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FOREWORD

The Program on Education and Training at thc East-West
Center is pleased to have Bruce Koppel's Refugees or Set-
tlerst Area Studies, Development Studies, and the Future of
Asian Studies as its first East-West Center Occasional Paper.
This thoughtful, insightful, yet sobering essay will provide
much needed “food for thought” on a topic that is being dis-
cussed at many major research universities, Any university
that is rethinking the relative roles of area studies, develop-
ment studies, the social sciences, and the humanities, will
find this document of great assistance. Everyone interested
in the topic will welcome the conceptual and organizational
wisdom contained in it. As a timely, creative, and forward-
looking appraisal of the present crisis in international stud-
ies, it will be of great interest to academic and policy com-

munities as well as public and private funding sources..

Larry E. Smith

Director

Program on Education and Training
East-West Center
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ABSTRACT

The evolution of scholarship about Asia in the United States
is at a pivotal point—intellectually, institutionally, and fi-
nancially. Qutside the core social science and humanities
disciplines, schaolarship about Asia has evolved in two prin-
cipal directions: area studies and development studies. The
cvolution of Asian studics and development studies over the
last four decades also reflects the changing status of interna-
tional studies within American universities as well as the
changing agendas of government, foundation, and corporate
interests. Within and across the two fields, there arc signifi-
cant oppositional movements. The question arises: is the frag-
mentation both within and between Asian studics and de-
vclopment studics part- of a sustainable future for dynamic
scholarship about Asia or will it constrain such a future? Arc
these two fields cssentially refugees from disciplinary dis-
sension—implying that the futurc lies in the restoration of
intellectual solidarity within the disciplines and their con-
solidation of institutional prceminence? Or are they settlers
of new domains—implying that the future may lie in these
ncw domains but with neither field necessarily as it is to-
day?

The key is to reassess boundaries. The highest priority
should be assigned to the joint exploration of the common
intellectual and instititutional ground between area studics
and development studics about Asia. The fundamental task
for leadership is to help the various scholarly communities
to recognize that their traditional positions of autonomy and
privilege cannot be maintained if scholarship about Asia is
to restore its dynamism, legitimacy, and relevance. What is
needed is not simply a revised agenda or a new list of priority
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topics for scholarship about Asia—that would be normal sci-
ence in international scholarship and business-as-usual in
research funding. What is nceded first of all is a reconstruc-
tion of the intecllectual and institutional pathways for learn-
ing about Asia. [ssues of agenda sctting and funding modali-
ties must be derived from that reconstruction.



In the 1990s, it is increasingly apparent that international
scholarship in the United States about Asia needs to justify
itsclf—in how it is organized, in the modes through which it
is conducted, and in the manner by which it is supported
politically and financially. This nced for justification is a re-
flection of problems that have accumulated within the schol-
arship itself as well as the consequences of its significantly
changing environment: an academic community buffcted by
a number of complex internal and external changes, a policy
community less willing to accept entitlement of international
studies, and a public community troubled by the significance
of diversity abroad and the challenges of multiculturalism at
home. Failure to address this challenge will not mean the
end of education and research about Asia in the United States,
of course, but the way we confront the challenge will have
significant implications for the quality and influence of re-
scarch and education in the United States about Asia.

This essay addresses the challenge through an analysis
of contemporary scholarship about Asia. Specifically, | want
to cxplore the coevolution of area studies and development
studics about Asia in American universities and colleges as
alternatives to classical disciplinary learning, espccially in
the social sciences. The origins and consequences of this
cocvelution are treated here as both intellectual and institu-
tional problems. This analysis leads to assessments of pat-
terns of competition and convergence—among the fields;
within professional communities; and between the fields and
their institutional, political, and financial contexts. The dis-
cussion then turns to several crucial choices for the future of
international scholarship about Asia, focusing again on the
interrelations among the social sciences, Asian studies, and
devclopment studies about Asia. Strong emphasis will be
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given to issucs of boundary crossing—in both intellectual
and institutional terms—and the need for a variety of new
dialogucs and engagements. What is needed is not simply a
revised agenda or a new list of priority topics for scholarship
about Asia—that would be routinc procedure in international
scholarship and business-as-usual in research funding. What
is needed first of all is a reconstruction of the intellectual
and institutional pathways for learning about Asia. Agenda
setting and modes of funding must be derived from that re-
construction.

Arca studies is defined here as a strategy for building
understanding bascd on the holistic analysis of a specific place
or culture. At its best, this analysis combines language, hu-
manities, and the social sciences to build knowledge that is
both systematic and contextual. Knowledge is accumulated
with reference principally to specific language and culture
areas. The program staff in an area studies program repre-
sents the humanitics {especially history and linguistics) and
the social sciences, and usually all faculty will have signifi-
cant language facility and extensive field experience in a par-
ticular language and culture area.

Development studies is defined here as a strategy for
understanding based on the holistic analysis of pracesses and
problems associated with social, cconomic, and political
change. This field is based on transdisciplinary and frequently
comparative applications of the social sciences. The objec-
tive is to build knowledge that contributes to comparative
understanding and suggests applications of social science to
policics and projects. For development studies {and also for
disciplinary studies), the region is not the context for knowl-
edge accumulation; rather, it is an arena where concerns about
theory and method can be examined. The program staff asso-
ciated with a development studies program comes predomi-
nantly from the social sciences, especially in programs that
offer graduatc degrees. Most faculty do not have fluent for-
cign languagc skills, and only some have extensive field ex-
perience in a specific scuting.

For both arca studics and development studies, there is
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a presumption that adequate understanding demands holis-
tic analysis (where holistic can be translated as cross-disci-
plinary). By contrast, disciplinary studics emphasize the
refinement of theory and method within the context and dis-
course represented by a discipline’s defined domain. Faculty
in a disciplinary department usually sharc a common disci-
plinary background, but the orientations of their work will
vary—often intensely—according to the subficlds and alter-
native paradigms within the discipline. Contention within
the disciplines is an important dimension of the context for
area studics and development studies. This contention can
be substantial, as evidenced for example by current debates
within the academy on what constitutes “real” political sci-
ence, sociology, economics, and so on. Until recently, nci-
ther language facility nor extensive field experience has been
neccessarily associated with international scholarship in the
humanities and social sciences disciplines.

THE LANDSCAPE:
TRANSFORMATIONS
AND ASYMMETRIES

Between the 1950s and 1970s, Asian studics in various forms
grew and thrived.on the campuses of many American uni-
versities and colleges. Extradepartmental regional, subre-
gional, and national programs and various cross-disciplinary
interdepartmental initiatives proliferated outside the conven-
tional disciplinary and departmental preferences of univer-
sity organization. Much of this growth was financed and
cncouraged by the largesse of the federal government [espe-
cially through the leverage of Title VI and Fulbright support)—
which saw a strategic justification for supporting Asian and

‘other area studies—and major foundations, some of which

had helped to pioneer American academic interests in Asia.’
In the 1960s and rg70s, this growth was further impelled by
expanded support for international educational exchange in-
volving both students and faculty from the United States and
Asia. Of special importance during this period was the role

1. State support was also important, especially in Califarnia, Michigan, and New
York.
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of young Americans—including returned Peacc Corps vol-
untcers as well as veterans of the Vietnam War and the anti-
war movement—who gravitated to courses and later academic
carcers in Asian studies,

This picture of growth, dynamism, and apparcnt inde-
pendence from university organizational norms is no longer
completely valid. While the number of programs, centers,
and committees focused on Asian studics {or some subre-
gional or country variant) remains large and is even growing
among four-year colleges, the finances, staffing, and political
status of many of the programs are very limited. In many
universities and colleges, political and financial support for
independent area studies programs—and closely associated
language training programs—has wecakened. The end of the
Cold War has raised new questions about the strategic re-
quirement for federal support of area studics. And recent po-
litical transformations in Washington arc raising scrious
questions about the future of federal support for international
education. But even before the end of the Cold War and prior
to the 1994 Congressional elections, fiscal conservatives were
beginning to question the economic priority of federal sup-
port for area studies.

Indeed, the erosion of federal support significantly pre-
dates the end of the Cold War and the onset of fiscal conser-
vatism in the 1990s. In constant dollar terms, for example,
Title VI support declined 40 percent from the mid-1960s to
the early 1990s {55 percent compared with the original Title
V1 functions).* In constant 19¢1 dollars, the appropriation for

2. Title VI of the Higher Education Act of 1965 {originally Title VI of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958) has becn the major federal initiative for strength-
ening American cducation in foreign languages and in area and international stud-
ies. Ten major domestic programs are authorized under Title VI: National Resource
Centers, Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships, Undergraduate Interna-
tional Studics and Foreign Language Programs, International Research and Stud-
ies Projects, Business and International Education Projects, Intensive Summer
Language Institutes, International Business Education Centers, Language Resource
Centers, the Foreign Periodicals Program {scheduled for elimination in 1995), and
American Overseas Research Centers. Over 75 percent of the funding goes for the
National Resource Centers, the Foreign Language and Area Studics Fellowships,
and the International Business Education Centers. For analyses of the original
legislation and its impacts sce Clowse (1981}, Diekhoff {1965}, and Hucker [1973).
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Title VI in fiscal year 1967 was $63,521,000. This amount
was for language and area centers, fellowships, research and
studies, and language institutes. The funding for these func-
tions in fiscal year 1991 was $28,337,000. For all functions
(including business and international education, undergradu-
ate international studies, and foreign language), funding in
fiscal year 1991 was $40,012,000.

Several times the program has faced the possibility of
zero funding. In the 1990s, small increases in Title VI fund-
ing (up in real terms by about 1 percent a year from 1991 to
1995) have led some in the area studies community to think
the support is insulated from cutbacks. In the case of sup-
port for the National Resource Centers [the largest single
allocation in Title VI), however, the commitments to award
continuations (since commitments are normally made for-
three years) and the need to increase award sizes in order to
cover comparable purposes means that the number of new
awards for these centers will decline dramatically in 199s.
Moreover, maintaining level funding for the National Re-
source Centers comes at a cost to other parts of the Title VI
program: undergraduate international studies and foreign lan-
guage programs (down 21.5 percent in nominal terms from
1993 to 1995), international rescarch and studies projects
(down 11.8 percent in nominal terms from 1993 to 1995),
and business and international education programs (down
31.7 percent in nominal terms from 1993 to 1995).

The Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships
(FLAS) component of Title VI supports academic year and
summer fellowships for graduate-level training at institutions
of higher education having nationally recognized. programs
of excellence. In the mid-1960s, more than 2,500 FLAS aca-
demic year fellowships were being awarded cach year. Since
the mid-1980s, that number has been in the 600 to 8co per
year range (CRS 1985, 405; Greenweod 19914, 1991b; CIE 1994).
Some 650 awards are expected to be made in 1995. This num-
ber reflects a mixture of declining resources, increasing sti-
pends and average award sizes, rising tuition rates, and
diminishing capacities by many institutions to contribute
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financially in customary ways (through tuition remissions,
reduced tuition rates, and the like). In 1983-84, for example,
the average FLAS academic year award was $7,426. By
1990-¢91, the average was up to $12,18¢ {CIE 1994, 2). Today
there arc at lcast 131 centers, programs, and committees for
Asian studies- in 101 American universitics and colleges. Of
these, 15 designated as National Resource Centers and 42
designated as FLAS programs—42 centers overall coming from
26 institutions—received -support for the 1¢91-93 Title VI
cycle.

Over the long term, support has declined in real terms—
a fact that has been obscured by the rise in support from
several government sources since the mid-1980s.> This rise,
however, must be examined carefully. In the case of Title VI,
for example, appropriations increased by 3o percent from 1984
to 1995 in real terms. But the obligations of the program in-
creascd as well, especially to cover business education.* Thus
the funds available for the other pre-existing components did
not increase significantly, and in some instances (such as
foreign language and area studies fellowships) rising costs
outran increases in Title VI funding.

Title VI has been an important form of programmatic
as well as project support. Deterioration of this support piaces
an incrcasing burden on university financing, but university
funding itself has become less robust in recent years. In these
circumstances, it is important to consider the composition
as well as the level of funds that are available from sources
outside the university. Table 1 provides financial data on the
Fulbright Students and Scholars programs for East Asia and

3. In the early 1980s, scrious attempts were made to eliminate funding for incer-
national education. As described by Cassandra Pyle, executive director of the
Council for International Exchange of Scholars during 1981-92: It was a war and
we went to the strects. We not only won, we won big” {(Rubin 1995, A1s).

4. The Business and International Education component provides matching grants
¢o institutions of higher education for projects carcied out in partnership with a
busincss ¢nterprise, trade organization, or association engaged in international
trade. The Centers for Business Education component provides grants for eligible
institutions of higher education—separately or in combination—to share the cost
of planning, establishing, and operating multidisciplinary educational centers on
international trade.
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the Pacific administered by the United States Information
Agency {USIA]}. As can be seen in Table 1, the overall level of
funding between 1984 and 1994 for academic programs in-
creased by 30 percent in real terms—similar to Title VI. While
funding for lecturers and researchers changed little, funding
for students {especially foreign students) increcased substan-
tially—although most of the growth was achieved by large
increases in 1994. Because of cuts in 1995 in the USIA bud-
get and likely cuts in the following years, it may be more
appropriate to consider the averages of the early 1990s as the
trend line. From that perspective, the funding declined for
researchers and lecturers, held steady for American students,
and increased for foreign students.’ As we shall sce, this is
an important pattern given the increasing access of Asian
students to higher education in the United States and the
declining resources available to Americans who wish to pur-
suc academic careers with an Asian focus.

Long-term erosion of federal financial support—along
with more recent budgetary pressures affecting both public
and privatc universities and shifts in campus priorities—have
all combined to lower tolerance for prospective new fields,
such as area studies and development studics, and strengthen
preferences for established fields. While in numecrical terms
the majority of graduate students interested in Asia were al-
ways to be found in the social science and humanitics disci-
plines rather than area studics programs, in many universitics
and colleges area studies programs cnjoyed preferential stand-
ing in terms of funding, staffing, research support, and ad-
ministrative prerogatives. During the last decade, however,
there has been a restoration of preference for disciplinc-ori-
ented organization and rcsource allocation for international
studics. In many instances, attention has turned to the glo-
bal context of cconomic, environmental, cnergy, demo-
graphic, health, and other issues—global because thesc issues

5. Table 1 refers only to the Fulbright programs administered by USIA. USIA has
other programs that bring emerging leaders in politics, business, and academic
lifc to the United States.
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Table 1. USIA international educational programs for East Asia and the Pacific (1990 dollars}

Academic programs

1984 1985 1986 1987

Foreign lecturers
U.S. lecturers
Forcign researchers
U.S. resecarchers
Forcign students
U.S. students

584,622 690371 632,975 769,026
2,774,689 3,590,385 3,281,731 3,232,212
1,625,969 2,075,893 1,411,569 1,273,276
1,200,148 1,591,692 1,113,838 1,516,241
1,869,020 2,449,181 2,425,730 2,179,838
1,070,427 1,153,923 875,159 1,274,985

Foreign student renewals 1,601,215 1,519,866 1,592,048 1,785,924

Grantee program*

12,103,833 14,720,466 13,229,571 14,084,112

Foreign government contribution 2,308,925 2,666,655 3,067,792  3.394,569

Net appropriation®

13,534,453 16,179,747 14,114,076 15,348,041

a. Grantec program total also incarporates nongrant programs and administrative expenses.
b. Net appropriation is net also of rcimbursements, cooperation with private institutions, and other academic

Program expenses.

Source: USIA, Office of the Comptrotler.

do not always appear to be adequately addressed in national
or regional contexts alone. These shifts, along with the end
of the Cold War, have led to the dissipation of compelling
strategic rationales for federal support of Asian studies. Many
private foundation agendas have also withdrawn support for
Asian studies programs.*
That this is happening in the 1990s, however, reflects a
fundamental asymmetry:
Today the basic infrastructure of foreign language and area
studies at U.S. universities is eroding at the very time the
world order is being dramatically, and unpredictably, trans-
formed. Another problem is generational. Most of today’s
foreign area specialists entered the field in the 1960s and
early 1970s as the result of NDEA Title V1. But the end of
rapid growth for U.S. universities and the decline of funding
for foreign language and arca studies led students to seck
other fields {Merkx 1991, 213).
America’s involvement in Asia has increased significantly
ovet the last two decades. Today it is not hyperbolic to speak
of a Pacific Century and the urgent need to understand the
region in order to compete there. John Bresnan'’s (1994) phrase,
“from dominoes to dynamos,” and James Abegglen’s (1994}
reference to a “sea change” capture the essence of the scale
of the transformation.
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Fiscal year
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
500,202 378,036 39,289 277,449 71,299 260,316 255,165

2,994,454 3,166,311
1,702,559 1,570,581

1,727,416 2,387,628 2,600,120 2,605,278 2,552,971
1,976,641 1,629,278 1,953,030 1,802,518 1,766,753

1,564,361 1,023,925 1,415,563 926,170 1,149,849 1,570,067 1,538,795
2,031,694 1,706,636 2,590,409 1,808,555 2,438,217 2,985494 3,901,879
1,124,345 1,125,736 937,073 1,201,806 1,049,130 1,282,638 1,723,162
1,418,968 1,267,946 1,073,760 852,150 1,152,037 1,580,728 1,906,264
14,094,431 13,293,957 13,530,000 12,573,473 14,044,860 16,017,320 18,335,586
3,457,469 3,778,394 3,564,944 3,605,709 32810913 3,855986 3,776,801
13,341,058 11,484,725 12,082,292 11,978,260 12,698,433 15,412,531 17,531,999

There are many ways to measure increased American
involvement with the Asia-Pacific region. The earlier em-
phasis on strategic interests remains, but America’s former
hegemony in the region is challenged by the risc of scveral
middle-range powers within Asia, the growing importance
of multilateralism,” and the increasing salicnce of economic
security compared with conventional security issues. A sec-
ond way to measure increased American involvement with

6. These problems, however, are not universal. Writing about Australia, Richard
Gerhmann (1994, 153) describes a somewhat different problem: “The recent surge
in government interest in ‘Asia’ has been a blessing {or Asianists in the sense that
we are now seen as being relevant rather than ephemeral or marginal, but the
increase in funding and courses brings concerns relating to the quality of educa-
tion in our area.” In March 1994, the European Science Foundation established a
European Committee for Advanced Asian Studies to strengthen the coherence of
Asian studies in Europe and “give this field greater political weight and visibility
at the European level.” Thommy Svensson, chair of the committee, points out
that “European research displays a fragmented picture.” This fragmentation, he
observes, “promaotes pluralism and different intellectual perspectives, which con-
tribute to critical scholarship. Buc it is also a weakness, which prevents the cre-
atien of a critical mass necessary to manage large programmes and achieve political
influence” [Svensson 1994, 5}. For additional perspectives on Asian studies in Eu-
rope, see the collection of short but interesting picces in I1AS {1994},

7. Multilateral organizations such as APEC [Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation}
and PECC (Pacific Economic Cooperation Council} have become major regional
institutions and important forums for discussing economic and trade issucs among
countries in the region.
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the Asia-Pacific region is demographic and can bc secen
through immigration statistics. Asian-Americans with roots
in East and Southcast Asia have become an important part of
the American social fabric—with significant cultural, eco-
nomic, and political consequences. Another is in terms of
trade and investment flows. In the last few years, for example,
Amcricans have invested billions of dollars in Asian equity
funds and continuing investment from Asia into the United
States is an important component of U.S. cconomic growth.
The daily display of Asian market indexes and exchange rates
on the cvening news across the United States would have
appcared unthinkable 20 years ago.

This increasing interdependence is reflected in grow-
ing competence about Asia in many Amecrican corporations
and investment firms. All this reflccts a point that has been
recognized for some time (McDonnell 1983; CRS 1985,
410-411) but still not fully understood: many students who
pursue advanced graduate work in ficlds related to Asia do
go on to work, not in academic settings, but in a variety of
international organizations, banks, investment firms, and
corporations. Even so, there are'seriovis shortfalls'in coimpe-
tence. For exahple, 59 percent of the 450,000 forcign stu-
dents in the United States in 1993-94 were from Asia—up
from 30 percent in 1954-55 and 42 percent in 1684-85 [Davis
1994, 6):

While undergraduates greatly outnumber graduate students

among most regional groups, this is not the case with stu-

dents from Asia, the majority of whom [50.5%) are cnrolled
at the graduate level. . . Students from East Asia (50.8%) . ..
are predominantly graduate. . . . The majority of students
from South and Central Asia are graduate {66.7%]), due in
large part to the fact that 79.1% of the Indians, the largest
group from this region, are studying at this level {Davis 1994,
44).
These are some of the many indicators of the deepening cn-
gagement with the United States by many in Asia. Yet a re-
cent Carnegie Endowment study {1994, 23} points out that
“our knowledge of Asia remains strikingly inadequatc. Ameri-
can attendance of Asian universities is extremely limited,
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and American tourism to Asia is significantly less than Asian
travel here. We arc accumulating a cultural deficit that could
loom large in our cfforts to advance the creation of a Pacific
community.”

Hence the asymmectries: While it is clear that the United
States has substantial and growing interests in Asia, it is less
clear that commitments will be forthcoming to understand
Asia which are fully commensurate with those intercsts.
While there is evidence of a declining financial and adminis-
trative status for independent Asian studics programs in uni-
versities and colleges, there is also evidence of expanding
interest and competence about Asia elscwhere in academc
as well as outside the universities and colleges. This interest
is expressed, for example, by increasing numbers.of students
outside Asian studics who want to do dissertations in Asia,
but who—like the students in Asian studies—cannot find
rescarch support.

In 1973-74, for example, there were 194 applications
for support from the Fulbright student program for doctoral
rescarch in the Asia-Pacific arca: 25 were awarded, 169 were
turned down. In 1983-84, there werc 283 applications: 43
were awarded, 240 were turned down. In 1993-94 there werc
450 applications: 126 were awarded, 324 were turned down
(sec Table 2 on page §2). While the number of awards rose—
especially in the early 199os—the rejection rate remained
over 70 percent. However, 25 percent of those who did not
receive grants in the early 19gos—almost as many as those
who did receive grants—were judged qualified to reccive
grants if funds and slots had been available. Rejection rates
and application numbers ran highest for East Asia {IIE 1993).
Funding since 1993 has cssentially been unchanged.

A similar story can be scen with the Fulbright-Hays
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships: the to-
tal number of awards has been declining over the last 15 years
while the number and quality of applications has been ris-
ing. In 1984-85, some 42 awards were given for research in
Asia from 115 applications. For 1994-95, some 27 awards
were given from 199 applications. Competition is most
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intensive for East Asia, where fewer than 8 percent of appli-
cations have been successful during the last two years (US/
ED DDRA Program data). In constant 1991 dollars, the fiscal
year 1991 appropriation of $5,85 5,000 for the overall Fulbright-
Hays program was 51 percent below the program'’s peak fund-
ing in fiscal year 1967 of $12,061,000. (See Tables 3 and 4 on
pages 54 and 56.). Funding since 1991 has declined further in
both nominal and real terms to $5,843,000 for 1995.

Growing interest in Asia is also illustrated by at least
go centers for Asian studies that currently exist even though
they do not receive Title VI support. Finally, corporate lead-
ers have recognized the value of international education. As
one executive put it: “International education, with the broad
perspective it brings, may well be the sine qua non of suc-
cess in a global marketplace” (Desruisseaux 1994¢, A42; see
also Collins 1994).

The picture is complex. Today, in many universities
and colleges, the numbers of students registering for courses
about Asia are rising. But increasing proportions of these stu-
dents are first-generation Americans of Asian descent who
want to know more about themselves. Their interests are
biographical as well as professional. There has also been a
significant expansion in the numbers of students from Asia—
especially China and South Korea—who enroll in these
courses. Their interests are professional and, increasingly,
vocational with specific hopes for postgraduate employment
in the United States. Both American and Asian students who
have career interests in Asia have increasingly chosen spe-
cializations in the social science disciplines and the profes-
sional schools (especially business and international affairs).
A recent review of FLAS support concluded: “Significantly
lower proportions of actual degrees (M.A.s and Ph.D.s) are in

8. This statement should not be taken as an absolute. As Richard Lambert (1990a,
57) puts it: “Even when far-seeing corporate leaders express regret about the lack
of cosmopolitanism in American business in general, individual corporations, even
those from which the chief executive officer who voices such regrets comes, tend
to preserve the old corporate culture.” This observation may be truer, however,
for corporations that have not really extended themselves internationally.
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arca studies and the traditional core disciplines [history and
language], while higher proportions of graduate degrees are
in cconomics and other social sciences and several of the
professional fields” (CIE 1994, 6). Somctimes studcnts opt
for interdisciplinary programs other than arca studies—most
notably development studies—where issues of international
social, economic, and political change arc interpreted.

There is both intellectual and institutional disquiet in
Asian studics and international studies about Asia. In an
important article in the Social Science Resecarch Council
publication Items, Stanley Heginbotham lays out what many
see as the central challenge confronting international schol-
arship about Asia:

The end of the cold war has far more significant implica-
tions for international scholarship and cxchange programs
than is immediately apparent. This is a troubling reality for
many of us as scholars and as members of scholarly institu-
tions because we scek to organize, promote, and conduct
scholarship based on scholarly criteria, independent of the
shifting tides of public and foreign policy and the changing
priorities of federal agencies and private foundations. That
" goal is important and we need to hold firm to principles of
scholarly autonomy: At the same time, we nced to be aware
of the ways in which current patterns of organization for
international scholarship have their roots in past public and
foreign policy and funder priorities. Since many of these roots
are associated with the cold war and were cstablished long
before most of us began our professional careers, we are pre-
disposed to accept them as organizational givens in the or-
ganization of international scholarship. Unless we become
conscious of their origins, however, we are in danger of at-
tributing those aspects of organization to “scholarly crite-
ria” and closing our cyes to opportunitics for change that
will strengthen the funding bases, and hence the quality and
independence, of international scholarship (Heginbotham
1994, 33).

He concludes that while decision makers in the government
and not-for-profit scctors will proceed to “shape new programs
and new budgets to respond to what they understand of new
realities . . . American international scholarship has an im-
portant contribution to make if it chooses to engage with
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such institutions in 2 common scarch for understanding and
insight” [Heginbotham 1994, 40).

This argument touches many nerves in the foundation,
government, and academic communities about the future of
international research and educational exchange (Des-
ruisscaux 19944, 1994b)—not least for what it implies about
the future substance and polities of scholarship about Asia
and its relationships, conscious or accidental, to American
political and strategic interests. Some see in the argument
the opportunity and even the demand for new intellectual
and organizational trajectories; others see admonitions to
recall the virtue of cstablished pathways. In a context of di-
minished funding and political support from both founda-
tion and federal government sources, these reactions have
posed a fundamental question: In the post-Cold War envi-
ronment, what is the future of scholarship on Asia?

Today it is clear that the future of intellectual leader-
ship for studies on Asia is not necessarily with programs of
Asian studies. Onc indicator is that in the 1990s, about one
of ten students going to Asia cach year to do dissertation
research in the social sciences or humanities will receive a
doctorate in Asian studies or one of its subregional fields,
compared with one in seven students in the early 1980s
(NCES 19093, 1994). This is only an estimate, but it is consis-
tent with a recognized trend over the last decade: the increas-
ing use of the disciplines for pursuing graduate interests in
scholarship on Asia,

There arc doubts about the continued viability of the
arca studies model—a model for learning and training built
explicitly around the conjunction of language and literary
training with other humanities and social sciences that are
focused on the cultural area associated with specific languages
(Hall 1947; Hucker 1973). The model assumes that linguis-
tic competence yields a form of ethnographic transparency, a
type of equivocation which legitimates the representational
claims that area studics wants to produce. While the linguis-
tic foundations of area studics may be explicitly compara-
tive, excessive turns toward a philology scparated from
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language learning has undermined integration within arca
studics and supported particularism and segmentation in-
stead. Today, despite the importance of language training to
the Asian area studies centers [and to federal support of those
centers), it is not an exaggeration to conclude that language
training has assumed a service role rather than a foundation
role in many instances. This is significant becausc area stud-
ics without a fundamental conjunction of language, humani-
ties, and social scicnces may very well be incomplete.

Not surprisingly, then, there is a continuing challenge
from other corners for leadership in international scholar-
ship about Asia. From the humanitics side of Asian studics,
for example, cultural studies is continuing the challenge be-
gun by Edward Said’s classic critique of theorizing in area
studies {Said 1978). Cultural studics, as used here, refers to
an emerging discoursc located principally but not exclusively
in the humanities and concerned with contested representa-
tions of culture, especially where such contestation has sig-
nificant political stakes. Writing about the varieties of culcural
studies, James Clifford (1991, 6} adds: “a great deal could be
said about their inner complexities, disagrecements, and local-
global predicaments. What they share is an overall shift of
attention toward the contested cdges of cultures, nations,
and identitics. And they grapple with a world that articu-
lates important cultural differences in contexts of historical,
political, and economic interconnection.” An extended quote
from Vicente Rafacl {1094, 1-2} nicely captures the heart of
the cultural studics perspective on area studics:

1f it is possible then to speak of the cultures of ‘arca studies
in the United States, one might think of them as ensembles
of knowledges and practices grounded on specific linguistic
competencies and formulated within as well as across disci-
plinary boundaries. Furthermore, such grounding, and the
disciplinary demarcations they presume, is underwritten by
a discourse of liberal pluralism. For this recason, area studics
not only reiterate different versions of Orientalism; they
also producc by necessity multiple repudiations of these ver-
sions. What is significant then about area studies is not so
much the unsurprising point that they are ticd to Oricntalist
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legacies. Rather it is that since the end of World War I, area
studics have been integrated into larger institutional net-
waorks ranging from universitics to foundations that have
made possible the reproduction of a North American style
of knowing, ane that is ordered towards the profiferation and
containment of orientalisms and their critiques, Further-
more, it is a style of knowing that is fundamentally depen-
dent on, precisely to the extent that it is critical of, the
conjunction of corporate funding, state support, and the flex-
ible managerial systems of university governance character-
istic of liberal pluralism.
The cultural critique of Asian studies has already had a sig-
nificant impact on the intellectual agenda of Asian studies—
especially through the work of Asianists who arc historians
and anthropologists.

From the social science side, therc was the growth of
international and comparative interests within the disciplines
as well as the emergence of various expressions of develop-
ment studies as a transdisciplinary {and transregional) alter-
native to arca studies. But unlike area studics,-dcvelopment
studies was not the product of a vision for new modes of
learning and training. Rather, it was a vessel that emerged
for exploring interdisciplinary understanding of contempo-
rary issucs in political, social, and economic change. Today,
development studies takes scveral names on American cam-
puscs: international studies, Third World studies, cross-cul-
tural studics, and more. There are at least 133 such programs
(Hoopes and Hoopes 1991}, very similar to the number of
Asian studies programs. Of the 133 development studies pro-
grams, 94 are exclusively undergraduate programs, 22 offer
graduate degrees, and another 17 do not offer degrees but arc
sites for rescarch and seminars. The high concentration of
these programs at the undergraduate level reflects the high
incidence of these programs at four-year colleges.

On the campuses, there is continuing tension between
the social science and humanities departments, on the one
hand, and both arca studies and development studies pro-
grams on the other—tension over power and resources within
the academe as well as competing claims to theoretical and
methodological rigor. And outside the campuses, the grow-
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ing influence of a variety of think tanks and policy forums—
such as the Brookings Institution, the American Enterprise
Institute, the Center for Strategic and International Studies,
the Heritage Foundation, the Asia Society, and, since the late
1970s, the East-West Center—may be evidence of a deepen-
ing divide between the infrastructure for academic and policy-
oriented understanding. Some of the independent think tanks
may also prove to be bridges that span this divide. This will
happen if they assume stronger educational—not necessar-
ily degree-related—roles. If the universities accept this new
development, will they simply be bowing to the limits of
their own specialization or will they be abdicating their re-
sponsibilities to advance relevant competence?

While the end of the Cold War has given new impctus
to questions about the need to support area studics, disquiet
about the status of international scholarship—especially
about Asia—is hardly new. (Sece, for cxample, Fenton 1947;
Hall 1947; Bennett 1951; Axclrod and Bigelow 1962; Gibb
1963; Lockwood 1972; Hucker 1973; Lambert 1973; Lambert
ct al. 1984; Szanton 1976, 1984; Berryman et al. 1979; Morse
1984; NCASA 1991; Hirschman, Keyes, and Huttcrer 1992;
Pickert 1992; Chow 1993, 120-143.) Indeed the growth of
cross-disciplinary fields such as Asian studies and dcvelop-
ment studies must be seen as a reaction to long-standing
perceptions of limits within the normal discourse of special-
ized disciplinary life—especially requirements to emphasize
the boundarics of conventional disciplinary debate over the
interrclations of culture, history, economy, and politics. These
concerns have been directed especially at the social sciences,
where commitments to empiricism and comparative studies
have been problematic for those insisting on the importance
of cultural and historical context and where insistence on
disciplinary theoretical advancement has been problematic
for those with special interests in the problems of applying
social science knowledge to issues of what has been known
as "modernization.”

Thus a question about the future of Asian studics is
not simply a question about Asian studies as a ficld. Rather,
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it is a question about the future of scholarship about Asia.
And two further questions should be secen in this context:
Are Asian studies and development studies basically refu-
gees from the disciplinary wars—which would imply that
the future lies with the disciplines—or are Asian studies and
development studies settlers of new intellectual territory
beyend what the disciplines can hope to encompass? And if
they are scttlers, can they develop the new territory together
or are there in fact many new territories?

To address thesc issucs, a focus on the social science
disciplincs is appropriate because in most cases it is social
science theories and methods that are applied and interpreted.
In addition, many Asian studies programs are competing with
social science departments for scarce staff positions, teach-
ing and rescarch assistants, and other funds and resources.?
A focus on devclopment studics is appropriate because de-
velopment studics programs today appear to be considerably
more hospitable than arca studics or disciplinary programs
for faculty and students with interests in applied social sci-
cnce and policy analysis. Morcover, many development stud-
ics programs too arc competing with both the social science
departments and the arca studies programs for federal, foun-
dation, and other funding.

9. The same could be said about the changing relationships between Asian studies
and the humanities—especially history, linguistics, art, and philosophy. The role
of the humanitics in most development studies programs is minimal atbest. Con-
sequently, competition for resources among area studies, development studies,
and disciplinary departments has not involved the humanities nearly so much as
it has the social sciences. This is not to suggest, however, that the humanities are
not an issue—in intellectual or institutional terms—between area studies and
development studies. As we shall see, the growth of a serious cultural critique
within Asian studies and the emergence of a participatory action research cri-
tigue within development studies can be seen as oppositional movements based
on perspectives from the humanities. And while the humanities are obviously
part of the traditional core of arca studies—they receive about half of all FLAS
awards—there have been impornant shifts in the composition of awards within
the care. For South and Southeast Asia, {forexample, the proportion of FLAS awards
going to students in history, language, and literature has been decreasing. For the
1988-91 cycle, only 4.2 percent of the South Asia awards and 2.3 percent of the
Southeast Asia awards were for language and literature, History was a bit stron-
ger: 8.7 percent and 10.3 percent respectively. By conrrast, 22.6 percent of FLAS
awards for South Asia and 20.2 percent for Southeast Asia went for anthropology
{CIE 1994: a).
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COMPETITION
AND
CONVERGENCE

During the last four decades, intellectual and organizational
relationships in the United States among arca studics, devel-
opment studies, and disciplinary studies on Asia have not
been simple. The thice communities clearly overlap—intel-
lectually and in many cases institutionaily—but the overlap
is neither perfect nor planned. Patterns of competition and
convergence have evolved—again in both intellectual and
institutional terms.

The competition is not only the result of contending
claims on the various resources of the universities where
these different professional communities normally reside.
The competition is a consequence also of differing patterns
of legitimation inside and outside the university, differences
in the norms and practices that characterize preferred styles
of amassing and verifying “good” knowledge, and their di-
verse relationships to the politics of U.S. forcign policy to-
ward Asia.

Legitimation of the social sciences within the univer-
sity is the most sccurc, since it is based on the strength of
the social science professional communities within academe
and the financial support system (such as the National Sci-
ence Foundation).*® For Asian studies and development stud-
ics, legitimation has been more complex. It depends in part
on extending the legitimacy of the social sciences from which
they draw, in part on their sponsorship by government and
foundations, and in part on their own success in construct-
ing transdisciplinary professional groupings. Area studics
programs and social science departments both rely heavily
on traditional academic criteria to define excellence, although
the social sciences place greater emphasis on contributions
to theory. In somce development studies programs, practices

10. The securnity of the social sciences within the university is not absolute. As
noted at several points in this paper, there are important interdisciplinary initia-
tives at many universities foutside of area and development studies) on issucs
such as political economy and gender studies, for instance. These initiatives are
attracting aceention from students interested in the courses and from administra-
tors interested in keeping their institutions cusreat. In most cases, however, the
positions occupied by faculty involved with such interdisciplinary initiatives are
still based in social science discipline departments.



22 Bruce M. Koppel

differ little from their parent social science departments; in
other programs, utility outweighs traditional academic cri-
teria. In general, social science departments have had the
most diffuse relationships to the politics of U.S. foreign policy
toward Asia, Asian studies and development studies programs
have had much more direct rclationships. As we shall see,
Asian studies have depended strongly on federal funding and
in some cases {for example, China) on influencing and being
influenced by U.S. policy—especially on political and secu-
rity matters. Some development studies programs have also
depended greatly on federal support for their work on U.S.
political and strategic policy, but these programs have a stron-
ger emphasis on international economig relations.

Despitc these differences, arca studies, development
studies, and disciplinary studies on Asia are certainly not
distinct. All three share, for example, a variety of debts and
allcgiances to the theories, methods, and professional com-
munities associated with the social sciences—especially an-
thropology, economics, political science, and sociology. And
all are under comparable pressures from students whose in-
terests have increasingly turned to the instrumental value of
their education."

These characteristics of competition and convergence
are not confined to the United States. Many social science
faculty throughout Asia have been educated in American
universities—in some cases with cnough concentration in a
few American universities and colleges to evoke refercnces

11. It can be argued that this is sometimes a misleading description—that the
fundamental scteing for area studies is the humanities. It is certainly true that in
many area studies programs, the role of the humanities is substantial and that
many of the smaller programs are simply appendages of language training and
linguistics with little connection to the sotial sciences. The predominance of the
humanities is a persistent self-conception within Asian studies, but it is not com-
pletely accurate. As we shall see, the critique of orientalism in area studies, the
growing and indeed decisive importance of nonacademic posigraduate employ-
ment, and the impact of the cultural studics critique on conceptualization in the
social sciences all suggest thar while the whole story is not Asian studies and the
social sciences, neither is the whole story Asian studies and the humanities. An
important part |but not the only part) of the story for Asian studies—both intel-
lectually and institutionally—is in its overlap with the social sciences.
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to a “Mafia” of their alumni in specific fields.'* Many Ameri-
can social science faculty have been involved in Asian uni-
versities through a variety of exchange and fellowship
programs—most notably, in terms of sheer numbers, the
Fulbright program, but also through university-based insti-
tution-building programs supported by the U.S. Agency for
International Development {USAID), the World Bank, and
the Ford Foundation.:

Not surprisingly, patterns of professional organization
based on credentialism and shared areas of academic con-
centration, paradigm dominance, and political legitimation
found in the United States are reproduced in different ways—
some of them quite direct and dcliberate—throughout Asia.
(See Kaul 1975; Silcock et al. 1977; Gopinathan and Shive
1985; Abueva 1989; Altbach and Selvaratnam 1989; Altbach
1989; Yamamoto 1993.) These patterns of reproduction have
been maintained through a variety of instruments ranging
from access to Asian studies library collections in the United
States (where the availability of “fugitive” materials fre-
quently exceeds what is available in the homc country), to
assistance from American foundations for the replication of
professional research coordination mechanisms originally
developed in the United States and Europe [Naik 19771,
Robinson 1974; Friis and Shonfield 1974}, to the continuing
roles of U.S. support for international social science research,™
to the priority given in many cases to publication in “inter-
national” rather than Asian professional publications as a

12. Examples in Southeast Asia include Berkeley in Indonesia and Witliams in the
Philippines for economics and Cornell in the Philippines and Thailand for sociol-
agy and anthropology.

13. The major vehicles for these relationships were the Lud grant universities in
the United States. Typically these projects involved training staff from the Asian
institution at the American institution and assigning faculty and sometimes
American graduate students from the American instituticn to the Asian institu-
tion. The program between Cornell University and the University of the Philip-
pines at Los Bados, for example, spanned several decades. For a thoughtful review
of the experiences of the land-grant institutions see Hansen [1990).

14. Examples include the Ford and Asia Foundations on the private side and USAID
on the government side. Sce Fisher{rg993).
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criterion for individual excellence and career progression.'s
As Altbach and Gopinathan (1985, 11) note for Southeast Asia:
“One major consequence of the internationalization of the
Asean academic community is that many First World research
interests, paradigms, orientations and texts are commonplace
in teaching and research in Southeast Asia.” This is not to
suggest the absence of an “indigenous” social science tradi-
tion in many parts of Asia nor to minimize the tension that
exists between indigenous and international forces in shap-
ing professional development patterns in Asian universities.
(See Shonfield and Cherns 1971; Swasdiyakorn 1978; NRCP
1984; Altbach and Selvaratnam 1989; Ghee 1993). But it does
suggest that the influence of contemporary American social
science paradigms and professional organization patterns on
the organization and practice of social science in many parts
of Asia is not insignificant.

The major structural difference between the practice
of social science-based area studies in American and Asian
universities is, not surprisingly, that in Asia academically
based area studies specialists are far less likely to find them-
selves working in area studies programs than their Ameri-
can counterparts; rather, they tend to end up in disciplinary
or development studies programs.’* And even this difference
is diminishing rapidly with the decline in the number of FTE
slots allocated to area studies programs in American univer-
sities.

15. At major universities in the Philippines and Thailand, for example, one of the
requirements for promotion to full professorship is publication in U.S. and Euro-
pean journals. These characteristics are not confined to the social sciences. In
many of the biological and engineering sciences, where graduate education in the
United States is also a common attribute of university faculty, patterns of profes-
sional behavior, organization, and rewards are in many ways even more closely
and explicitly tied to U.S. patterns. To take a simple example, the Board for Sci-
ence and Technology on International Development (BOSTID) of the National
Academy of Sciences runs an international grant program to support research on
major issues (such as biotechnology). The grants require not only collaboration
between an American scientist as the “senior” investigator and a Thai scientist
but also publication in the United States.

16. There are, of course, important exceptions such as the Institute for Southeast
Asian Studies 1n Singapore, the Southeast Asian Studies Program at Kyoto Uni-
versity, and several of the institutes in the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences.




Refugees or Seulers?! 25

Where there are area studics programs in Asian univer-
sities—as at the Institute for Southeast Asian Studics at Kyoto
University—staffing patterns resemble thosec found in Asian
studies programs in the United States. But there arc also
important diffcrences. Forexample, in a few instances in Asia
there has been some success in integrating natural scientists
{such as ecologists) into arca studics programs. This is a big
step given the importance of natural resources and environ-
mental issues to cultural and social formations throughout
Asia. The U.S. Asian studics community, however, has been
notable for its resistance on this point. At places like Corncll,
Yale, Berkeley, and Hawai‘i there have been strong faculties
and programs in both Asian studies and natural sciences (ag-
riculture and forestry). During the days of USAID funding,
‘some links among arca studies and natural science programs
developed (especially at Cornell and Hawai‘i}, but today the
links depend primarily on the ingenuity of students. Another
cxample is the Pacific Science Association (PSA), a well-es-
tablished transpacific association for exchanging research on
scientific, technological, geographic, and cultural issucs af-
fecting the Asia-Pacific region. Arca and technical special-
ists from Asia routinely participate in PSA meetings, but area
specialists—with the exception of Pacific Island specialists—
from American institutions rarcly get involved.

More authentic evidence for professional recognition
of distinct theoretical evolution can be found in the humani-
tics—cspecially in art, history, linguistics, literature, philoso-
phy, and religion. Yet the breach between the social sciences
and thc humanities that characterizes different forms of
international studics in the United States—including aréa
studies—can be seen as well throughout Asia. The major dif-
ference on this front is that the rise of cultural studics on
many American campuses—and the challenge that cultural
studies presents to an arca studies community still redefin-
ing itself in response to an orientalist critique—is not directly
parallcled on the campuscs of many Asian universities. Is-
sucs of nationalism and religious and communal identity

spark significant d¢cbates on many Asian campuses, and cer-
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tainly these tensions affect the selection of issues in devel-
opment research as well as styles of analysis. But these ex-
amples more closely parallel the politics of ethnic studies
and multiculturalism on U.S. campuses rather than the poli-
tics associated with the cultural studies critique of area stud-
ies programs. Five issues stand out in evaluating competition
and convergence among Asian studies, development stud-
ies, and the social sciences.

Issue 1: modernization theory as a continuing issue.
While the sacial sciences in recent years have turned back in
the direction of the empiricist paradigm, intellectual dissent
within Asian studies resulting from the growth of cultural
criticism has led to attacks on one of the most powerful theo-
retical formulations of the empiricist program: moderniza-
tion theory. Yet in rejecting modernization theory, concerns
within the Asian studies community for the meaaing of the
modern and modernity have come into sharper focus as is-
sues of postmodernity have gained attention. Richard
Suttmeier (1994, 7) observes: “The achievement of wealth,
material comforts, and political liberties on a mass scale con-
tinues to insinuate itself as a criterion for evaluating histori-
cal change, and questions as to the causal mechanisms for
such achievement continue to demand answers.” [See also
Rabinow 1988; Najita 1993.} A parallel discourse can be seen
in development studies and the social sciences, where con-
tinuing tension between developmentalism and dependency
perspectives on the nature of modernization processes has
led to a loss of theoretical direction. As Kate Manzo (1991, 5)
puts it, there a “lack of a shared understanding of the nature
of the problem.”

Issue 2: patterns of prolessional development. There
are concerns about the implications of patterns of professional
development within Asian studies, development studies, and
the social sciences—both at the level of the individual scholar
as well as at the level of professional communities—for the
authenticity and autonomy of research and education agen-
das. Part of the critique made by cultural studies, for example,
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is that the research agendas in contemporary scholarship
about Asia—secn especially in Asian studies and in the so-
cial scicnces about Asia—reflect the political and intellec-
tual inertia of old hegemonies within these fields more than
they represent historically autonomous choices. At issue are
patterns of promotion and tenure that can determine when
and how a scholar makes a deeper commitment to interna-
tional scholarship (Koppe!l and Beal 1982, 1983}. During the
cxpansion of international studies on Asia, graduate students
could anticipate having choices for academic employment.
By the 1980s, the situation had changed significantly. Inter-
national positions at universities and colleges have become
intenscly competitive. This competition, in turn, has
strengthened the influence of the disciplincs and hence the
demands thcy can make for allegiance. At the same time,
the intense competition for very few slots has created an
unusual academic marketplace in which departments fre-
quently seek new faculty who have considerable brcadth
{combining disciplinary knowledge with area studies knowl-
cdge) while many young Asianists scek to establish their
career niches through greater specialization. The departments
iespecially in the social sciences) are simply trying to main-
tain their disciplinary coherence. The young Asianists are
divided between doing what they nced to do to get tenure
and doing what they believe will give them an edge in the
Asian studies community if they have to devote effort to dis-
ciplinary output as well.

Issue 3: globalization of social science education. There
is concern, too, about the consequences of the globalization
of American social science education—not only for research
and professional development outside the United States but
also for the role of the social sciences in international educa-
tion and scholarship within the United States.'” Daes
globalization imply the confirmation of hegemonic relations

17. These concerns are not confined to the social sciences but extend to higher
education (Myerson 1994; Rubin 1994).
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in international social science? Or does it simply imply a
uniform pedagogy across scttings (as already exists in the
natural sciences and as some would desire in the social sci-
ences}? Or does it imply a greater sensitivity to the diversity
of intellectual and social contexts in which social science
theory and methods are situated? Only the last option would
bode well for contemporary Asian studies. For many in con-
temporary development studies, however, especially those
wedded to rational-actor versions of economics and political
science, the last option might be the most problematic.
Issue 4: changing demographics of professional com-
munities. In a serics of crucial articles, Frank Shulman {1983,
1984, 1992) describes key changes in. the demographics of
academic communitics in the United States. He points out
that between the 1940s and 1970s, the demographics of schol-
arship on Asia conducted by faculty of U.S. universities and
colleges was principally American and predominantly male.
By the late 1980s, a structural change was in motion: in-
creasing numbers of foreign students were completing gradu-
ate degrees in American universitics, increasing proportions
of Chinese and Korcan students were completing disserta-
tions on China and Korea, and an increasing proportion was
clecting to stay in the United States to accept academic posi-
tions.™ Michel Oksenberg, for example, points to “the addi-
tion of over a thousand émigrés from mainland China to the
United States in the 1980s who have become part of the
American community of contemporary China specialists”
(Oksenberg 1993, 323). The vast majority of these scholars
had received doctorates, not in Asian studies, but rather in
disciplinary studics (NCES 1993, table 7, NCES r1994). At
the samc time, an increasing number of women have been
addced to the facultics of programs responsible for teaching

18. These demographic changes are not exclusive to those who work on Asia.
Over the last ten years, there has been a rising proportion of doctoratces going to
non-U.S. citizens {NCES 1993, 1994) as well as a growing proportion of foreign
students who plan to stay in the United States after they complete their studies
INRC1993).
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and rescarch about Asia." The changing demographics of
professional communities have alrecady produced important
intellectual and institutional indicators—ranging from the
rise of feminist thcoretical perspectives to new patterns of
transpacific profcssional cooperation. While this demographic
change is happening across ficlds, it is not yet clear whether
the process has fundamental implications for relationships
between fields—although the rise of feminist theorizing in
international scholarship about Asia already suggests its
impact, '

Issue §: the funding environment. As the diversity of
major sources of financial support for studies on Asia de-
clines, there are resurgent concerns about the relationship
between the political and financial support for research about
Asia and the oricntation of that research. These concerns
have recently flashed around the National Sccurity Educa-
tion Program (NSEP) (Heginbotham 1992; Mann 1993} and
other indicators of U.S. desires to sustain its international
engagement {Lake 1993; Carncgie Endowment 1994). While
there has been much critical discussion of the NSEP -and
what is arguably an example of a traditional modc of dis-
pensing federal funds for graduate education and faculty re-
search in international studies, there has becen much less
debate abourt the advantages and disadvantages of nontradi-
tional funding sources and their influence—such as funds
from Asian governments, foundations, and corporations
(Blumenstyk 1994)}. The programs of Japan’s Center for Glo-
bal Partnership, administered in the United States by the Ja-
pan Foundation, have not sparked much debate, nor has the
aggressive courting of Japanese, Korean, and Taiwanese cor-
porations, foundations, and forecign ministries by many

American universities. The debate over funding is likely to

19. This trend is not restricted to Asian studies. Since the mid-1980s, the number
of women receiving doctorates in area studics has grown by 40 percent while the
number going to men has grown by Jess than 1 5 percent. In 1985, some 38 percent
of the 134 doctorates in area studies were granted 1o women; by 1991, the share
going to women had risen to 43 percent {NCES 1993, appendix E).
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become morc pressing, however, as federal and private sup-
port for international studics continues to wane.

Togcether, these five issues set the context for under-
standing the nexus linking Asian studies, social science, and
development studies—a nexus that is simultaneously (1) in-
stitutional, focused on competition for resources and status
within the university and between the university and a range
of local and national interests; (2) social, focuscd on manag-
ing increasing diversities within the professional communi-
ties as well as among the constituencies for the composition
and work of those communities; and [3) intellectual, focused
on a convergence, however controversial, around social sci-
ence theories and methods. The institutional nexus is cru-
cial because of the financial and political resources that are
at stake. The social nexus is crucial because of the growing
complexity of representational claims in university staffing
and programming. The intcllectual nexus is crucial because
it is required in academe to give legitimacy to institutional
and sacial claims for prceminence. Thus questions about
theory and Asian studies arc not only questions for academic
musing. They are questions about the legitimacy of institu-
tional claims for resources and for independent status within
the university. They are also questions with implications for
the resolution of social claims for representation and rccog-
nition from a variety of interests both inside and outside the
university.

For Asian studies, the theory question today reflects
the debate that has generated so much angst within Asian
studies over the last two decades—namely, what are the con-
sequences of orientalism for the authenticity of arca studies
generally and Asian studies in particular? This question has
been widely discussed {Said 1978, 1985; JAS 1980; Cohen 1983;
Clifford 1988, 255-276 and need not be revicwed here ex-
cept to note one strand of the genealogy of orientalism was a
denial of the relecvance for Asia of disciplinary theory framed
by Americans and Europeans and practiced in and on Asia.
Between Asian studies and the social sciences, questions
about theory are illustrated by the ongoing arguments about
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universalism and particularism—espccially within Asian
studies—as well as by poststructuralist critiques of social
science theorizing (White 1991; Doherty, Graham, and Malck
1992; Rosenau 1992; Said 1993} with implications for devel-
opment studies in particular but for social science generally.

As we shall see, shifting fault lines among area studics
and disciplinary studies and {more recently) development
studies have created a far more volatile situation than the
critique of orientalism ever implied. From a broader perspec-
tive on the political and institutional ecology of area studies,
it is apparent that the discourse on oricntalism speaks to only
one facet of the problem: the ideological dimensions of learn-
ing within Asian studies.*® The discourse spcaks much less
clearly about the idcologies for learning about Asia by disci-
plinary and development studies and their interactions with
forms of learning within Asian studies, For that broader com-
plex, the truly intercsting question is whether there needs to
be any theory specifically for studics about Asia {and there-
fore not generic to specific social science disciplines}—as a
vchicle, for example, to stabilize relations across area stud-
ies, disciplinary studies, and devclopment studies.

There is certainly social science theory from and about
Asia—or, more accurately, parts of Asia. But for the most
part these theories are fundamentally of Western origin and
orientation. (For Southeast Asian studies, see Doner 1991 and
Keyes 1992, 15-17.) Without denying the realitics of varia-
tion across Asia or cven the arbitrary definitions of Asia by
both Asianists and social scientists (Emmerson 1984; Dirlik
1992, 1993; Reynolds 1992; Miyoshi 1993; Andressen and
Maude 1994; Palat 1994, 1995), most social scientists would
still defend their disciplincs as appropriate instruments for
undcerstanding Asia {or anywhere else}—allowing for various

20. Thie term “ideological” is not used here in the sensc of false consciousness;
rather, it refers to normative justifications for distributions of power over impor-
tant social resources. [See Koppel and Oasa 1987; Wuthnow 1985.)

21. There are interesting developments in the European Asian studics commu-
nity on this issue, including increased conversation among “orientalists” and
"occidentalists” and challenges to the reification of *Asian culture.” For an im-
portant perspective, see Lombard {1994



32 Bruce M. Koppel

imperfections of concept, method, and data. Others might
be less certain, however. Sensitized by the orientalist debate
and its poststructuralist legacy, they might be inclined to
arguc that the question of whether or not there should be
“special” theory for studies about Asia should not be trans-
lated as how Asia’s development experience can be squeezed
into social science categories—especially given the histori-
cal and cultural background of the division of labor within
contemporary American social science and between the so-
cial sciences and the humanities.

Indeed, the question of what the social sciences can or
cannot say about Asia is not simply a problem involving the
methodological sophistication and theoretical clarity of the
contemporary social sciences. The deeper question is the
bounding of the social science disciplines and the social and
intellectual: processes that maintain and, in effect, profes-
sionalize this bounding {Roberts and Good 1993}. To prop-
crly frame the issue of how social science theories and
mecthods about Asian development influence and are influ-
enced by traditions of understanding in both Asian studies
and development studies, it is necessary to consider the or-
ganization and ccology of internationally oriented studies in
American universitics.

THE
CONTEMPORARY
SITUATION

To assess the implications of the changing intellectual rela-
tionships bctween area studics, development studies, and
disciplinary studies about Asia, one must examine the char-
acteristics and conscquences of the contemporary institu-
tional situation within which they contend. Six central
features of the contemporary institutional context come to
mind.

UNEASY RELATIONSHIPS ARE NOTHING NEW
Relationships in the United States among area studies, de-

velopment studies, and disciplinary departments have always
been uneasy. The nineteenth-century pioneers of much con-



Refugees or Settlers? 33

temporary social science theory—Durkheim, Marx, and We-
ber—all made reference to some aspect of Asian (principally
Chinese and Indian) experience in their own work, but they
did so primarily to illustrate hypotheses and typological cat-
cgories drawn from and dirccted at intellectual debates in
Europe. Many of the forefathers of contemporary area stud-
ics, ranging from the chroniclers, historians, missionaries,
and administrators of colonial power in Africa and Asia to
the carly cultural anthropologists in Africa and the Pacific,
offercd their authority as self-anointed interpreters of unique
cultural and social patterns.*® Their authority was not only
presented to academic colleagucs but was both financed and
utilized by others with more practical interests. An example
was the special programs cstablished by the U.S. Army to
train the officers and staff of occupying forces in the cultures
of countries they would be administering (Fenton 1947). Fre-
quently they used criteria strongly rooted in Western experi-
cnce and standards and significantly influenced by the goals
and intcrests of their benefactors: “Corporate interests were
particularly involved in this project, and private foundations
were the main underwriters of area studies programs in uni-
versities until 1958, when the U.S. federal government,
shaken by the Soviet launch of the Sputnik, assumed pri-
mary responsibility” (Palat 1994, 8).

It is important here to examine the growth of develop-
ment studies in relation to arca and disciplinary studies.
Contcemporary development studies can be seen as an out-
growth of threc tendencics. The first tendency is that devel-
opment studies as somcthing distinct {in intellectual and
sociclogical terms| from disciplinary and area studics is a
canstruct that reflects the acceptance beginning in the 19508
of development and modernization as scrious academic con-
cerns. The sccond tendency is the interest in applying knowl-
edge to issues of development and modernization. This

22. See Mungello’s (1985) impressive assessment of seventeenth-century Jesuit
confrontations with China and their probable implications for the evolution of
European Sinalogy.
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intcrest comes from several disciplines—especially anthro-
pology, economics, political science, and sociology—and was
paralleled by innovations within these disciplincs as well as
betwcen them {Dobyns, Doughty, and Lasswell 1971). The
third tendency is the interest in merging the location-specific
insights of area studies with the comparativc insights of dis-
ciplinary studics {[Munck 1993). This was an attempt to con-
struct a new composite field from area and disciplinary
studies,

During the 1960s and 1970s, the attempts to synthe-
size development studics as a new field, extracted from arca
and disciplinary studies, represented an alternative discourse
on transdisciplinary international scholarship. By the 198os,
and especially in the United States, thesc tendencies werc
taking some unexpected directions. First, development stud-
ies programs in many cases were basically captured by eco-
nomics and intcrnational relations. This trend is reflected in
the rise of programs supporting the intcrnational political
and economic agendas of the Reagan and Bush administra-
tions and the growth also of research and professional educa-
tion programs in international affairs. Second, it became
increasingly apparcent at many universities that arca studies
programs had lost interest in {and had arguably lost the in-
terest of] economics and international relations.» Third, it
also became increasingly obvious that the economics profes-
sional community was discouraging economists who had
interests in Asia from wandering too far outside a reference
group composed of other economists and especially into ref-
crence groups composed principally of area specialists
(Johnson 1988, Lambert 1990b; Amsden 1992}

One way to sce the point is to review the programs of
recent meetings of the Association for Asian Studies (AAS),

23. This was not uniformly true. Atinstitutions such as the University of Califor-
nia at San Diego, the University of Hawai'i, and in some ways Johns Hopkins
University, initiatives in international economics and politics have been closely
ticd to preexisting strengths in arca studics, In other cases—most notably UCLA,
Stanford, Cornell, and Michigan—ecconomics and international relations have re-
mained core parts of arca study programs and, in the case of Cornell, development
studies as well.
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the American Economics Association, the American Agri-
cultural Economics Association, and the American Political
Science Association. Similarly, a review of several major
Asian studies journals and the key journals of the cconomics
and political science professions reveals three points.* First,
the types of papers accepted in the area studies and core dis-
ciplinary journals have become more divergent—making it
less likely that someone can derive publications from a com-
mon body of research that will be acceptable to both area
studies and disciplinary journals. Second, there are few ex-
amples of economists and political scientists publishing in
the leading journals on both sides—especially if they are
untenured. Third, when crossover publication does occur it
is more likely to involve country-specific journals on the arca
studies side—China Quarterly, for example, or Bulletin- of
Indonesian Economic Studies—than regionally oricnted jour-
nals such as The Journal of Asian Studies. All this is a depar-
ture from the situation in the 1950s and 1960s, when
crossover, particularly with cconomics and international re-
laticns, was much more common [especially in relation to
Indochinal.®s

Another way to illustrate these outcomes is to exam-
ine the changing contents of the journal Economic Develop-
ment and Cultural Change. Based at the University of Chicago
where it was started by Bert Hosclitz and initially commit-
ted to encouraging a composite construction of knowledge
based on area, development, and disciplinary studies, Eco-
nomic Development and Cultural Change in recent ycars
has become more narrowly oriented to development econom-
ics. The journal World Development, incrcasingly an alter-
native candidate for the task originally undertaken. by

24. These key journals are: The American Journal of Agricultural Economics, The
American Political Science Review, and The American Economic Review.

25. By comparison, it is more common 1o see crossover between the AAS mect-
ings and participation in meetings of the American Anthropology Association
and the American Historical Society. One point this reflects is that today, within
many political science deparuments, international relations has taken a strong
turn in the direction of guantitative methodologies. Such departments are un-
likely to even hire arca-based international relations specialists.
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Economic Development and Cultural Change, is doing bet-
ter at maintaining disciplinary balance—in part by placing
greater cmphasis on policy and problems than on narrow dis-
ciplinary agendas. Development and Change, published by
the Institute of Social Studies at the Hague, is a European
example of an effort to pursue the original composite. It too
focuses on both problems and policies but with a distinct
preference for critical (Marxist sociology and anthropology)
rather than liberal {ncoclassical cconomics) social science.
World Politics, although not normally associated with de-
vclopment studies, has in fact shown notable evidence of
broadening its concerns beyond international relations as a
derivative of political science to international and compara-
tive perspectives on issucs in development studies.*

The capture of several development studies programs.
in the United States by economics and international rela-
tions in the 1980s is not altogether surprising given wider
trends in the American political economy. The practical cf-
fect was to cloud the vision of development studics as a
transdisciplinary composite that had been emerging since the
1950s and to impose a “policy-oriented” version of the vo-
cabulary of economic thcory and methods, tempered in some
cascs by the concerns of international political and security
relations.”?

The intercsts of development studies as a professional
community, however, do remain somewhat distinct from
cconomics and international relations as academic disci-

26. The contems of a journal are admittedly an imperfect measure of the concep-
tual mainstream of a professional community. But when the journal uses external
reviews scriously and when its editorial decisions are held to some additional
accountability—for example, by the professional association or institution that
sponsors the journal—then its changing orientations are not a completely autono-
mous development.

27. It can also be argucd that while development studies cvolved principally to
address issues of modernization in the Third World, contemporary international
studics in most cases are very much a First World endeavor. Although this charac-
terization is accurate in some instances, in fact both sides have been influenced
by processes of globalizatien generally and the diffusion of liberal economic re-
gimes in particular.
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plines. This is a result not only of differences in emphasis on
policy assessment in development studies and theory and
methodological refinement in mainstream economics and
international rclations. It is a result as well of the proximity
of contemporary development studies about Asia to signifi-
cant funding and influence from major international devel-
opment actors: the World Bank, the International Monetary
Fund, the United Nations Development Program, the Asian
Development Bank, and others. Together these agencies
cmploy thousands of people engaged in international eco-
nomic development studics—including graduates of devel-
opment studies programs—and provide significant funding
for research and consultancy by university-based economists
and others. International relations specialists would appecar
to be riding coattails in this instance. Yet they too have been
the beneficiarics of a renewed interest in political and secu-
rity issues by several foundations (such as Carncgie, Ford,
and MacArthur) and, especially in the Washington arca, by
the role of Korean and Taiwanese funds in financing dcvel-
opment studies on Asia with a political and sccurity focus.

These trends continued into the 199os with the emer-
gence of interdepartmental committces and programs for
development studics on such issues as the environment,
AIDS, democratization, gender relations, and security. In sev-
eral cases, these programs and committees are evidence for
the emergence of a compromise organizational model be-
tween the multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary programs
of the 1970s and 1980s and the traditional discipline depart-
ments. In this formative model, there are umbrella organiza-
tions that usually report to someone in central adminis-
tration. In several cases, what is emerging is built on the
rcmains of older initiatives in area studies; Fulbright pro-
grams, other activities for international educational and schol-
arly exchange, and even cthnic studies. International Studies
and Overseas Pragrams {ISOP} at UCLA is an cxample. Other
examples can be found at Berkeley, the University of South-
crn California, the University of California at San Dicgo, and
the University of Pittsburgh.
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IS THE UNIVERSITY UBIQUITOUS?

Whilc devclopment studies programs—cspecially those with
strong cconomic interests—have occasionally found a home
in “stand-alone” settings outside the formal suzerainty of a
university, the major venue for the recent growth of both
development studies and area studies has been the univer-
sity. This means that for both development studies and arca
studies, patterns of paradigm growth, as well as professional
organization and mobility, have evolved under the rules gov-
erning the practice of knowledge production specifically in
universities. This has meant, in turn, a continuing pressurc
{both intellectually and sociologically) to conform to the pri-
macy of disciplinary canons. For example, while several pub-
lications can be identified as development studics journals
(such as World Development | or area studics journals (such
as The Journal of Asian Studies), most of their contributors
arc now based in disciplinary departments rather than in area
studies or development studics programs.

As noted earlicr, considerations of promotion and ten-
ure have important consequences for professional commit-
ment to either development studies or area studies as fields
distinct from disciplinary studics. This is a relationship that
is well understood by young Ph.D.s who are just beginning
their academic careers—especially in universities and col-
leges where major area studies or development studies pro-
grams are not well established in terms of FTE positions,
teaching and rcsearch assistantships, travel and research
funds, and political support from deans and department chairs
(Koppel and Beal 1982, 1983). As described by Carter Findley
{1992, B3}): “A normal university department benefits from
higher status, having a chair to represent it to the dean, its
own faculty positions, and a significant budget. In contrast,
a center normally has no permanent faculty positions, a mini-
mal budget, and a directorship that may not be seen as a
desirable position for a faculty member.”

Where stronger programs do exist, there is no guaran-
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tee of an easier relationship. For instance, in how many cases
are the deans of interdisciplinary programs invited to write
letters for the files of department-based faculty who have
some affiliation with the programs? And even where pro-
grams are not especially strong, the naturc of the issue can-
not always be predicted. For instance, among the 42 centers
designated as Title VI National Resource Centers and FLAS
programs (for the 1991-93 cycle), as well as the 9o-odd cen-
ters not receiving such endorsements, in several cases ac-
cess to continued program funding—from Title VI, from
university and college resources, from corporations and foun-
dations—comes down to the activities of one faculty slot. A
person recruited under such circumstances may find com-
pelling incentives to maintain a clear international focus.
Even so, there still will be pressures from the discipline de-
partments to conform as well to their own standards of ex-
cellence. This will happen even in the state universities,
where increasing pressure to demonstrate the utility of pub-
lic investment in postsecondary education, cspecially in the
social sciences and humanitics, is raising questions about
excessive reliance on refereed journal articles and university
press books as measures of utility. Nevertheless, as Benedict
Anderson (1992, 31) puts it, “there is no ‘natural’ fit between
the institutional and intellectual logic of modern American
universities and area studies, nor [ think, will there ever be.#2*

28. This incongruity can lead to expectations that are breathtaking in scope. Con-
sider the following example for a faculty position in Asian studies: " Anticipated
tenure-track assistant professor of Liberal Arts and International Studies begin-
ning August 1995. The successful candidate will weach courses on: Asian develop-
ment, including the role of natural resources and environmental policy in
development strategies; sustainable development; international political cconomy
of Asia Pacific; the politics of ethnicity in development; and Asian culture, Re-
search facus on natural resource producing ASEAN countries and interstate rela-
uions with the U.5,; research interest in working with engineering and applicd
scicnce programs, As a full-time faculty member in LALS, the successful candi-
date will be expected to contribute to teaching in his/her area plus more general
fields; individual research; university and professional service; extramural fund
raising; and cross-disciplinary research activities in a science and engineeting con-
text.”
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Two important points are usually left out of such as-
scssments, however. First, there are the implications of or-
ganizational and intellectual segmentation within the Asian
studics community itself. Left to their own devices, there
would be no Asian studies programs as such at any univer-
sity or college—just collections of often competing subre-
gional programs on South Asia, Southeast Asia, and East Asia
and possibly country-specific programs on China, India, In-
donesia, Japan, Korea, and Vietnam. This pattern of frag-
mented growth is precisely what happened during the
cxpansion of interests in Asian studies during the 1960s and
1970s. The reverse trend of consolidation that has been un-
folding over the last decade has not been the product of a
reconciliation movement from within these subregional and
country programs; rather, it has gencrally been imposed on
these programs by university authoritics over recalcitrant
subregional and country programs.

These days one is not surprised to see advertisements
for administrative positions [often with a departmental base)
to “coordinate” established area study centers for the pur-
poses of encouraging “cxamination of issues and approaches
that cut across geographical divisions” {ASN 1992, 36). In
most cascs, unfortunately, the motivations for these sceps
can be found in the requirements of financial retrenchment
and the politics associated with administrative and disciplin-
ary resentment at the proliferation of deans and directors of
Asian {and other area) studies programs on campus. Consc-
quently, little attention has been directed at a prime cause of
the scgmentation in Asian studies: the delicate status of cross-
cultural rescarch within Asian studies. As several observers
have noted, the trend within Asian studies has been toward
greater specialization in local areas, countries, or subregions
{Lambcrt 1985). Not accidentally, it is this domain—com-
parative studics—that development studies has attempted to
appropriate as a strength, but often through reliance on the
application of ecconomistic and historical universals.

The sccond point is that while the university is ubiqui-
tous as an institutional arcna {or arca studies, development
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studies, and disciplinary studies, it is not the exclusive do-
main for the people educated by these communities. A tell-
ing point has been documented for some time {Berryman et
al. 1979; Koppel and Beal 1982, 1983; McDonnell 1983): most
graduate students who specialize in scholarship about Asia
do not go on to conventional academic carcers. Instead, they
are employed in a variety of nonacademic settings (banks,
investment firms, legal firms, international corporations)
with interests in Asia. As their numbers grow, there is in-
creasing tension between the professional community in the
university and the less well formed and certainly more het-
erogeneous version of the professional community outside
academe. An assessment of the career goals of FLAS awardees,
for cxample, arguably the core group in any assessment of
the community of scholarship about Asia, demonstrates that
cven here the commitment to a carcer in higher education is
not uniform across subficlds and is lower overall than might
be expected. Of those who received FLAS awards during the
period 1988-g1, some 6o percent had academic carcer goals—
ranging from a high of 79 percent among thosc specializing
‘in East and South Asia to 56 percent for those specializing in
Southeast Asia to 35 percent for those specializing in inter-
national studies {CIE 1994, table 4}.

In this context, the growing influence of policy-oriented
rescarch organizations and policy forums outside the univer-
sity is an important development. Examples include the
Brookings Institution, the Heritage Foundation, the Ameri-
can Enterprisc Institute, the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studics, the Asia Foundation, the Asia Society, and
the Wilson Center. In most cases, such organizations are not
new. But in recent years it has become clear that they can no
longer be viewed simply as cxtensions of the university and
college Asian studies infrastructure. While the university can
lay claim to alumni loyalties, these institutions may be bet-
ter positioned to lay claim to the professional interests of the
nonacademic professional community. The lines of this prob-
lem can be secn at the professional academic meetings, where
thosc nonacademics who do attend usually find themselves
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talking to cach other.*» Consequently, while the university
is ubiquitous for debates over priorities in fields of scholar-
ship about Asia, it is not ubiquitous for assessing policy com-
petence in those ficlds. .

CONFLICT OVER RESOURCES

From the 1950s through the mid-1970s, the major area stud-
ies programs that focused on Asia in a fcw American univer-
sities received considerable support from major foundations
(Carnegie, Ford, Rockefeller] and later in several cases
(Cornell, Michigan State, Wisconsin) from foreign aid [USAID
and the World Bankj and defense-oriented federal sources. In
fact, by the 1960s, foreign aid sources of support for Asian
studies at land-grant universities significantly exceeded the
funding available from traditional foundation sources, al-
though these funds were concentrated on only a few land-
grant universities. Development studies programs were for
the maost part supported by the same sources as their parent
social science disciplines.

By the 1980s, the pattern was more complex, reflecting
important changes in the U.S. political cconomy. Major area
studies programs—originally receiving their external support
from private foundations—were having to fall back once again
on those foundations and also on state government support

as access to federal and foreign aid sources declined.* But for

29. Although numbers of nonacademics attend the annual meetings of the Asso-
ciation for Asian Studies, for example, their principal points of connection at the
meetings are cach other and their alumni networks. This pattern varies across the
countries and subregions of contemporary Asian studies: there is a higher prob-
ability of academic/nonacademic discourse in China studies and a considerably
lower probability for South and Sauthcast Asia.

10. During the 1970s there was some “democratization” of access to USAID funds,
essentially through provisions governing the allocation of funds under Title XII of
the Foreign Assistance Act. This new policy permitted numerous universitics—
especially many land-grant universities—who had not been strong players in in-
ternational studies to get deeper into the “game.” By the 1980s, however,
dissatisfaction with this contracting earmark by USAID and by private consult-
ant groups that had lost ground led to a reduction of such university contracting.
By the mid-1980s, as USAID funds for Asia declined, the outlook for university
contracting was dim indeed. Several major universities are involved in interna-
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most of these foundations, the Asian region was a declining
international priority while Japan and other areas (Africa and
Eastern Europe) and issues (global environmental manage-
ment, AIDS, economic reform) were ascendant. As a result,
independent Asian studies programs began to disappear.
Development studies programs were tapping traditional
foundation sources—which were increasingly interested in
influencing the agenda of development studies—as well as
federal defense and foreign aid sources, particularly as research
focused incrcasingly on international economic and politi-
cal relations. Nonstrategic development studies continued
to rely on sources that supported the agendas of the constitu-
cnt disciplines. By the late 1980s, however, funding car-
marked for research on Asia was a diminishing resource.’

OLD ARGUMENTS AND NEW DISCOURSES

Old arguments about the relative merits of disciplinary and
interdisciplinary research for international studies and about
the relationships between applied and basic research are
taking new forms. These ncw forms have important impli-
cations for basic institutional realities that have long char-
acterized disciplinary, area, and development studics.

In some of the social sciences where applied work [not
simply fieldwork) on international development is most likely
(agricultural economics, anthropology, geography, rural soci-
ology, urban and regional planning), therc is a tendency for
professional development to occur in the potentially inter-
disciplinary context of problem-oriented research. Such con-

tional development consortia {such as the midwesiern land-grant universities in
the Midwest University Consortium for International Agricultural Development
and the western land-grant universities in the Consortium for International De-
velopment) originally formed. to bid on and implement USAIL contracts. Today
they have had to diversify to other foreign aid sources as well as lobby to protect
USAID's congressional appropriation.

11. For several decades, students in Asian studies and development studies could
tap the USAID funding made available to international agricultural development
programs at land-grant universities {[such as Cornell, Michigan Statc, and Wiscon-
sin) and through consortia of such universities. By the early 19905, this funding
{most notably Title XII funding) had essentially disappeared.
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texts include the collaborative research support programs
(CRSPs) for agricultural development undertaken by land-
grant universitics networked under Title XII support from
USAID as well as various development projects undertaken
By university-based urban, rural, and regional studies pro-
grams and supported by USAID and multilateral donors.
Many of the development assistance agencies have reduced
their support—especially far U.S. university contracts—in
recent ycars. At the same time, presumably in response to
shifting agendas and new opportunities for foundation fund-
ing, therc has been a proliferation of transdisciplinary {and
transregional) committees and programs focused on contem-
porary international development issues such as global envi-
ronment, AIDS, democratization, and gender relations.

Although problem-oriented contexts do not necessar-
ily legitimate interdisciplinary work on international issues,
they can make such work more plausible (Brown and Ranney
1991). Indeed, the question of legitimacy is a point of con-
tention—as can be scen in the bifurcation within interna-
tional studies between basic and applied rescarch. This
bifurcation is reflected in divergent paths of professional
development—between traditional academic careers and vari-
ous degrees of orientation to problem-oriented, policy-
oriented, and applied carecrs—not only within development
studics and also within the social science disciplines. Al-
though the split is much less likely to occur within contem-
porary Asian studies, the immunity of Asian studies is recent
and does not signify the achicvement of balance between an
academically driven agenda and an orientation to problem
solving. In the last two decades, Asian studies has consis-
tently shied away from the explicit policy interests that mo-
tivated most of its founders.

The juxtaposition of the disciplinary/interdisciplinary
dcbate in international studies with the basic/applied dis-
tinction is important for understanding the evolution of de-
velopment studics. As noted earlier, development studies
arose, in part, as a rcsponse to interests in applying social
science to problems of modernization—applied interests that
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certain social science disciplines in university scttings were
not prepared to acknowledge as serious research. Moreover,
development studies has itself become the staging ground
for a growing challenge to all forms of international stud-
ies—participatory action research {PAR}. In an ¢volution with
consequences that may ultimately parallel those that followed
from the cultural critique of modernization oricntations
within area studics, participatory action research represents
a political as well as intellectual challenge to development
studics, area studies, and disciplinary studies. {Sce Escobar
1984, 1995; Fals-Borda 1988; Edwards 1989; Nencel and Pels
1991; Stoecker and Bonacich 1992; Greenwood, Whyte, and
Harkavy 1993; Cernea 1993; Bentley 1994.) As Kate Manzo
observes:

Central to PAR philosophy is the question of how to gener-
ate popular power (rather than economic growth) so that
people may gain control over the forces that shape their lives.
PAR projects combine technigques of adult education, social
science research, and political activism. At root is a rejec-
tion of abstract “top down” development plans which at-
tempt to universalize the Western experience; an engagement
of local grass roots initiatives; and stress on the need for
cconomic processes that arc both rooted in the needs of spe-
cific communitics and appropriate for local ecosystcms. Em-
phasis is placed on grass roots inquiry into what development
means to poor and disenfranchised people in “developing”
areas (Manzo 1991, 28).

Although participatory action research constitutes a for-
mative professional community from within development
studies, this community includes nonacademics (such as
community organizers) as the peer community and not sim-
ply as “subjects” or “users.” Consequently, participatory ac-
tion research is not completely university-based and hence
is not entirely subject to the rules and constraints of the uni-
versity discourse {Bartunek 1993; Cancian 1993).

The status of participatory action rescarch cannot be
assessed independently of the broader relationships between
intcrnational studies and its support system, however. For

example, participatory action research has benefited from the
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disillusionment of several funding and political quarters—
the foreign aid agencies, nongovernmental organizations
{NGOs), and other key parties in applied development—with
respect to the limited and unsatisfactory applied results from
disciplinary development studies programs based in univer-
sities. Participatory action research has also benefited from
growing enthusiasm for the promising developmental results
associated with action-oriented groups such as NGOs and,
beyond that, from the growing enthusiasm for “private’ as
opposed to “public” initiatives in development (Islam, Morse,
and Soesastro 1984; Bajracharya, Morse, and Pongsapich 1987;
Cernea 1991; Whyte 1991},

Whether the PAR challenge is simply a threat to displace
other forms of applied international studies or whether—by
providing a way for the subaltern to be identified and later
empowercd-—it also represents an alternative discourse on
disciplinary/interdisciplinary and universalistic/particularis-
tic issues is not yet completely clear. There is, for example,
discernible tension in participatory action research betwcén
the claimed validation of indigenous knowledge categories
{about power and justice, for example) and a sometimes ideo-
logical insistence on the priority of certain learning processes
and outcomes {such as democratic choices and recognition
of women'’s rights). The PAR agenda, in effect, not only em-
powers local knowledge—a potentially significant intellec-
tual challenge to the representational claims of disciplinary,
development, and arca studies—but it also challenges the
credentialism at the hcart of membership in university-based
discourse.® This is a crucial point, because it expands the
boundary-crossing issues that lie at the heart of conventional

32. It might be argued that ethnographic research relies heavily on “discovering”
local knowledge and belief systems, but the PAR critique is dubious about the
appropriation of knowledge that is implicit in traditional ethnographic research
methods {Bajracharya, Morse, and Pongsapich 1987; Cracker 1989). Although itis
nat clear what the participatory action research position would be on the best
examples of historical ethnography (lleto 1979; Rafael 1988}, this has been a pre-
occupation of the cultural studies perspective.
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contention among university-based international studies. The
expansion reaches beyond international studies to ethnic
studies and spreads beyond the university to community
groups and other development actors (Bajracharya, Morse,
and Pongsapich 1987; Cancian 1993).

There is another type of new discourse, as well, the
influence of which is only just beginning to be scen. This is
the growth of the Internet. There has been an explosion of
list-serve groups, newsgroups, forums, and just plain e-mail
traffic on a wide range of topics related to Asia. A key aspect
of this new wave of communication is the lack of hierarchy
and credentialism in participation as well as its increasingly
global nature. This openness will undoubtedly be influenced
by current efforts in academic circles to resolve how Internet
materials can be cited and in what sense on-line journals are
“referced.” It remains to be scen how all this will affect the
traditional modes of organizing discourse, but it is already
clear that a broad change is under way in patterns of profes-
sional communication—and thesc patterns arc likely to have
a major impact on traditional modes of discourse.

THE DISARTICULATION CRISIS

In the United States today, internationally oriented research—
in development studics and arca studics alike—is in a crisis
that reflects the disarticulation of the political and financial
support systems for scholarship about Asia. This disarticula-
tion has two principal features. First, many in the Asian stud-
ies and development studies community have trecated the
convergence of research agendas with national political and
strategic interests and the assurance of federal funding as a
given. In fact, this assumption has been suspect for at least
‘two decades. While the U.S. economy has indced become
more engaged with Asia over the last two decades, federal
financial support for America’s intellectual capital on Asia
has been declining in real terms. Second, the process of dis-
articulation has been highly uneven and affeces different fields
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and subfields in different ways. While overall financial sup-
port has been declining in real terms, the allocation of funds
has shifted around at differcnt times.

Thus a crisis of disarticulation characterizes the rela-
tionships among international studies on Asia and key ele-
ments of the political and financial support for that
scholarship. The substance of the crisis is not that the disar-
ticulation is recent or uniform, however, but that rccogni-
tion of its conscquences is only just beginning to dawn. One
sign is the continuing segmentation within the Asian stud-
ies community even as overall financial support appears en-
dangered. Once again, Benedict Anderson offers a good
cxampic:

In the specific case of Southeast Asian studies, the relative

unimportance of the region’s ten countries to the United

States has made implausible the kinds of “policy” legitima-

tions that more or less work for China or Japan studies. China

specialists and scholars of Japan may end as ambassadors to
these countrics, or as assistant secrctaries of state for East

Asian Affairs. Nothing comparable awaits the student in
Burma or Malaysia [Anderson 1992, 31).

A second indicator for Asian studies is the complex
influencc of changes in American policy perceptions of Asia
and what was therefore expected of academic research. Re-
ferring again to China, Michel Oksenberg illustrates this is-
sue:

The Amecrican study of contemporary China since the 1940s
has been greatly influenced by international affairs and do-
mestic developments in both China and the United States.
The McCarthy era of the carly 1950s, the Sino-Sovier alli-
ance of the 1950s and split of the 1960s, the Victnam War,
the Sino-American rapprochement of the r970s, Deng's re-
forms of the 1980s, and the suppression of popular demon-
strations in 1989 all significantly affected funding, research
opportunities, the research agenda, and recruitment of new
people into Chinese studies [Oksenberg 1993, 322).

There are currently 131 centers, programs, and com-
mittees for Asian (or subregional or country-specific) studies
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based at American universitics and colleges. Most of these
have ricver been independent {in terms of staffing or status
within the university), but rather are set within disciplinary
departments. During the last ten years, however, in univer-
sities and colleges with more substantial histories of Asian
studies programming, the number of independent Asian stud-
ics programs—programs with full-time staff, distinct budget
resources, and independently listed courses—has been de-
clining and the model of the Asian studics program as a purcly
administrative entity, possibly with claims on shares of a
small number of departmental appointments, has rcgained
the upper hand. In several universities, the proliferation of
country-specific area study programs—of whatever form—
has been reversed and reconsolidated into regional or inter-
national programs.

The number of dissertations by American university
graduate students in certain geographic and cultural areas
(South and Southeast Asia, for cxample) appears to be declin-
ing. This decline may sometimes be an indication of declin-
ing interest in those arcas. (For South Asia sce Lambert 1985
and NCFLIS 1992.) The evidence is mixed. For Fulbright-Hays
dissertation awards, for example, the number of applicants
for awards for research in East, Southeast, and South Asia all
increased from 1984-85 to 1994-95. But considered as shares
of all applications and awards, there were diffcrences. The
share of applications for East Asia increased from 16.9 per-
cent to 18.2 percent, while the shares for South and South-
cast Asia rosc marginally. For dissertation awards, however,
East Asia declined as a share of all awards from 17.2 percent
to 13.6 percent while Southeast Asia (8.1 percent to 12.1 per-

cent) and South Asia {12.7 percent to 15 percent] increased.»

33. There is no single annual compilation of financial support for international
dissertation research. Comprehensive data on dissertations about Asia are nota-
bly insufficient despite heroic cfforts by Frank Shulman and others. Onc problem
is that as the universe of social science dissertations on Asia moves further be-
yond the normal gaze of Asian studies programs, reporting and discovery become
problematic.
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All this has to be seen in a context of stagnating levels
of overall support earmarked for dissertation rescarch in Asia
relative to the demand. That point is illustrated in Table 2,
which summarizes Fulbright dissertation awards for Asia.
Of course, there are other sources of support—both from the
government (National Endowment for the Humanities, Na-
tional Security Education Program, National Science Foun-
dation, U.S. Department of Agriculture, USAID, USIA} and
from privatc foundarions {American Council of Learned So-
cicties, Ford, Intcrnational Research and Exchanges Board,
MacArthur, Mcllon, Social Science Research Council,
Wenner-Gren}—but these often vary considerably in terms
of subrcgional and country focus, thematic ;ﬁrioritics, disci-
plinary preference, and levels of support. For graduate stu-
dents at the dissertation stage in Asian studies trying to match
their interests to sources of funding , the environment pre-
sents great uncertainty: Can support be found? For what top-
ics? With what implications for the time needed to complete
the degree? With what consequences for the problem of fi-
nancing prolonged education. and deferring entering the job
market?»

As Tables 2 and 3 indicate, two of the classic federal
sources—the Fulbright student program and the Fulbright-
Hays program—have not been able to keep pace with the
demand. While these programs were not intended to be the
only source, they have been a key clement of the U.S. inter-
national dissertation financing system. As can be seen in

14. This discussion assumes that dissertations are important not simply as indi-
cators of doctoral studies completions, but also are crucial in advancing fields
intellectually. A recent article on the roles of dissertations in sociological research
concludes that “doctoral dissertations are having a declining influence on socio-
logical research” as measured by how often dissertations are cited in published
sociological research (Wright and Soma 1995, 8). Comparable assessments have
not been done for Asian studies, but I believe the result in that case [as well as in
the case of sociology] might actually be different. While dissertations might not
be frequently cited, a significant share of new academic articles and books in any
year are the direct products of dissertation research. Postdoctoral programs that
offer support for convening dissertations into books and articles attract keen com-
petition.
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Tablcs 3 and 4, the erosion of the Fulbright-Hays program in
particular is serious because it was conceived as a major pil-
lar for international dissertation research. Moreover, as Table
3 also demonstrates, the costs of dissertation rescarch in many
areas have increascd to levels that can seriously strain both
donor and student resources.

There are difficult choices ahead for the financing sys-
tem. Should funders try to spread their limited resources
thinly across the largest number or should they concentrate
resources on only the very best? Should they continue fol-
lowing a “market” orientation in the distribution of awards
across countries and subregions or should they try to redress
imbalances {such as the continuing underemphasis on South
and Southeast Asia)? Should they continue following (as some
programs do) a “market” mechanism in terms of research
topics or should they assumc a more proactive position with
regard to themes and issues?? Becausc of the meager efforts
to pool funding and grant competitions as well as the under-
standable desire of different programs, both public and pri-
vate, to maintain their program identitics (and the thematic
priorities and review processes and criteria involved)—these
issues have still not been addressed systematically.

Finally, there is continuing evidence that an Asian stud-
ics background is not an asset for entry into most academic
social science faculty slots (with the possible exception of
disciplinary specializations on China and Japan). Area stud-
ics in the United States flourished during the Cold War be-
cause U.S. universities placed a premium on building their
capacity to understand other places—especially places where
the United States had clear strategic interests. During the
Vietnam War, this same motivation made Southeast Asia and
Indochina arca studies programs in U.S. universities flash-
points for supporters and opponents alike. After the war, sev-
cral of the Vietnam and Indochina programs declincd. As

35. The third point cannot be drawn from Tables 1 to4 but can be seen in Shulman's
work and in the Swrvey of Eerned Doctorates periodically organized by the Na-
tional Center for Education Suatistics.
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Table 2. Fulbright Program: U.S. student program statistics, 1964-94

1964-86 1990-91 1991-
Region/ Alter- Re- Alter-
country Grants Grants  nates  jected Total Grants  nates
East Asia 442 39 19 136 194 46 42
China 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
Hong Kong 22 5 2 10 17 6 5
Japan 2.74 19 10 89 118 22 7
Korea 24 9 5 11 25 10 5
Taiwan 122 6 2 24 32 8 5
Share of Asia total (%) 49.50 60.94 56.79
Southeast Asia 177 11 29 28 68 18 25
Indonesia 83 1 12 7 20 6 4
Malaysia 23 1 3 3 7 1 5
Philippines 17 4 5 5 14 2 5
Singapore 2 2 4 q 10 5 3
Thailand 52 3 5 9 17 4 ]
Share of Asia total (%) 19.82 17.18 2222
South Asia 274 14 18 52 84 17 11
Bangladesh 4 1 2 0] 3 2 1
India 220 7 13 47 67 7 9
Nepal 22 0 0 0 0 0 1]
Pakistan 20 2 1 2 5 3 0
Sri Lanka 8 4 2 3 9 5 1
Share of Asia total (%) 30.68 21.88 2099
Asia total 893 64 . 66 216 346 81 78
% 1850 19.08 62.43 20.77  20.00

Source: Institute of Interpational Education, U.S. Student Programs Division, U.S. Student Program Statistics,
1990-1997, 1991-1992, 1992-1993, 1993—1994,; Board of Foreign Scholarships, Forty Years: The Fulbright Program

1996=1986 [Washington: 1986},
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92 1992-93 1993-94
Re- Alter- Re- Alter- Re-
jected  Total Grants nates jected Total Grants  nates  jected  Total

135 223 51 54 159 264 6l 45 145 251

2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

10 21 7 5 14 26 8 2 10 20

78 127 23 23 78 124 22 26 74 122

15 30 18 17 31 66 23 15 28 66

30 43 3 9 35 47 8 2 33 43
45.13 48.41

47 90 29 i3 57 99 30 23 25 78

17 27 5 7 13 25 8 6 8 22

2 8 4 1 5 10 1 3 2 6

6 13 9 0 10 19 8 8 2 18

2 10 6 o) 6 12 7 3 4 14

20 32 5 5 23 33 6 3 9 18
25.66 23.81

49 77 33 15 45 93 35 38 48 121

0 3 4 0 1 5 5 0 1 6

41 57 13 11 34 58 12 28 40 80

0 0 5 0 6 11 7 8 5 20

2 5 7 3 1 11 3 0 0 3

6 12 4 1 3 8 8 2 2 12
29.20 27.78

231 390 113 82 261 456 126 106 218 450

59.23 2478 17.98 57.24 28.00 23.56 48.44
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Table 3. Fulbright-Hays Fellowships: Distribution in the Asia-Pacific region and average cost,

Region/country 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
East Asia
China 1 6 5 5
Hong Kong 1 1
Japan 14 13 10 11
Korea 1 1 1
Taiwan 3 3 4
Total number 19 24 21 16
Unit cost (3} 19,020 18,508 21,287 24,207
Southeast Asia/Pacific
Australia 2
Burma )
Fedcrated States of Micronesia 1
Fiji . 1
French Polynesia 1
Indonesia 4 7 5 3
Laos
Malaysia 1 l
New Zealand
Papua New Guinea 1 1 1 i
Philippines 1 2
Singapore
Thailand 2 1 2 2
Vanuatu 1
Vietnam
Western Samoa
Total number g 10 12 11
Unit cost [§} 16,755 16,461 16,347 18,459
South Asia
Bangladesh 1 1
India 11 4 10 11
Ncpal 1 3 3 2
Pakistan | 3
Sri Lanka 1 1
Total number 14 12 14 13
Unit cost (§) 16,935 14,310 7,681 11,532
Unit cost {Rupees) 118,329 97,614

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Center for international Education junpublished datal.
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1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95
5 5 3 3 5 2 3
10 7 7 6 6 3 5
] ] 2 1
15 13 10 10 1 7 9
32,620 29,846 31,608 30,440 34,892 38,274 45,607
6 3 5 | 6 4 3
1
] 1 1 1
1
1 ] 1 ] | |
2 1 1
1 4 ] 3 3
1
]
11 8 7 8 3 8 8
15,815 17,896 23,559 22,590 19,653 25,638 21,072
7 9 10 12 7 7 2
5 2 3 2 1 2
2
1 ] 1 1
13 12 13 15 10 8 4
7,693 9,537 7,155 - 8,522 11,661 12,391 15,980
101,717 113,788 163,178 190,196  .293,007° 309,170 160,532




Table 4. Fulbright-Hays Fellowships: Applications and awards, 1984-85 to 199495

1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95

Applications reccived

East Asia 58 56 61 59 60 75 71 99 89 96 109

Southeast Asia 27 31 26 31 29 37 32 46 a7 35 . 46

South Asia 30 31 29 30 29 31 40 37 37 46 54
Success ratio (%)

East Asia 32.8 429 34.4 27.1 25 17.3 141 10.1 12.4 7.3 8.3

Southeast Asia 333 32.3 46.2 3.7 37.9 21.6 219 21.7 216 22.9 17.4

South Asia 46.7 38.7 48.3 433 44.8 38.7 325 40.5 27 17.4 18.5

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Center for International Education {unpublished data).
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East-West tensions diminished in the late 1980s, the politi-
cal rationale for public support of most “developing coun-
try” area programs waned also.

THE THEORY IMPASSE

Therc are reasons enough to speak of a crisis in international
rescarch given the fundamental changes in the political and
financial environment for such research, but there are pow-
crful reasons from within intcrnational research itself. As
we have seen, the conception of development studies as a
new composite field of inquiry that can integrate area and
disciplinary studies and address questions of knowledge ap-
plication has come into serious question. Development stud-
ics is at an impasse created by the apparent exhaustion of
major intellectual themes and arguments in the face of con-
tinuing exposurc to complexity and variation. Broadly speak-
ing, there is a neo-Marxist/liberal cconomic axis along which
specific perspectives on these transformation instruments
arc aligned in contemporary development studics (primarily
anthropology, sociology, economics, ‘and political science).
Yet the debate generated by that alignment is at an impassc.
(See Laclau 1977; Booth 1985; Burawoy 1984; Eder 1982; Hart
1986a, 1986b; Perkins 1983; Rosen 1985; Kappel and Hawkins
1994; Keppel and James 1994; Feldman 1994, 101-105.} The
major features of this impasse, as well as its institutional
conscquences, are not confined to development studies alone,
however.

The theory problem for both development studies and
arca studies on Asia is not simply that there arc competing
ways of concciving the nature of development processcs.
Rathcr, weaving through all the major conceptions.are ten--
sions between different scales (macrofmicro} and different
forms of explanation {universalism/particularism), as well
as continuing arguments over the imperatives of structure,
culture, and history. These tensions are reflected in four major
problems: the use of metaphors and analogies; the focus on
change as discontinuity; the problems of comprchending
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heterogencity of context; and difficulties in relating broad
processes of social transformation to explanations of human
action.

Metaphors and Analogies

There are serious problems in the use of metaphors and analo-
giecs which deny the variation that exists and which also
impose understandings that serve both theoretical and po-
litical ends {(Gudeman 1986; Corwin 1987; Koppel and Qasa
1987). For example, rural households throughout Asia appcar
to be involved in several economies: rural/urban, formal/in-
. formal, agrarian/nonfarm, and so forth. The household’s di-
vision of labor {by gender, age, birth order, and so on) appears
to vary significantly even within communities. Markets dis-
play wide variety in forms of segmentation based on eco-
nomic, ethnic, political, spatial, and commodity forces. A
maze of quasi-categories arise from neo-Marxists, liberal
economists, and strongly functionalist forms of anthropol-
ogy and sociclogy. These quasi-categories are a rccognition
of content that lies cutside the boundaries of cxisting meta-
phors and a recognition, too, of metaphors with boundaries
that arc inconsistent with patterns suggested by observed
relationships.

The metaphor of the household, for example, is a meta-
phor for a stable social unit within which labor allocation,
socialization, and other processes occur. Both area studies
and development studies routinely speak of household re-
production as a key element of rural class development and
focus on issues in social reproductive processes. But they
rarely ask [if only to avoid tautological traps in hypotheses
abour reproduction): Are therc processes of social differen-
tiation in parts of rural Asia that do not yicld social forma-
tions corresponding to the household metaphor? Is the
houschold what we think it is? Whether from the left (in
terms of perspectives on the houschold in the context of
semiproletarianization) or from the right (in terms of expan-
sion of market principles of cxchange and resource alloca-
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tion}, there is a disturbing common tendency: having identi-
fied the context and the guiding dynamics, houschold char-
acteristics and behavior are primarily deduced. Variation is
lost to the imperative of the metaphor.

The imperative of the metaphor can have political as
well as intellectual purposes. Characteristics of agricultural/
nonagricultural relationships arc an important perspective
from which to understand broad patterns of sociceconomic
changc. But development studies about Asia have perpetu-
ated an ideological interpretation of these links that empha-
sizcs the importance of postwar agrarian reforms—promoted
by the United States—in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan. The ar-
gument for the decisive role of the reforms has been elevated
to the status of a mctaphor for the validity of reformist rather
than revolutionary change. The metaphor has served impor-
tant legitimacy rolcs in support of postwar political evolu-
tion in Japan, Korca, and Taiwan as well as_cnshrining the
fundamental value of the U.S. role in that process. At the
same time, the perpetuation of the metaphor has impeded
recognition of the need for more careful assessments of the
political significance of variation in agricultural/nonagri-
cultural relationships in thesc three countries (Koppel 1993;
Lee 1993).

The problem is that rigid acceptance of metaphors and
analogies dulls sensitivity to those occasions when such un-
derstandings are inappropriate [Friedman 1988; Amsden 1994).
This happens when the predominant metaphors and analo-
gies focus attention on what are fundamentally- morphologi-
cal attributes—such as different forms of the employment
relationship—when in fact attention should focus on the
content of the relationships. A morphological focus assumes
that the form is the content (the Marxist position that wage
labor is proletarianization, for example} or that the form is
determined by the content (the functionalist position on
material determinants of agrarian institutions, for example).
What is needed are metaphors and analogies that support a
direct understanding of processes by which resources and
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labor are mobilized and how these processes are shaped by
and act upon larger structurcs of economic and political
power.

Faced with such anomalies, it is not surprising that the
focus in development and disciplinary studies about Asia has
shifted strongly to empiricist issues such as data reliability.
The pursuit of such issues has led to increasingly sophisti-
cated methods, but it has also invited criticism that discus-
sions about methodology problems divert attention from basic

_assumptions about what data are, how they can be known,
and who “owns” the data [Crocker 1989, Contreras 1991},
Thus it is appropriate to ask: at what point should there be
morc active assessment of the array of metaphors and analo-
gies?»* The question not only-concerns development studies
and disciplinary studics. It is also at the heart of the cultural
critique of area studics.

Change as Discontinuity

There is a strong tendency to conceive the impact and char-
acteristics of social processes as composed of a few signifi-
cant discontinuitics—from family to wage labor, from peasant
to market production, from human to mechanized labor, from
rural to urban sociocultural organization. Theoretical under-
standing is not oriented to urderstanding social process as
much as it is to describing the social location of processes in
terms of a theory’s map of stages and categories, The results,
which often amount to reductionist arguments about the

16. This discussion has focused on an interesting example; what happens when
metaphors fail to explain socioeconomic change in rural areas? Yer there are nu-
merous other examples that should be considered. There is the persistence of the
rational actor model, for example, especially in economics and political science.
The influence of this madel on political science in particular is coming under
challenge (Johnson and Keehn 1994; Green and Shapiro 1994). Then there is the
problematic status of mctaphors, also used principally in economics and political
science, which portray clearly distinguishable “public” and “private” interests
that, in turn, are rclated to collective versus individual interests. For example,
several reccent assessments of cconomic development and government-economy
issues in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan are beginning to challenge the classical public/
private orthodoxy (Boling 1990). The prablem is whether this revisionism is a
recognition of the metaphor’s failure or a palitical testimony about its moral su-
periority (Friedman 1988).



Refugees or Settlers! 62

causative roles of class or the market, can oversimplify and
even misrepresent patterns of social change and the signifi-
cance of these patterns at particular points in time or in spe-
cific portions of a social system.

A primary example of the association betwcen concep-
tions of process that are discontinuous and explanatory ar-
guments that are reductionist has been the use of wage labor
as an indicator of rural proletarianization.’” While this cer-
tainly might be the case in specific circumstances, as a gen-
eral proposition it sidesteps the significance of different wage
labor shares, sources, and employment conditions for over-
all peasant houschold income and food sccurity and for the
fluidity of class formation and assumes that participation in
wage labor alone is evidence of a unidirectional process of
rural class formation. A related example has been the exces-
sive reliance—Dby classical Marxists, neoclassical cconomists
focusing on material determinants (such as Binswanger and
Roscnzweig 1984, 1986), and functionalist anthropologists
(such as Harris 1981}—on analyses of modes of production to
explain rural political and organizational behavior. This is a
strategy that depends on maintaining sharp distinctions
between peasants and wage laborers—distinctions that are

37. The ruralfurban distinction is another example. The distinctiveness of “ru-
ral”—usually thought of as interchangeable with “agrarian”—compared to “ur
ban“—usually thought of as interchangeable with industry and services—is
becoming less reliable as a way of understanding economic development in rural
Asia {Koppel 1986, 1991). There is evidence that Asia’s rural transformation may
well represent the emergence of a new form of sociocconomic organization: nei-
ther urban nor rural, as conventionally defined, but rather the product of increas-
ingly intense interaction between urban and rursal socioeconomic activity. Within
these zones of interaction [the Jakarta-Bandung-Bogor triangle in Java; Central
Luzon in the Philippines, Guangdong Province in China), one already sees an in-
crease in nonagricultural activities {trading, transporntation, services, and indus-
tryl, high population mobility, and incensive mixtures of land use with agriculture,
cottage enterprises, industrial establishments, and a wide variety of trade and scr-
vice activities coexisting side by side (Ginsburg, Koppel, and McGee 1991}, Al-
though the concepts “rural” and “urban” continue 1o be meaningful as descriptors
of systems of land use, these terms are becoming less meaningful in many parts of
Asia to discriminate different patterns of socioeconomic development. Increas-
ingly, socioeconomic change is not as neatly arranged along rural-urban lines {spa-
tially or functionally) as previously thought. Interpreting these blurring
distinctions, however, has proved to be a problem.
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assumed to extend to differentiated social and political in-
terests. As lleto {1979] and Scott {1985) have argued, this ad-
ditional assumption of instrumental interest formation may
be far too simplistic and, in turn, may make the scope of the
presumed differentiation between peasants and rural wage
laborers problematic.

Comprehending Heterogeneity

Heterogeneity of context has been a major stumbling block
for theory development within the dominant paradigms of
development studies and the social sciences. For example,
Oshima (1983, 1984) and other economists {such as Ho 1986)
have cited the seasonality of demand for agricultural labor,
especially in Asia’s tropical monsoon climates, as a principal
cause of the variability of rural labor markets in Asia. They
suggest that scasonality has a primary influence on the evo-
lution and performance of rural labor markets for both agri-
cultural and nonagricultural activities and argue that it is
the major reason why South and Southeast Asia might not
replicatc the nonfarm employment experiences of Japan,
Korea, and Taiwan. The insistence of many cconomists not-
withstanding, this conclusion stands primarily as a hypoth-
esis [Bradford 1986). The dynamics of the influence of
seasonality on the differentiation of rural labor markets in
Asia remains unexplained. Under what conditions, for ex-
ample, are rural households actually subsidizing the partici-
pation of their members in the nonagricultural labor force
and with what implications for household welfare and over-
all resource allocation? Seasonality undoubtedly is a factor
in the variation of labor supply and demand, but it may be
more important to understand why, across seasons, poorer
houscholds might be more vulnerable to low-wage nonagri-
cultural employment (Wolf 1986). Similarly, how do markets
for factors of agricultural production (land and capital} influ-
ence the cvolution and performance of linkages between
agricultural and nonagricultural rural labor markets? For ex-
ample, how are changes in the organization and performance
of rural credit markets associated with household savings



Refugees or Settlers? 63

and welfare behavior, migration patterns, and the creation of
rural enterprises {Bardhan 1980)?

Social Transformation and Human Action

A troublesome problem in the debates about change in Asia
is the issue of how broad transformation processes relate to
cxplanations of human action. Reductionist arguments based
most notably on class, mode of production, the market, and
the state have portrayed rural sociopolitical action as sim-
plistic and unidircctional. Recent research, however, is dem-
onstrating that such arguments are highly selective about
what sorts of action they recognize (Hart 1986b, 1994} Both
complexity and variability in the sources, scale, form, and
consequences of rural sociopolitical action are much greater
than most development theory accepts. For example, pro-
cesses of continuity and transformation throughout rural Asia
are uneven in terms of which individuals, groups, institu-
tions, and social, economic, and political relationships are
affected and when and how.** This uncvenness does not ne-
gate the possibility of theory, but it docs posc a challenge to
the level and breadth that theory should consider. In this
context, inappropriate simplifications and omissions are cru-
cial—not only because they deflect attention from the rich-
ness of the heterogeneous transformation patterns that appcar
to be present but also because they constitute a fundamental
misspecification of what these patterns actually are. (See
Harriss and Moore 1984; Herring 1984; Koppel 1986; Koppel,
James, and Hawkins 1994). '

Institutional Uncertainties
The impasse in theory both reflects and creates significant

institutional uncertainties in the organization and governance

38. Consider, for example, the types of changes under way in rural credit systems:
“The uneven spread of agricultural development and commercialization allows
for the coexistence of diverse groups of lenders. Their different cconomic consid-
erations lead to a sorting phenomenon whereby trader-lenders prefer to lend to
rich households while farmer-lenders prefer to lend to poor households, This lender-
sorting behavior has resulted in market fragmencation” [Flore 1987, 17}
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of Asian studies and development studies about Asia. Does
the impasse mean that development studies—its agenda al-
ready captured in many cases by economics—will just fall
back into economics and other core social scicnce disciplines?
Or will development studies blend with the applied versions
of those disciplines—rural and dcvelopment sociology for
sociology, agricultural and resource economics for cconom-
ics, development administration and the policy sciences for
political science?¥ In fact, both of these trajectories are cvi-
dent. What are the implications of these alternatives for Asian
studies—in terms of funding, student attraction, and faculty
development? Would the relationships among the humani-
ties and social scicnces in Asian studies be strengthened or
weakened by cither of these trajectories? What would be the
consequences for the overall quality of international research
about Asia? Do all these questions point to the continuing
reinforcement of disciplinary studies as the core of interna-
tional studies about Asia? Or do they suggest how different
forms of international study might be involved in a2 more
fundamental restructuring of international learning in Ameri-
can higher education—a restructuring that makes interdis-
ciplinary rescarch and cducation a core constituent of
academe?

NEW PATHWAYS
OR OLD
ENCLOSURES?

In the 19508 and 1960s, the various committees for compara-
tive and area studies at the University of Chicago (from which
the journal Economic Development and Cultural Change
cvolved), and those organized by the Social Science Research
Council and others at institutions such as Cornell, Harvard,
and Michigan, all cxplored the possibilitics of trans-
disciplinary and possibly even unified social science theory.
(Sce Stewart 1950; Cartwright 195 1; Parsons 1949, 1951, Par-

39. [n universities where development studies and area studies programs cannot
be declared as graduate majors, many of the students who minor in development
studies do come from the applied core disciplines (rural sociology, agricultural
cconomics, policy sciences, public administration) while many of the students
who minor in an arca studics program come from the core social sciences or hu-
manities.
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sons and Shils 1951; Grinker 1956; White 1956.] These pos-
sibilities were explored through programs of comparative re-
search that were driven by efforts at cross-disciplinary
theorizing. The objective was to build theoretical pathways
across a presumed common ground for research on socio-
cultural change.

The large-scale work of the Human Relations Area Files
program at Yale University ([HRAF 1952; Lagace 1974; Levin-
son 1977; Murdock 1982; Price 1989} and the utilization—
initially by groups at the Rand Corporation and the University
of Michigan—of multidimensional quantitative research
analysis techniques such as factor analysis as central explana-
tory strategies were examples in the 196os and 1970s of ef-
forts to build and verify cross-cultural social science theory
through identification and manipulation of presumed com-
mon attributes. These methodological developments in turn
drove new interests in systems theory and other cross-disci-
plinary strategies {Charlesworth 1972; Kuhn 1974; Easton and
Schelling 1991). Whilc the classification of empirical data is
an accepted early step in assessing the correspondence be-
tween a theory’s categories and empirical data, the value of
this correspondence as evidence can be overestimated. For
many of the multidimensional analyses, demonstrating the
feasibility of using the categories was often confounded with
verifying the hypothesized explanations that generated the
categories. This problem has been especially serious in eco-
nomics, sociology, and political science.

Standing in sharp intellectual contrast to these impulses
to integrate the common ground have been efforts based on
the premise that the challenge of understanding compara-
tive sociocconomic change is not a problem of comparative
study (or international classification) for purposes of refining
Western theory and promoting cross-cultural generalizations.
Rather, it is a problem of accumulating culturally specific
knowledge for understanding the unique characteristics of
specific cases. The tension between the commitment to see
cach case “on its own terms” and the methodological re-
quirement implicit in that imperative to have some strategy
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for evaluating the uniquencss of specific knowledge systems
(Nathan 1993} has led—especially in anthropology, sociol-
ogy, political science, and cconomics—to persistent confu-
sion betwecen functionalism as a broad perspective on
explanation (as in scveral forms of Marxist analysis) and func-
tionalism as a basic strategy for identifying, organizing, and
intcrpreting data (as in the persistence of the rational-actor
model}. This tension also lies-at the heart of both the cul-
tural critique of Asian studies and the PAR critique of devel-
opment studies.

Today, the interest in new pathways must contend with
the prerogatives of old enclosures. Development studies about
Asia and area studies about Asia maintain an uneasy rcla-
tionship as each attempts to maintain its own identity and
continuity in both intellectual and institutional terms {Buck
1991). There arc certainly numerous shared concerns, com-
municated for the most part across disciplinary bridges, and
numerous individuals who can travel back and forth across
those bridges, but there are dangers in ascribing more progress
to this interchange than exists (Perkins 1983; Rosen 1985).
What this bridge often amounts to is the reinsertion of a “soft”
disciplinary vocabulary into the discourse between area stud-
ies and development studies. This can be seen, for example,
in the acknowledgment through incorporation—but with
compartmentalization—of cultural factors by development
studies and in the limited admission—through acceptance
of variables but without models—of econemic factors into
the normal discourse of Asian studies.

Yet even these acknowledgments are, in fact, contin-
gent: these concessions are allowed provided that they en-
rich but do not materially alter the agenda that was already
there. This proviso yields an ironic result: because the added
vocabulary is catcgorized as “soft,” the proposed common
ground between arca studies and development studies turns
out to be quicksand. Thus the social science discourse on
universalism and particularism can actually strengthen the
influence of the disciplines in both arca studics and develop-
ment studies by weakening the case for the quality of inter-
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disciplinary research. And this is happening despite the pro-
fessed intcrest of both arca studies and development studies
in interdisciplinary research. An indicator on many campuses
is the loss of interest in area specialists who are trained as,
for example, sociologists and the renewed emphasis on soci-
ologists who have area competence. This is occurring at the
same time that independent area studics programs are being
replaced by interdepartmental committees.

A vocabulary for conceptual and methodological dis-
course that does not simply impose the categorics of one per-
spective [and the power relationships of onc professional
community) onto another remains elusive. The issuc has been
treated as a technical problem amenable to compromise and
negotiation, but this tactic avoids a fundamental issuc: at
stake here are not simply constructions of knowledge but
the social relations that constitute the structures for legiti-
mizing different forms of knowledge.* Thus while the ter-
rain of scholarship about Asia is strongly contested—in both
intcllectual and institutional terms—the same factors that
are signposts of boundaries arc signposts as well of shared
origins and common purposes. The question, therefore, is
this: given the winds of change blowing through international
studies, which of these signposts will remain standing and
with what consequences for the future of international schol-
arship about Asia?

The question is additional cvidence of the crisis in in-
stitutional relationships among arca studies, disciplinary
studics, and development studies on Asia. The details of the
crisis reflect the complex coevolution of these three profes-
sional communities, their changing relationships to finan-
cial and political interests outside the university cnvironment
where they have been principally based, and the rise of a de-
bate on multiculturalism and the academic curriculum that

40. The notion that cross-cultural social science theory and methodologies are
nonpolitical social relations continually needs to be contested {Bauzon 1991;
Crocker 1989}. Until this is done consistently, the real nature of the power rela-
tionships in the discourse cannot be identified.
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will have important implications for expectations from edu-
cation and scholarship about Asia in American universities.
The clearest sign of the crisis is the uncertainty about the
future of area studics as a distinctive organizational enter-
prise but also uncertainty about the futurc of international
studics focused on Asia within disciplinary and development
studics communities in the United States.

In the context of these uncertainties, there are clearly
temptations to overcome both the appearance and the real-
ity of fragmentation—in both institutional and professional
domains. The temptations have different origins relating to
control over key institutional, professional, and financial re-
sources. Whatever the nature of the temptation, there is a
shared recognition: continuing fragmentation of thc common
ground for scholarship about Asia could hurt the future of
international scholarship conducted by the parties on the
ground: the social sciences, Asian studies, and development
studies. One nced only consider the deterioration of finan-
cial support for scholarship about Asia in general to see the
problem.

One strategy for addressing this uncertainty is through
organizational steps to strengthen communication across
fields. Another strategy, ascendant during the last decade, is
to fall back on the hegemonic claims of the disciplincs. The
former strategy looks to cross-disciplinary solutions—for
cxample, through forms of programmatic cooperation across
university departments. The latter strategy looks to a
reasscrtion of traditional discourse carricd on principally
within discipline-based departments. An important question,
of course, is how diffcrent these altcrnatives actually are,
given the hierarchy of power and resources in specific uni-
versity settings.

Yet another strategy is based on a growing recognition
that social science theory and methods applied to Asia
through area studies, development studies, and disciplinary
studics must find new directions for understanding compara-
tive socioeconomic change gencrally and Asian development
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experiences specifically.#' One example is the reemergence
of a2 neco-Weberian tradition in political science and sociol-
ogy (Vandergeest and Buttel 1988). Writers in this tradition
are beginning to overcome the problems of reification, func-
tionalism, and teleology that have plagued both Marxist and
liberal economic and sociological analyses (Bourdieu 1977;
Giddens 1981; Scott 1985; Willis 1977). These developments
have direct implications for social science theory about Asia.
From these roots cmerge possibilities for more basic paradig-
matic change.

The rethinking is not only coming from disciplinary
sources. Within Asian studies, the orientalist critique has
encouraged stronger commitment to the preparation of more
grounded histories. These are revealing not simply the intel-
lectual costs of inappropriatc metaphors and analogies but
the profound political and social costs as well:

We have sccn that even the poor and unfettered masses in
the nincteenth century had the ability to go beyond their
situation, to determine what its meaning would be instead
of merely being determined by it. Not that the aspirations of
the masses always were of -a revolutionary nature or went
beyond limited, private demands. Nevertheless, only those
movements were successtul that built upon the masses’ con-
ceptions of the future as well as social and economic condi-
tions. The subjects of this book have at one time or another
been called bandits, ignoramuses, herctics, lunatics, fanat-
ics, and, in particular, failures. Not only has this been a way
in which the “better ¢lasses” keep these people in oblivion:
worse, this signifies a failure or refusal to vicw them in light
ot their world {Ileto 1979, 319).

41. This point is both recognized and encouraged by a number of foundations,
including those that have been traditional supporters of arca studies. For example,
ina letter distnibuted by the Mellon Foundation to a number of prospective grant-
ees in February 1994, Harriet Zuckerman writes: “Over the past months, mem-
bers of the Board of Trustees and staff have been reviewing the foundation’s
programs in arca studies and the directions such programs should take in the
future. Intensive consultation with scholars in a variety of disciplines and with
specialized knowledge of many parts of the world have led us to conclude that
much has been accomptished in the area studies programs the Foundation has
supported in the past. At the same time, it seems clear that new opportunities
exist for research and training in the humanities and social sciences which call for
intensive comparative study.”
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The danger for Asian studies is that to simply reassert
the virtue of the particular is to risk the sustainability of the
arca studics enterprise—especially in an academic market-
place returning to a less diluted version of a discipline-
oricnted power structure. At the same time, it is clear that
understanding of Asia in development studics has been
overdetermined by discipline-based conceptual and method-
ological metaphors and analogies that view both dissonance
and variation as ultimately abnormal. Those metaphors and
analogics must now be problematized—not only intcllectu-
ally but organizationally and politically. The analyses will
have to begin by understanding the social bascs and political
biases of crucial metaphors and analogies within contempo-
rary international studies about Asia. How, for example, are
stratification and mobility among Asianists, social scientists,
and development specialists influenced by the perseverance
of key metaphors? Beyond that, it also means understanding
the counterhegemonic and oppositional processes that may
exist within the American social science and Asian studies
communities as well as within various development studies
communities (Contreras 1991; Sandoval 1991; Palat 1994).

Problematizing crucial metaphors can help to clarify
the political dimensions of relationships among disciplinary,
development, and area studics. That alone is a key step in
reassessing inherited schemes of interpretation [Miyoshi and
Harootunian 1989; Huang 1991}. Beyond that, there are the
possibilities of eroding professional and paradigmatic bound-
arics—although it is not clear how far, in the context of con-
temporary universities, this process should go. Considering
the current debate over multiculturalism on American cam-
puses, it is clear that the question of relationships among
area studies, disciplinary studies, and development studies
about Asia will increasingly be drawn into debates less about
Asia and more about Asians in the United States.

New forms of dialogue are needed—among the subre-
gional specialties in Asian studies, between Asian studies in
general and disciplinary studies in the social scienccs, be-
tween the social sciences and the humanities on Asia, and
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between Americans and Asians. As Charles Keyes {1992, 24)
put it for Southeast Asian studies [but with application to
Asian studies generally):

Southcast Asian studies is no longer a colonial enterprise

entailing the study of “them” by “us.” On the contrary,

“they”—the Thali, the Indonesians, the Vietnamese, the Fili-

pinos, the Malays, and so on—are engaged in pursuing re-

search on their own, and sometimes neighboring, societics
that is much deeper and richer than any carried out by Ameri-
cans. Only by undertaking collaborative projects—canfer-
ences, training workshops, and joint research—and
establishing institutional linkages between programs in the

United States and centers and institutes in Southeast Asia

can the field of Southecast Asian studies in the United States

continue to develop. The future of the fieid lies in transcend-

ing its origins and in becoming a process of scholarly ex-

change flowing both ways across national boundaries.
A new vocabulary to describe organizational relationships as
well as intellectual trajectorics is needed if dialogues are to
become more than a reproduction of existing relationships.
Otherwise one has to be pessimistic about the possibilities
for the kinds of analyses of metaphors called for here. Cur-
rent initiatives for federal support of international studies
suggest that the preference for cross-national dialogue and
collaboration based on a reproduction of an older claimed
hegemony and patronage will not dissipate quietly
{Heginbotham 1992, 1994).

The difference will amount to whether the common
ground among the social sciences, Asian studies, and devel-
opment studies will yield new pathways or, to borrow Rob-.
ert McCaughcy’s (1984) phrase, show further evidence of the
“enclosure of American learning.”

CONCLUSION

The evolution of scholarship about Asia in the United States
is at a pivotal point—intellectually, institutionally, and fi-
nancially. Qutside the core social science and humanities
disciplines, scholarship about Asia has evolved in two prin-
cipal directions: area studies and development studics. Both
fields have advanced as responses to limitations of disciplin-
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ary frameworks and discourse—especially in the social sci-
ences—and as strategies for addressing important cleavages
in international studies—such as universalistic versus par-
ticularistic theory, disciplinary versus multidisciplinary learn-
ing, and basic versus applied research. The evolution of Asian
studies and development studies over the last four decades
also reflects the changing status of international studies
within American universities as well as the changing agen-
das of government, foundation, and corporate interests.
Within and across the twao fields, there are significant oppo-
sitional movements—notably cultural studics and participa-
tory action research. And all are being challenged by the
growing usc of the Internet for academic discussion.

The question arises: is the fragmentation both within
and between Asian studies and development studies part of
a sustainable future for dynamic scholarship about Asia or
will it constrain such a future? Are these two fields essen-
tiaily refugces from disciplinary dissension—implying that
the future lies in the restoration of intcllectual solidarity
within the disciplines and their consolidation of institutional
preeminence? Or are they settlers of new domains—imply-
ing that the future may lie in these new domains but with
ncither field necessarily as it is today? What, then, are the
paths to connect arca studies about Asia and development
studies about Asia?

There are two paths between area studies and develop-
ment studies—and both are contested. One of the paths, well
traveled, is bascd on what the social science disciplines bring
to both area studies and development studies. This path has
well-defincd and by now predictable institutional and intel-
lectual characteristics. In one sense, while area studies and
development studies are both refugees from the hazards of
travel along this path, they have not fully escaped the de-
mands of the path. The politics of their cxistence within
universities is defined to a significant degree by their rela-
tionships to the social sciences. At the same time—as seen
earlier in the review of theory problems in development stud-
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ies—core intellectual debates about their coherence and di-
rections are often extensions of arguments about the coher-
cnce and directions of the social sciences.

The other path, less traveled, is based on what area stud-
ies and development studies can bring directly to cach other
as well as to the social sciences. This path is not well de-
fined; it is still unpredictable in both institutional and intel-
lectual terms; and it is not widely recognized as even an
option. While therc is much discussion in mainstrcam Asian
studics publications of transborder issues in Asian studies—
a reference usually to the relationships between the humani-
ties and the social sciences rather than the issue of
cross-cultural and comparative studies—there is still no
widely accepted venue for systematically discussing the re-
lationships betwcen Asian studies and development studies
as contested ficlds. Certainly issues of comparative study are
discussed in the mainstream journals of development stud-
ies, and even issues of relationships betwecn the social sci-
ences and humanities have a limited place—principally via
the PAR critique. But the central issue here—the relation-

-ship ‘betwecen “arca studies and development. studies about
Asia—cannot be found there cither.

This is not surprising. Prcoccupation within these fields
on issues of direction, coherence, and autonomy is certainly
understandable {Liddle 1990}. It can be argued that clarifica-
tion of these matters within Asian studies and development
studies is a necessary step for any serious discussion between
the ficlds. Yet internal discussions are likely at best to cm-
phasize uniqueness and difference—to place the highest value
on maintaining independence—thereby weakening both the
basis and the incentives for discussion about a broad recon-
struction of scholarship about Asia. Indced, the lesson of the
institutional context within which these ficlds function is
that such internal precoccupations, conducted independently,
risk doing little more than rearranging the deck chairs on a
listing ship. The problem, of course, is acknowledging that
both are on the samc ship. This is the venue-for-discussion
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issuc. Journals such as Positions, Critical Inquiry, Compara-
tive Studies in Society and History, and Contention are try-
ing to offer such venucs, but their initiatives have not been
accorded consistent approval by the mainstreams of either
Asian studies or development studies. This does not neces-
sarily reflect on these journals, of course, but it does illus-
tratc the difficulty of finding a middle ground that significant
parts of both communitics can occupy.

REASSESSING BOUNDARIES

The key is to reassess boundaries—both intellectual and in-
stitutional. If Asian studies and development studies are go-
ing to seriously explore common ground, they will have to
reassess boundaries jointly—within and across both ficlds.
This means a joint reassessment of the substance of Asian
studics and its geographic subdivisions along with a joint
reassessment of the substance of development studies about
Asia. The dialogue will not be easy:

The challenge is to pierce the walls of separate literature,
varying intellectual styles, and different audiences. We can-
not closc our eyes to the problems generated by comparison,
but by the same measure we cannot simply abandon com-
parative analysis and the illumination and cross-fertiliza-
tion that occur through it. If we do, we only hasten the
disintegration of our common discourse, widening the di-
vides between us {Migdal and Keeler 1993, 91).

Although the phrase “international scholarship” about
Asia has been uscd here, this description says more about
where the scholarship is conducted and by whom than it does
about the diversity of perspectives.#* This point, in turn, must
be seen in the institutional context for Asian studies and
development studies in the United States. If there is going to

41. The large number of graduate students in the United States from the People’s
Republic of China is yiclding a substantial harvest of dissertations on a vaniety of
topics in Chinese politics, for example, but one is struck by how much they re-
flect the perspectives of their U.S. university advisers and how little they appear
to offer Chinese views.,
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be meaningful conversation between these two ficlds, there
must be a significant opening of the institutional context in
which these discussions occur. Both fields in the United
States must make a serious commitment to new forms of
cooperative engagement with each other as well as with col-
leagues outside the United States. And in the case of inter-
national collaboration, this process must not proceed on
terms predetermined by the U.S. side—such as simply ex-
tending the demarcations of the arguments in American uni-
versities.® Four arcas of initiative are nceded: within
universities; within the professional communities and be-
tween universities; between the professional communitics
and their constituencies; and across national boundaries.

Within Universities

Because universities remain the basic home for much scholar-
ship and most education on Asia, it is logical to begin a dis-
cussion of initiatives here. Therce are several cxamples of the
kinds of ¢cooperative initiatives needed within universities.
Where there are programs of Asian studies and development
studies, there are oppertunities for direct conversations on
the future of scholarship about Asia—ranging from concep-
tual and methodological issues in research to problems of
faculty development and career trajectories to issues of ap-
plication and accountability in scholarship about Asia to
reassessments of core curricula in international studics. This
is not to suggest that the presence of these programs makes
scrious dialogue between the programs ecasy. In some cases,
cross-appeintments by faculty and cross-registration by

. &3. Such initiatives will have to unfold against the background of a continuing
asymmetry in educational exchange between the United States and Asia. The
asymmetry operates not only in terms of numbers—almost four times as many
students from Asia are studying in the United States as Americans studying in
Asia—but also in terms of composition: almost half of the Asian students in the
United States are graduate students whereas an estimated 8 percent of American
students in Asia are graduate students {IIE 1993: v, 86-90; Koppel 1994). Never-
theless, the increasing numbers of Asians who complete doctoral degrees and stay
in the United States as university and college faculty will undoubtedly have im-
plications for patterns of transpacific discourse and cooperation.
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students do build the infrastructure for dialogue. As noted
carlier, however, considerable effort is often made by these
programs to ensure the sanctity of distinct identitics.

Nevertheless, the opportunity is there. Examples of
what can be done range from thematic research colloquia to
experimental curricula and degree programs (Brown and
Ranncy 1991; Noble 1994) to the types of disscrtation work-
shops currently being supported by the International and Area
Studies Office at the University of California at Berkeley
(Szanton 1994). The dissertation workshops are an especially
feasible example because they offer an early opportunity for
boundary crossing {in part through reformulation of disser-
tation research problems and strategies) and for the creation
of expanded intellectual networks at formative stages in a
scholarly carcer.+

Even in universities and colleges that do not have both
development studics programs and Asian studies programs,
there are important opportunities for dialogue. While there
might not be a development studies program, development
studies can be found within most of the social sciences. These
are points of cngagement.. In many cascs, taking on these
points of engagement may require beginning at the most el-
cmental place: the individual departments. This approach
would be especially appropriate where area studies positions
arc based in discipline departments. Discussion within the
departments will not be casy, however, because of the tre-
mendous pressure to phrase issues in terms of the disciplin-
ary agenda. Morcover, assistant profcssors will often find it
difficult to ensure their own promotion and tenure (a process
requiring the agreement of their disciplinary peers) and main-
tain their visibility as Asianists if, for example, publications
in Asian studies journals are not considered primary refer-
ced journals for promotion and tenure. Thus intradepart-

44. The Fulbright Group Projects Abroad Program is a potential mechanism for
this purpose, although level funding and increasing project costs have reduced the
number of awards from 43 in 1993 to a projected g in 1995.
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mental dialogue may require importing area and development
studies faculty from other departments.

There is also the opportunity for engagement with the
professional schools—especially business, international af-
fairs, and public health. In many cascs this engagement is
already present in the form of joint appointments, articu-
lated degree programs [such as B.A. and M.A. programs be-
tween a professional school and an arca studies program),
cross-listings of certain courses, and major-minor configura-
tions for student concentrations. These foundations should
be extended and elaborated—focusing especially on the ques-
tion of applied research.

Within the Professlonal Communities and Between Universities
Within the communities of scholarship about Asia and be-
tween universities and academic organizations outside the
universities, there are several interesting possibilities. One
idea is discussions between professional associations—
although there is no single professional association for de-
velopment studies that has a standing comparable to that of
the Association for Asian Studies for area studics about Asia.
This difficulty will have to be overcome though innovative
engagement with development studies wherever and when-
ever possible—at jointly sponsored panels at professional
meetings, for example, and in special issues of professional
newsletters.

A second possibility is further development of the Joint
Areca Studies Committees currently sponsored by the Ameri-
can Council of Learned Socicties and the Social Science Re-
scarch Council. In fact, the committeces were established
originally for purposes close to those advocated here: “The
committees operate under a dual mandate to promote work
on their areas and, at the same time, to promote compara-
tive and transnational scholarship drawing on cxpertise on
their areas” (ACLS 1994, 5). In terms of how the committees
have functioned and reproduced themselves, however, the
record has been mixed.
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A third possibility is to strengthen relationships be-
tween universities in proximate geographic areas,*s and be-
yond that to four-year colleges and community colleges. Such
initiatives will acknowledge that faculty, students, and ad-
ministrators with serious interests in Asia are not confined
to Asia-focused programs at prestige universitics. As noted
carlier, recruitment for Asianist positions at universities and
colleges is intensely competitive. Indeed, most of the 131
Asian studies programs are not in the top ten “prestige” uni-
versities but in smaller universities and colleges.

There arc several interesting examples of initiatives
among the four-ycar colleges and community colleges. An
example is the Asian Studies Development Program, a joint
cffort of the East-West Center and the University of Hawai'i.
The program, with support from NEH, provides fellowships
and seminars to support faculty from community colleges
and four-year colleges with predominantly minority enroll-
ments who want to strengthen their teaching on Asia. The
program works in close cooperation with the American As-
sociation of Community Colleges {and its affiliate council,
the American Council on International Intercultural Educa-
tion), with the American Association of State Colleges and
Universitics, with the Hispanic Association of Colleges and
Universities, and with the National Association for Equal
Opportunity in Higher Education. Currently, some 102 in-
stitutions are affiliated with the program. Coursc offerings
about Asia are increasing at such institutions, although not
under the umbrclla of Asian studies programs. Such initia-
tives arc important becausc the educational challenge in
many of these institutions is to preparc people for nonaca-
demic careers. Teaching about Asia, and the research needed

45. One of the largest consortia of this type i5s SOCCIS [Southern California Con-
sortium on Comparative and International Studies). Created in 1970, SOCCIS
involves 14 universities, four-year colleges, and community celleges in southern
California. An example of what could prove to be a foundation for the type of
collaboration called for is the Northwest Regional Consortivm for Southeast Asian
Studies involving the University of Washington, the University of Oregon, and
the University of British Columbia,



Refugees or Scttiers? 79

to support that teaching, has to be oriented to students who
have professional rather than academic interests—both in
what they need to know now and what they will need to
learn in the future—and those who are often already holding
jobs. In these cases, extensive academic preparation may be
infcasible. For faculty, there is a complex and enormously
significant challenge to bridge the central concerns of schol-
arship about Asia with the requiremcents of profcssional
worlds with which they may not be familiar.

This suggestion for innovative engagement is madc with
full awareness of the problems involved [such as disparities
in research infrastructure), but surely the value of improved
articulation within the U.S. higher educational system around
international education about Asia would outweigh the in-
convenicences.* Courses along this line have been suggested
before, inasmuch as outreach to nontraditional constituen-
cies is considered part of the mandate for centers supported
by Title VI funds (Manning 1983):

The finding that a large proportion of FLAS Ph.D.s arc teach-

ing in smaller institutions, with only a few other faculty

members.specializing in their region of the world, suggests
yct another important role for the large universities that train

FLAS Ph.D.s. In our carlicr visits to Title VI-funded centers,

we found that some centers provide seminars, workshops,

and library privileges to those teaching in nearby colleges as
part of their outreach program. We suggested then that such
use of center resources was one of the most effective types

of outreach. Our findings from the current FLAS survey con-
firm this earlier recommendation {McDonnell 1983, 130).

The argument here is not simply to reaffirm the need to reach
out to nontraditional constituencies, but to broaden the con-
cept of the community of scholarship about Asia. What is
nceded now is 2 much stronger commitment to cross-insti-
tutional engagement—not simply for the sake of the faculty

46. This will not be easy. These inconveniences are, for some, the prerogatives of
academic privilege. And the culture of that prerogative is not irrelevant for the
initiatives being urged here. In many professional disciplinary association meet-
ings, panels of deparement chairs are typically organized with expectations that
only those from the “prestige” institutions need speak.
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member in the smaller college, but for the broader purpose
of helping all participants in our higher educational system,
wherever they participate, to gain access to serious under-
standing of the Asia-Pacific region.+

Another boundary within professional communities of
scholarship about Asia must be jointly examincd—that be-
tween rescarch about Asia conducted principally to increase
knowledge and research conducted principally to be applied.
This is, of course, a socially constructed boundary about
which much is made in many university settings {Koppel
1987}, Given the financial pressures many universities are
now facing, however, it is clear that the basic/applied dis-
tinction goes beyond the forms that research products take
or the levels of literacy needed to understand them. Such
criteria shift attention away from the need for area studies
and development studies to achieve a balance between aca-
demic quality and social accountability. Although his ex-
ample comes from a slightly different context, Charles
Muscatine {1994, 11) makes the point very well: “The scope
and scale of what is termed ‘rescarch’ is still a vital public
matter. As a professor of literature I belong to the Modern
Language Association of America. It has about 30,000 mem-
bers. What are their aspirations? I do not know, but simply
ask: Does our nation need 30,000 literary researchers? 1t cer-
tainly needs 30,000 teachers of literature, and more.”

This is a good place to restate a point that is true for
the United States as well as many parts of Asia—namely,

47. The point need not be confined to higher education. There is a serious need for
initiatives to strengthen teaching and curriculum about Asia in the K-12 range.
One informal review of the national resource centers for Southeast Asia concludes
hopefully: “In the best functioning centers outreach is welt on the way to becom-
ing "inreach.’ For instance, K-12 education connections are becoming institution-
alized as integral components of center and instituticnal activities” (Paget, Hali,
and Jantharat 1994, 5). One such initiative is the East-West Center's Consortium
for Teaching Asia-Pacific in the Schools (CTAPS). In 1995, the center and the Asia
Socicty will begin cooperating to address these issues nationally. The CTAPS ex-
perience suggests that curriculum enrichment and teacher training, while impor-
tant, are not sufficient. The host school and its administrative and policy
environment must be actively engaged, too, if these curricular initiatives are to
take root. Stated diffcrently, attention to institutionalization is needed on both
sides—the university and the school.
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that individual patterns of professional development and ca-
reer trajectories in Asian studics and development studies
about Asia often straddle the basic/applied boundary. For the
most part, this straddling has been viewed as either cx-
ceptional or deviant in terms of individual career trajecto-
rics—more often tolerated than approved, especially in
university-based area studies programs. From professional and
institutional perspectives, however, concerns about the strad-
dling reflect different levels of understanding of academic
and university responsibility to their various publics—among
whom utility in some clear measure is not an inferior good.

Between Professional Communities and Their Constituencies
There is an absolutely crucial question that is not often asked:
who are the constituents of area studies and development
studies programs about Asia, and what roles should these
constituencies have in the paths taken by such. programs?
The message of the asymmetry between the growth of U.S.
interests in Asia and the crosion of support for scholarship
about Asia is this: the era of entitlement support for interna-
tional studies generally and studies about Asia in particular
is over. Both public and private support will become increas-
ingly competitive—not simply as a matter of internal admin-
istration, but more fundamentally as a matter reflecting the
increasing importance of other social and political demands.
Speaking about the challenges of reconstructing the
social sciences, but making a point with wider relevance,
James Zuiches {1994, 212) concludes: “I strongly support the
concept that as trained social scientists we ought to be at-
tempting to foresee issues and develop responses to future
problems; but again unless there is open discussion with con-
.stituents, whom will we convince?” Faced by this challenge,
Asian studies and development studices urgently need to
jointly examine how they can define and maintain their in-
tellectual autonomy—a point demanded by the cultural cri-
tique of Asian studies. But they also need to jointly assess
how they can address their accountability to those who make
their research possible—a point made by the PAR critique of
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development studies specifically as well as by donors’ cri-
tiques of internatiohal research generally.

Constituency issues are not new for the communities
of scholarship about Asia, but they are certainly turning out
to be imperative rather than preferential. Stanley Katz {1994,
As56]) puts the issuc well: “We cannot wish away the public
demand for accountability. The only way that we can avoid
cumbersome and probably ineffective federal or state regula-
tion is to define—and develop ways to assess—what we mean
by quality education ourselves. Both public and private in-
stitutions should welcome the challenge to specify their edu-
cational goals and to develop ways to evaluate success in
mecting their own standards.” During the Vietnam War,
Asianists in many universitics and colleges became keenly
aware that relationships between the communities of schol-
arship about Asia and the U.S. foreign policy system were
cither too intimatc or too distant. As Oksenberg (1986, 1987,
1993} notes, the same problem has affected China studies for
decades. For both China and Vietnam, the most important
relationship was not between academics and politicians but
between the understanding that academics have and the un-
derstanding that the general public has. The Bulletin of Con-
cerned Asian Scholars, which early on understood the nced
for Asianists to bring their work into wider political and policy
arenas, continues. But the deeper lesson of the Vietnam pe-
riod—that it is the literacy of the general public in a democ-
racy which ultimately matters—appears to have been lost.
Certainly, there is evidence that one reason for the growing
influence of nonuniversity think tanks and policy forums is
precisely because they are occupying a space the universities
have abandoned—responsibility to address the guality of
public education and dialogue about Asia.

Despite all this and with few recent exceptions, most
notably with regard to China, the international studies com-
munitics on Asia appear to be increasingly susceptible to self-
absorption rather than social accountability. This is a strong
statement. It certainly bodes ill for the future of financial
and political support for international scholarship about Asia.
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But consider the situation. On many campuses, therc is a
widespread perception that area studies is self-absorbed, that
it is passé, that it has a posture of entitlement in an cra when
entitlement itself is passé. Characterizing development stud-
ies is somewhat more complicated because of its fragmenta-
tion and lack of a common vision. Nevcertheless, here too
there is a discernible degree of self-absorption. One form fo-
cuscs on the theoretical difficulties cited earlier. Another form
is the post-Cold War euphoria that has affected many of the
programs which focus on economic and political issues. This
cuphoria appears to make the need for more sophisticated
understanding unnecessary—a position that does not bode
well for the perceived utility of these programs.+

Yet there is an interesting exception to these character-
izations of the self-absorption of both area studies and devel-
opment studies. This can be seen in the growth of graduate
programs on international affairs. At their best, these pro-
grams can be seen as attempts to offer a professional gradu-
ate degree useful to those whose career tracks are likely to
lead to corporations, banking and investment, and other non-
acadcmic carcers, including government. These programs are
important steps because they acknowledge the growing non-
academic intcrest and competence in Asia and the nced for
universitics and colleges to address that domain. But in sev-
eral cases, these programs do not appear to be based on a
serious assessment of what is actually needed. Often there is
an assumption that the prestige of the degree itself will carry
enough weight. This supply-side expectation is not com-
pletely plausible. Professional programs should be developed
in close collaboration with the nonacademic interests they
presume to serve—which is why even mediocrc MBAs may
be more relevant than many international affairs degrees. In
some cases, making international affairs programs viable will

48. Some would argue that these groups are finding new “cold wars” to replace the
old one. In this context, the debate around Huntington's 1993 Foreign Policy ar-
ticle on the “Clash of Civilizations” is significant. The temprations of cultural
essentialism and the restoration of the orientalist legacy are clearly in the air.
Perhaps this is why the major critiques of Huntington have come not from devel-
opment studies but from cultural studies.
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requirc not simply altering the content of traditional modes
of education (that is, classes) but also considering more in-
novative revision of traditional learning modalitics. For ex-
ample, traditional postdoctoral opportunities should be
rcthought to permit professional development opportunities
for those who are not on academic career tracks. Again, it is
not simply nonacademic carcer needs that are being met:
another bridge between Asian studies and development stud-
ies about Asia is being explored.

Relevance may come more casily for international af-
fairs programs that are tied to a development studies founda-
tion rather than those built on area studies foundations. This
is because issues of comparative and regional analysis, policy
assessment, and applicd research are more likely to be found
in development studies than area studies. But if international
affairs programs are to become more than just applied inter-
national relations or applied international economics—both
fundamentally disciplinary derivatives—they will also need
the cultural and historical enrichment that area studies can
provide.

What does constituency development mean for the fi-
nancing of Asian studies and development studies about Asia?
If the ficlds leave agenda setting to the foundations and the
government, then utility for some will be equivalent to com-
plicity for others—as the debate about the National Security
Education Program dcmonstrates (Heginbotham 1992;
Desruisseaux 1993}).#* Asian studies and development stud-
ies should sct their own agendas, but they cannot do so in a
manner that treats application as an inferior good if they se-
riously expect public support for their efforts—not when the
disciplines, who after all can claim that they are the soul of
the university, are also under pressure to be “useful.”” And

49. The National Security Education Program (NSEP) is an cffort to reprogram
CIA trust funds {$100 million) to support international education, research, and
language training. The program offers grants to institutions for research and edu-
cation projects and portable fellowships to students for study and disscrtation
research. Funding for NSEP is $8.5 million for 1995, This represents an interest
yield on the NSEP trust funds. As an appropriation, it is down from $20 million in
1994.



Refugees or Settlers?  8s

they cannot do so in a manner that is insulated from interac-
tion with nonacademic interests—not if they expect their
cducational and research functions to be relevant.

There is an important opportunity here, but it is risky.
To a significant degree, the financial support system for in-
ternational studies about Asia reflects the overlaps and divi-
sions in the scholarly communities. This should not be
surprising. It is a consequence of the functioning of peer re-
view systems, the relationships between traditional academic
carcers and staff work with the foundations, and the desire
of various funding groups to maintain the identity and pres-
tige of their awards. But consider Tables 2 to 4 and the con-
tinuing decline of real levels of federal support for dissertation
rescarch. [t is now time to think about serious initiatives to
develop dissertation funding consortia which share applicant
lists and ensure that competitive selection processes do not
exclude qualified but less entrepreneurial applicants. For ex-
ample, the Association for Asian Studies and various devel-
opment studies groups might—together with major funding
groups—consider forming an “awards brokerage” system that
channels applications to the most appropriate sources. The
important point herc is to explore arcas for cooperation—
and not to restrict such explorations to the prerogatives of
established autonomies in the review and rescarch resource
allocation system.

Across National Boundaries

At the international level, a number of initiatives should be
strengthened or undertaken. Programs for faculty mobility
and ‘exchange—such as the UMAP effort,s' the Fulbright

50: This will be truc within major fcderal programs as well as between programs
and their constituents. For example, John Loicllo, associate director for, educa-
tional and cultural affairs at USLA points out: “My view is that the Bureau of
Educational and Cultural Affairs as we see it today will be very different in two
years. That does not mean that the thrust of its program activity will be different.
There will be new partnerships and, indecd, the way we do business here will be
different” [Rubin 1995, A15).

51. University Mobility for Asia and the Pacific [UMAP) is an APEC initiative
supported especially by Australia and Japan.
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program, the numerous USIA programs, and various other
programs that support cooperative international research
(USIA 1994}—can be strengthened by more careful attention
to selection and review processes that advance participation
and themes beyond established circles and conventional wis-
dom.»* Foundations can play an important role by supporting
national and regional conversations on scholarship about
Asia—with special attention to building bridges across arca
studies and development studies.

Morc ambitiously, political and financial support is
needed for efforts within the United States, within Asia, and
between Asia and the United States for cooperative curricu-
lum development, improved cross-accreditation, and en-
hanced student mobility involving Asian studies and
development studies programs about Asia.s! For example, it
is crucial for more American students, including those at
the postdoctoral and assistant professor level, to study with
Asian professors in Asian universitics—principally to learn
about Asian perspectives on issues, theory, and methods. For
this to happen on a serious scale, however, both academic
and nonacademic leaders in the United States must take con-
crete steps to reward this kind of commitment.

In this context, one notes that informal discussions are
under way to further internationalize key professional asso-
ciations, notably the Association for Asian Studies. In one
sense this has already happened through the demographic
transformation in the community of scholarship about Asia
in the United States. In another sense, however, member-
ship in the Association for Asian Studies from persons out-
side the United States has been sporadic. The question of
internationalization should be explored very carcfully to

52. The Fulbright program does appear to be moving in this direction; see
Desruisscaux (1994a).

53, There are foundations on which such initiatives can be built. In Southeast
Asia, for example, there is the Southeast Asia Universities Agroccosystem Net-
work, which involves institutions from the Philippines, Indencsia, Thailand, Viet-
nam, and China. The work they are doing straddles the border between Asian
studies and development studies. See Hutterer, Rambo, and Lovelace {1985); Cuc,
Gillggly, and Rambo{1990); Rambo {1991); Cuc and Rambo, {19g1).
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avoid, as warned earlier, extending the hegemony of Ameri-
can professional organization and reinforcing power relations
within the U.S. Asian studies community. Transnational af-
filiation should be constructed in ways that strengthen, not
weaken, the authenticity of local professional communities.’4
Given the diverse patterns of professional development and
association within the United States and Asia, this is a com-
plex issue.

In an important review of the Foreign Area Fellowship
Program dissertation competition for Southeast Asia between
1951 and 1982, David Szanton points to an cmerging differ-
ence in interests among successful applicants, He concludes
that

the majority of the younger [American] scholars now enter-

ing the field are unconvinced by or are uninterested in the

earlier approaches to “development,” and wish to focus on
what they take to be more fundamental questions regarding
the basic units, structures, values and processes, both social.
and cultural, which provide the foundations from which these
societies will continue to cvolve. As it happens, this less
immediately instrumental, more interpretative approach
docs not correspond to the powerful concern for applied or

-utilitarian research which dominates the research agendas

of the scholars in the countries of the region, which may

raise all sorts of difficult problems in the future. However, it
may also represent the beginnings of intellectual maturity
for Southecast Asian studies in the United States (Szanton

1984, 25-26).

While this pattern may have characterized the applica-
tion pool for the Foreign Area Fellowship Program and in-
deed the international dissertation community in general
during an earlier period, assessments for the last decade sug-
gest that basic/applied distinctions are today a centerpiece of
professional lifc in the United States as well as Asia. Thus
efforts at transpacific engagement must be built on genuine
recognition of the limits of transprofcssional engagement

54. There are already models on how to proceed—for example, the unfolding Eu-
ropean initiative to strengthen Asian studies is built on membership by national
associations.
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within national communities. This is especially important
in the American case, where there arc serious temptations
for hegemonic expansion (through manipulation of alumni
networks and provision of research funding) rather than co-
operative development. There is also serious potential for an
engagement that projects a hierarchy and segmentation
among forms of knowledge—hicrarchy and segmentation that
have been socially constructed and politically defined in the
specific context of the American academe.ss

Reaching agreement that new and more authentic
modes of transnational engagement are a corc feature of an
Asian studies/development studies dialogue will be difficult.
Such steps, despite good intentions, may be seen and indced
may evolve as simple restatements of the hegemonic pre-
sumptions of the American academe. The presumptions will
be there, but their determinative roles must be continually
challenged.

PROSPECTS

Taking steps to connect Asian studies and development stud-
ics about Asia will not be easy. In some universities and
nonuniversity think tanks, there may be just enough engage-
ment to make people believe there are no problems. In other
circumstances, particularly where social science/humanities
and basic/applied research dichotomies have been well elabo-
rated in patterns of professionalization and distributions of
administrative resources, people may believe there is no so-
lution.

Fortunately, traditional boundaries are being questioned
in diffcrent ways in different places. In some Asian studies
programs, for example, the line between area studies and cth-
nic studies is not being assiduously avoided but, rather, is

55. In this context, the professional communities for scholarship about Asia in
the United States must recognize the importance of the Interner as a channel for
transnational community building.
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being creativcly engaged {though with difficulty).s¢ The call
for more direct dialogue between Asian studies and develop-
ment studies is not impossible—especially, as noted earlier,
at universities and colleges where both Asian studies and
development studies are present in substantial forms. It must
be admitted, however, that at thesc universities the current
levels and forms of dialogue are not a promising foundation.
The ambitious student may find ways to cross the boundary
and there are the occasional joint courses, but patterns of
professional development remain strongly segmented. Lead-
ership is needed at such institutions to transform dialogue
from rituals in carefully structured boundary crossing into
innovative forms of engagement in order to address problems
of boundary maintenance.

Thus there are two paths. One path is well known and
predictable, and for some it is advantageous, but it is likely
to lead to the demise of many of the area studics and devel-
opment studies initiatives that now exist. This will happen
not because of a problem with transdisciplinary work per se.
Many statc universities arc considering major reorganizations
to improve their ability to address broad contemporary is-
sucs including environmental problems, health issucs, gen-
der relationships, and the like. It will happen because of a
well-established belief that the substance and utility of Asian
studies and development studics do not consistently reveal
enough that is intellectually rigorous or conceptually dis-
tinctive to justify their aspirations for independence as fields.
Government and foundation funding sources will certainly con-
tinue to play a role in balancing the more strident advocates of
disciplinary superiority, but foundations and government fi-
nancing at the levels and in the forms that will be available are
not likely to reverse the trend in any significant way ..

56. One example is the Center for Philippine Studies in the School for Hawaiian,
Asian, and Pacific Studies at the University of Hawai’i. The center addresses both
Philippine issues and issues concerning Filipinos in Hawai’i. Another example,
present on several campuses, although not Asian, is the merger of centers on Afri-
can studies with centers for African-American studies.
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The second path is less well known, entails higher risk,
and has an unclear destination, but it offers possibilities for
the reconstruction of scholarship about Asia—in bath intcl-
lectual and institutional terms. Reconstruction must be ex-
plored if the crisis in Asian studics and the impasse in
development studies about Asia are to be overcome.

CHOICES TO RECONSTRUCT LEARNING

This paper began with a proposed relationship between the
end of the Cold War and the future of scholarship about Asia.
In concluding his picce on that subject, Stanley Heginbotham
warns:
We should be clear, however, that government and not-for-
profit leaders will undertake their reviews, reach their con-
clusions, revise their priorities, and reshape their budgets
and programs, with or without the participation of the com-
munity of international scholarship. Unless we organize to
engage with them, the debate will be less rich than it could
be, and the organization of—and funding for—international
scholarship will be ill-suited and inadequate to take on the
new challenges and opportunities of -a new era in rescarch
and training (Heginbotham 1994, 40).

It is important to understand what the choices really
are. It is not clear that the challenge is to perpctuate all es-
tablished modes of leadership for financing intellectual and
institutional choices for scholarship about Asia. The con-
tinuing decline of federal support for scholarship on Asia alone
suggests that perpctuating traditional leadership patterns may
be imprudent as well as impractical. The question, there-
fore, is not whether the communities of scholarship about
Asia should participate with government and not-for-profit
leaders in setting priorities but, rather, which priorities should
be set highest, what kind of leadership is needed to address
these priorities, and where the leadership for such choices
can be found.

The highest priority should be assigned to the joint ex-
ploration of the common intellectual and institutional ground
between area studies and development studics about Asia.
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The fundamental task for leadership is to help the various
communities of scholarship about Asia recognize that their
traditional positions of autonomy and privilege cannot be
maintained if scholarship about Asia is to restore its dyna-
mism, legitimacy, and relevance. The fundamental respon-
sibility for leadership lies within the communities of
scholarship about Asia—but communities that are defined
broadly. The donors, who are after all part of these commu-
nities, have important roles to play, but as members of the
communities. In particular, there is the complex issue of how
the donors can work in close conjunction with a broad spec-
trum of the community—not to dictate the intellectual
agenda, and certainly not to confirm the power of inertia,
but rather to ensure that the agenda is dynamic, innovative,
and relevant,

The responsibility lies with the professional commu-
nity—but a community committed to overcoming its scg-
mentation and associated territorialities. The foundations are
part of this community and its problems of segmentation.
Indeed, as suggested earlier, the foundations frequently func-
tion as instruments to legitimize rather than create patterns
of secgmentation and leadership within the community. The
nced for inclusiveness, the need to overcome fragmentation,
and the need to challenge old presumptions about leadership
must be recognized not just as preferences but as matters of
urgency. Several key sources of federal funding that have been
croding may now plummet to levels which will bring home
in the sharpest form the crisis of disarticulation discussed
carlicr. This development should not necessarily be wel-
comed, nor should the community be passive about pressing
the claim that there are broad national interests which are
enhanced by a more sophisticated understanding of Asia and
Asians. Yet it is also necessary to rccognize that the quality
of scholarship about Asia in the United States will ultimately
rest on the quality of choices made by, not simply for, the
community of scholarship.

What is needed is not simply a revised agenda or a new
list of priority topics. That is routine procedure in interna-
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tional scholarship and business-as-usual in research funding.
What is needed, first of all, is a reconstruction of the intel-
lectual and institutional pathways for learning about Asia.s
Fortunately, there arc solid intellectual foundations upon
which to base such a reconstruction. Jean Oi [1989) and Anna
Tsing [1993) provide cxamples of scholarship that link un-
derstanding of history, language, and the social sciences and
arc situated in comparative frameworks. Moreover, the last
four decades show us the limits of purely disciplinary strate-
gics in this regard and indicate what the social sciences can
give to Asian studies and development studies—in both in-
tellectual and institutional terms.

The title of this cssay, “Refugees or Settlers,” might
well have been “Refugees and Settlers.” In reality, the latter
have often been the former. The issue turns on identities
and transitions in identities. For area studies and develop-
ment studies about Asia, the question is whether they are
finally refugecs or ultimately settlers. Because the issuc is in
doubt, the essay asks: refugees or settlers? And the essay con-
cludes that it is time for the Asian studics and development
studies communitics—using both intellectual and institu-
tional innovations—to get serious and resolve, together,
whether their futures are as refugees from old grounds or as
settlers of new terrain.
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