 organiza-
tional chart, as Figures 1b and lc. The
arrows in Figure 1b are those the ob-
server would infer from such a hierarchi-
cal layout. The actual power flow is bet-
ter shown by the bold arrows in Figure
1c, where council staff are the direct and
daily targets of directorate policies and a
question mark is an accurate sign of the
chairmen’s connections to and under-
standing of affairs in the directorate. The
figure illustrates the conflicted position
of council staff in the present structure.
The grayed lines and arrows illustrate
another set of actual connections: the
independent and multi-level relations be-
tween each council and such University
offices as the Graduate School or finan-
cial administration.

3

Some Theoretical
Assumptions

As was stated at the outset, the subject
here is not area studies but the organiza-
tion of area studies. Area studies are
themselves levels of organization above
the actual world areas that are its sub-
jects. World areas exist, whether schol-
ars study them or not; and at Yale, the
study of world areas also exists, whether
the ycias and the councils organize and
direct those studies or not. One purpose
of organizations like the councils is to
direct and facilitate those studies. Should
anyone question the quality or number
or even existence of the constituency of
one of the area studies councils, he or
she should consult the council’s chair-
man or members or the latest annual re-

port

Nevertheless, at Yale as at other
universities, most research and teaching
activities are organized by discipline—
that is, by the departments. Organiza-
tions built on area or topic, like the
councils or other programs within the
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yclas, resemble networks—or “virtual”
departments—Iaid across the underlying
department structure. The departments
are in most respects stable organiza-
tions, subject to change only slowly.

The “virtual” departments, in con-
trast, can alter themseives very quickly.
They can lie in a minimal, near dormant
state for a time, then spring to life,
drawing upon established structures and
resources and responding to and even
leading the demands and opportumities of
the moment by bringing in outside re-
sources (e.g., foundations grants,
codperative ventures) and by expanding
and augmenting programs, increasing
staff, and giving direction to them all
Just as quickly, a “virtual” department
can shrink—in funds, programs,
staffing, etc.—as resources and interests
tum elsewhere.

In fat times, a “virtual” department
is self-directed and relatively self-suffi-
cient. What it needs is what every unit
of organization at Yale needs: the pro-
vision of basic administrative and phys-
ical services. As the University sees fit,
any (real or virtual) department’s admin-

istrative office may either take care of
its own basic services (copying, mail,
UPS, telephones, fax, physical facili-
ties, etc.) or, to take advantage of certain
economies of scale, may share a pool of
services provided by a central organiza-
tion such as the ycias In lean times the
“virtual” department needs assurance of a
minimal existence in order to matain
contact with its constituency and to ad-
minister a2 modest program.

The rdle of a central organization
might then be, in addition to providing
central services, to insure that minimal
existence by securing or cultivating con-
tinuing faculty commitments to the
council and by keeping open channels
for potential strengthening and devel-
opment.

From the general to the particular
The question here is what kind of a

central structure—Concilium/ycias —

can best manage, allocate, encourage, di-
rect, etc., among a collection of separate
area studies councils when individual
councils fluctuate between extremes of
strength and weakness over time.
Through lean times, and as long as

Yale Center for International & Area Studies (after July 1988 organizational chart): The effective flow of power

a faculty director and the officials to
whom he answers are committed to
maintaining a council, a centralized, au-
thoritarian structure might seem to do
just as well as a collegial structure in
supporting a weak area.

However, a council under such cir-
cumstances is likely to remain in pro-
longed isolation on the level of faculty,
when it most needs to be in touch with
the faculty of other areas. And on the
staff level, the result is equally harmful.
The vcias’s recent penny-pinching re-
course of substituting casual hourly
employees (low wages, no fringe bene-
fits) for permanent (if part-time) man-
agerial- or clerical-level staff is perceived
by remaining staff as a threat.? This
damages staff work because staff work is

9The practice certainly violates the
spirit, and arguably the letter, of Article
XVIII of the existing contract between the
University and Local 34. This fits in a
long pattern by the YCIAS directorate of
systematic violation of the intent and the
letter of Article XI of the contract, con-
cerning job descriptions and classifica-
tions.
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Figure 2 Yale Center for Intemational & Area Studies, as diagramed by the Director, September 5, 1989

the point of contact for most people
who deal with a council, it will likely
damage somewhat the standing of area
studies within the University .

When a council thrives or grows—
because of a resurgence of interest in the
area among faculty, students, and the
world at large, including funding agen-
cies—the authoritarian structure has
shown itself again and again to be unre-
sponsive inflexible Often the barriers
involve human motivation, and an en-
lightened director

Yale, but not under the present struc-
ture, not where the region model is
subordinated to international relations. If
the University wishes to continue ex-
panding its investment in R, it should
not do so at the expense of area studies,
which themselves have varied and
growing demands and significant
constituencies that cannot be dismissed
by organizational favoritism.
Reasonable solutions to the yclas 's

crisis have been suggested.!0 But until
the chairmen and members of even the
prosperous councils recognize that the
interests of all area studies are dimin-
ished by an incoherent structure and the
fragmentation of the coumncil system,
until council chairmen, past and present,
assert the rights entrusted to them by
the Dean’s appointment and assume
their obligations not only as teachers
and scholars, but also as administra-
tors—until rhey reshape the organiza-
tion, the crisis is

can alleviate some
of them. Neverthe-
less, there are no
assurances that all
directors will be en-
lightened, and, even
when they are, too
many obstacles are
built in the super-
fluous hierarchy it-
self.

4

Five Points for
Restructuring

The two different
approaches to study-
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rectly linked to the vcias directorate and
with all other programs and councils on
a level below them. It is more the
reality than the public and sanitized
version in Figure 1a. However, contrast
Figure 2 instead with Figure 3, an
abstract rendering of the council-based
structure of the Concilium up through
the mid 1970s in which (1) the central
position of the Concilium directorate is
not superior to the council chairman-
ships, (2) R is coequal to area studies
councils, (3) councils have alternate
links to the University administration,
either directly or through the central di-
rectorate.

Perhaps there are valid reasons to
treat R differently. It is a topical rather
than an area study. As more topical
studies programs (IR, ISAC, environmen-
tal studies, et al) accrete to the ycias, an
alternative organization, separated from
area studies, might be called for. Per-
haps the parts of vcias have grown too
many and too large and vigorous for one
unit. A bifurcation is not out of the
question, either on the level of the direc-
torate (co-directors) or as a subdivision
on the council/program level. But under
no circumstances should the area pro-
grams be subjugated to topical pro-
grams.

The yclas is overextended and over-
committed. A single faculty director
with other obligations and his own in-
terests can not administer all the thriv-
ing intellectual activities of all the area
studies councils.

The Yc1as ’s staff does not now and
cannot as presently disposed and man-
aged fulfill the relatively high level
business manager/staff assistant func-
tions required by thriving area studies
councils. And it is failing—refusing—
to provide the common, routine support
services to area studies administrative
offices for which it was, in the 60s and
70s, created. The depth, seriousness, and
persistence of staff disgruntlement, and
its adverse affects on the quality of oper-
ations, cannot be overestimated.

The councils—chairmen and staff—
are trying to work around the tough
knot at the center of the structure, but it

is no way to work. vcias has ambitious
programs, but it does not know and ap-
parently can not well assist its own
component councils. It is time for solu-
tions. It is time for a third phase, with a
fair place for global and other topical
studies programs, and a fair place for
area studies. It is time, further, for a col-
legial, senatorial governance of area
studies. It might even be time for lim-
ited democracy. The following plan is
suggested:

Five-point restructuring

1. The area studies councils, indi-
vidually and as a group, must no longer
be subordinated to International Rela-
tions or to any other topical program.
Recent practice is administratively and
mtellectually untenable.

2. The two types of interdisci-
plinary organizations currently under the
wnbrella of the Yclas —regional studies
and topical studies''—should be distin-
guished and their administrations should
be separated. If the Ycias wishes to re-
tain an authoritarian model faculty direc-
tor (or co-director, see below) for topical
studies, it may do so, but he or she
would not be the director of regional
studies.

3. Common administration of area
studies would be shared by the chairmen
of dl councils in a semi-democratic,
collegial affiliation. In practical terms,
this might be effected in one of two
ways:

a) with a co-director for area studies,

who would be one of the council

chairman serving a term either in
rotation with the other chairmen or
by election of the chairman, and

11Firting the regional model are six
of the seven original councils (all but IR)
plus the additions since the mid 1970s:
Southern African Research Program, Cana-
dian Studies, Middle East Studies, and
South Asia Studies. International Security
and Arms Control and International Nar-
cotics Policy join IR as topically orga-
nized units. Programs planned or contem-
plated by the YCIAS in recent months tend
to be of the topical model: International
Labor History, Agrarian Studies, Envi-
ronmental Studies, Human Rights.

equal i rank to the co-director for

international and topical studies, or

b) with an executive director, a full

time professional administrator

(after the Concilium model), re-

sponsible to the chairman.

This body of chairmen—together or
through their chosen representative—
would negotiate with University offices
on a basis equal to the co-director for in-
ternational and topical studies for a fair
portion of University resources desig-
nated for “international and area studies.”
Together the two bodies of study should
be stronger.

4. Faculty who serve as chairmen of
area studies councils must be granted
reasonable release time from some de-
partmental duties. Release time and
compensation to departments would de-
pend on the size and level of activity of
the chairman’s council (number of stu-
dents and faculty, degree programs,
funds administered, etc.).

5. A central office and staff for area
studies would support the councils for
common services. Central support staff
need only be minimal, but under this
structure would be responsive to the
needs of area studies and not to rival
agenda. The level of staff required would
depend on whether the alternative of co-
director (providing minimum supervi-
sion) or executive director (providing
maximum supervision) was adopted.
Council staff would continue to provide
the four essential staff functions for
themsetves, as they do in fact (though
not in title) now. Those are: 1) busi-
ness manager, 2) staff assistant, 3) reg-
istrar, and 4) secretary. Disposition of
the duties of all staffs—central and
council—should be examined by the Of-
fice of Human Resources with the ad-
vise of council chairmen and experienced
existing staff.
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