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- ii REPORT TO CONGRESS ON ARMS CONTROL
EDUCATION AND ACADEMIC STUDY CENTERS
I.

SUMMARY

To provide a better understanding of the development
and current status of academic activity in the field of arms
control, the study includes general consideration of the
development of academic activity in the broader area of
national security studies and also surveys the development
and current status of education in both the broader field
and the field of arms control.
In the area of national security studies, there has
been a gradual increase in course offerings and training during the past 25 years and some strengthening of the academic
infrastructure in the field.
Even with this development,
however, the place ot national security studies in higher
education is relatively limited. The most recent survey, in
1978, indicates that in the nearly 2000 universities and four
year colleges in the United States there are probably less
than 300 institutions where at least one full semester course
is offered in this field.
The development of academic centers in national security
studies has been more uncertain and varied than that of general
educational activity and teaching in the field.
Some of the
pioneer programs closed while centers at other institutions
evolved over the years.
Of the existing centers, few have
significant research budgets and much of the study and research
in national security policy is done by single faculty members
at universities and colleges.
Teaching and educational activity more directly focused
in the field of arms control has been even more limited and
of more recent date. Arms control as a field of study and
teaching was, in real terms, non-existent during the 1950s
and much of the 1960's. Some conceptual studies and increased
interest in the subject occured in a few places where national
security studies were conducted in the early 1960s, but by
the end of the decade there was increasing concern about
the lack of new work and of a second generati ~n o f scho l a r s .
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- iii For a variety of reasons identified in the study,
there has in recent y ears been some increase in the amount
of general teaching and study of arms control. The current
situation, however, does not justify complacency or a judgment
that there exists a healthy or adequate academic infrastructure
in this field.
While at some institutions, education in the
broader area of national security policy involves segments
on arms control, recent survevs indicate an extremely small
number of specific course offerings in arms control at academic
institutions; the study estimates the ·number to be probably
less than 200 throughout the United States. With the exception of a few study centers, arms control in the academic
community is a "cottage industry." The weakness of academic
activity in this field carries some obvious implications
regarding the scope of understanding of this subject by our
younger generations, the potential pool from which future
expertise can be drawn and the viability of the existing
academic infrastructure in the field.
Until the early 1970's, there were no academic study
centers focused on arms control. The 1973 decision by the
Ford Foundation to fund such centers was probably the seminal
event in their development.
The Foundation allocated over
$5,000,000 for this purpose, which resulted in the fixed-term
funding of seven centers at American universities.
In addition,
the Ford Program funded four regional seminars which afforded
opportunity for interaction among scholars from other institutions in the area as well as community leaders.
The establishment of these study centers had a major
effect on academic activity in the field.
In addition to
increased research output, a number of young professionals
have b e en trained and the c e nters, to g ether with the regional
seminars, contributed to a limited development of an academ ic
infrastructure in arms control. Other foundation funding during rec e nt years, some of which continues, contributed to
research and professional training in the field.
Questions relating to future funding support for the
centers arose during the 1977-78 period, and prompted the
request by Congress for this study.

- iv The more immediate concern of last year, that a number
of the arms control centers would be forced to close, has
been met. While there have been some casualties, most
study centers will continue, as the result of a recent
comp etition and negotiations held by the Ford Foundation
with various academic institutions.
However, most of these centers will be operating on a
minimum level budget, with only a small margin of their
resources available for center research as such.
"Study
centers'' may, in fact, be a misnomer for some, given the
anticipated level of funding support.
In addition, only
at four institutions will such centers have assurance of
more than term existence.
Whil e the nation as a whole benefits from the existing
centers that focus on arms control and international security ,
the fact that they are limited to the Northeastern part of
the country and California means that most regions of the
country are without the benefits, both public and academic,
that result for those with such study centers nearby .
Regional semina rs on a rms c o ntrol and international
security will continue in fi v e locations, although f unding
for them is in most cases short term in nature.
These
seminars afford opportunity for interaction among faculty
at nearby institutions and with comP.lunity leaders in the
area.
The limited number of such regional seminars is one
of the weaknesses of the academic infrastructure iri the
field.
While some outside funding for specific short-term
projects in the field will probably be available to the
academic community in the future, there is no current
evidence that additional si g nificant funding from
foundations is in prospect.
Whil e a crises deadline does not exist for stud y c e nters
and general academic activity in the field, the gener a l
condition of the academic comP.lunity in the field is such
that the question of future su?port is important and urgent.
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The current activities of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency relating to the academic community are noted in the
report. These includE: the new Hubert H. Humphrey ~ellowships
in Arms Control and Disarmament; the establishment within the
Agency of the position of Special Assistant for Public and
Academic Liaison; the summer intern program for graduate
students; positioning of academicians within the Agency through
the Intergovernmental Personnel Assignment Program and the
Agency's publication program.
With regard to future programs, the report concludes
that careful ftirther study should be given to the nature and
amount of future assistance. Because of current budgetary
constraints and inevitable questions of priority, decisions
in this regard should be the product of further consultations
with members of the academic community and the counsel of
the appropriate committees of Congress.
Based on the assessment of the study and some of the
suggestions advanced by scholars in the field, a number of
ideas for future consideration are listed. These include:
a program of support for academic study centers, to expand
the present network, both geographically and numerically,
and to strengthen existing centers; a program of research
on mid and long-term problems utilizing resources of a
number of centers and scholars; developing and strengthening
the network of regional seminars; post-doctoral support
programs; support for an annotated bibliography
on arms
control and disarmament; and support for various types of
academic conferences.
Because of the importance of the effort, any program
of support for training, education and study in this field
should be developed carefully and perhaps incrementally.
Decisions in this area should be considered within the
general framework of the government's consideration of the
wider area of international studies and education.
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INTRODUCTION

In its FY 1979 authorizing legislation, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) was requested to conduct a study of the arms control study centers in academic
institutions and to report the results of such a study with
possible recommendations to Congress not later than January 31, 1979. This request resulted from concerns expressed
by Congressional committees that many of the academic programs involving the study of arms control were facing a cut
in funds that might force centers at some universities to
close, thus foreclosing the valuable service in arms control
research and public awareness offered by such centers. The
view was expressed that it would be worthwhile to study the
need for and feasibility of federal or other support for
these programs. This report is in response to that Congressional request.
In assessing the condition of academic programs in the
field of arms control, it is useful, and even necessary, to
broaden the consideration in a number of respects.
It is
helpful to review, if only in a general way, the development
and current status of educational and study activities in
the broader area of national security studies.
In addition, for both national security studies and for more
directly focused arms control activities in the academic
community, it is important to consider the general educational activity, beyond that of study centers themselves.
There are a number of reasons for this approach. The
study of the broader area of national security affairs in
the academic community was the foundation for subsequent
development of much of the teaching and study in the area
of arms control.
Part of the academic activity relating to
national security deals with a number of the subject areas,
such as wea?ons development, force levels, strategic policy
and the decision-making process, that are part of a balanced
program of arms control study.
It is also useful to examine
the general academic activity, in both the national security
and the arms control fields, other than at study centers.
Continuing vitality in arms control study centers will be,
in part, dependent upon the degree of academic activity, in
both research and teaching, that exists nationwide.
Not all
academic research and study is conducted at such study
centers. And interaction is necessary beyond the limited
number of study centers if ideas are to be subjected to
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vigorous analysis. Moreover, there can be no assurance of
the adequate development of a new generation of young scholars
and future professionals in the area of arms control if
their employment prospects, beyond government service, were
to be restricted to a limited number of arms control study
centers; a minimum degree of academic activity and professional
academic opportunity nationwide is required, and in the long
run is probably essential to the viability of arms control
study centers.
Other important questions suggest the need to assess
the conditions of academic activity beyond arms control study
centers.
Such centers play an important, and possibly essential, role of assistance to academicians in other nearby
institutions. However, the general educational effort in
universities and colleges in the United States can only be
carried by the individual institutions. An assessment of
the extent to which the future leaders of this nation are
exposed to the facts, problems and issues of the arms race
and efforts to control it thus requires a broader survey.
In addition, the expertise available in individual colleges
and universities is an important resource for local communities
in the discussion of public policy issues.
The extent to
which such resources are available nationwide in the area of
arms control is, to a large degree, dependent upon the degree
of general academic activity in this field in individual
institutions.
Finally, perspective is lent to any assessment of the
current condition of academic education and study in this
area by some awareness of past developments in educational
and study activity in the academic community.
It is the above considerations that have prompted the
format of this report.
First considered is the broader field of national
security and its place in the academic community, in general
education and teaching and in connection with study centers
and organizations.
Granting that there is a certain semantic
problem in distinguishing some of the academic activity in
the area of national security from that in the field of
arms control, there is, nevertheless, in most instances a
discernible difference in focus and the degree of attention
given to the arms control aspects of the broader field
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which enables some distinction to be made.
Thus, this r e port
seeks to treat in more detail the c ondition of general
educational activity , and particularly the conditions of
academic study centers devoted to arms control.
Some conclusions and recommendations are then offered.
III.

NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE ACADEMIC COMMUNITY
A.

Education and Teaching

While international security questions, particularly
in the context of the study of collective security efforts
through international organizations, were dealt with to
some extent in American universities in the period prior to
World War II, the study of national security policy was
stimulated by that war and the post-war debates over diplomatic and military planning and by the leadership role
thrust upon the United States. Nevertheless, the early
post-war years did not witness any large growth in academic
training and studies, particularly within the context of
American diplomacy and defense issues. A survey conducted
by professors at Dartmouth College in the early 1960's concluded that there was little commitment to teaching national
security courses in American universities.
A few individual scholars, however, did deve lop t e ac h ing and research programs in the area of national security
policy at institutions such as Columbia, Chicago, Harvard
and Princeton. Most funding for these individual scholars
came from outside the universities, from private foundations
and from the federal government.
The gradual development
of a bod y of academic specialists in this area was also
aided by the programs of non-profit research organizations
such as the Brookings Institution and Rand which drew and
support e d investigators from both the academic world and
government.
Most academic experts at this time were to be found in
political science departments and to a less e r extent in the
area of public administration.
However, because of the obvious
implications for international security and national security
policy o f the advent of nuclear weapons, nuclear phy sicists
wer e also involved in the early post-war academic efforts.
Ther e was, at least in theory, a gen e ral acceptance of the
idea that the study of national security polic y should be
interdisciplinary ; however, with the exception of such nonacademic institutions as Rand, the largely individual nature
of most schol a rship and t e aching efforts meant that the
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interdisciplinary approach was more a goal than a reality.
It was also the case that, for the most part, the subject
focus of academic study and research varied considerably,
determined largely by the interests of the individual
scholars--a situation that exists to some, though a lesser,
extent today.
In the earlier post-war period, the educational
activities at academic centers and institutions devoted
to the general area of national security were not merely
limited to a few institutions but were also directed at
a somewhat limited constituency. As Dr. Allen Millett notes
in his study of academic education in this field, this constituency was composed primarily of active or soon-to-be
policymakers in government, young academic specialists who
were trained for future teaching and research and curriculum
activities in the military service academies and the Reserve
Officer Training Corps.*
The number of academic institutions offering courses
in national security affairs has gradually increased over
the past 25 years.
The New York University National Security
Education Program has conducted three surveys, in 1972, 1975
and 1978, on the extent and distribution of teaching activities in defense policy, military historv and related
national security subject matter in American colleges and
universities. While these surveys were not based on a
scientifically constructed sample of the 160 universities
and 1,753 four-year colleges in the United States, they
were based on the personal/professional knowledge of the
field obtained during the dozen years of effort directing
the program, a continuing correspondence with several hundred
cooperative fellow academicians, and thus, while not representing a listing of all institutions offering courses
in the area of national security, nevertheless are reflective
of the field as a whole. Questionnaires in the 1978 survey were sent to 695 institutions and responses were
received from 492.**

*Allen R. Millett, Academic Education in National
Security Policy, (the Mershon Center of the Ohio State
University, Columbus, Ohio, 1977) .
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Survey: The Place of National Security on American Campuses
(New York University , New York, 1978).
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The 1978 survey indicates that of the responding
institutions 57% (281) offer at least one full semester
course in the area of national security and 91 % (450) offer
at least one course segment in this area of study.
Political
scientists represent about 65 % of those teaching full
national s e curity courses. Courses in history departments
constitute about 25% of the offerings. The authors of the
1978 survey believe that at least a significant portion o f
the 271 additional courses located since 1975 are new
courses not offered three years ago.
The survey indicates
also that, regarding national security research activity,
there are some 260 articles-in-progress and 250 books being
written.
In this general field, there are 420 MA theses
and 336 Ph.D. dissertations underway.
From the survey
data, the authors conclude that, despite the constriction
of activity in higher education in general, national
security studies have apparently won a stable, and perhaps
increasing, position in America's colleges and universities.
Even if one accepts this conclusion, however, the
place in higher education of even this broader area of study
has to be measured by the relatively limited, if growing,
number of course offerings compared to the number of
academic institutions in the nation.
Of more particular relevance to this report, it should
be noted that the status of educational and study efforts
in the general national security field is not synonymous
with that in the area of arms control and disarmament.
Certainly there is general enrichment of the academic
community that is of benefit to the teaching and study
of arms control as a result of educational activity in the
general area of national security.
In addition, some
courses in national security contain course segments dealing with arms control. While more will be said about arms
control education later in this report, it is worth noting
at this point certain facts indicated by the National
Security Studies Survey. Broken down by generalized course
description, of the 770 graduate and undergraduate courses
identified in 1978 survey, only 7.9 % (61) were arms control
courses. This was a modest gain from the more limited 1975
survey, 5.8 % (28), and even more limited 1972 survey, 3 %
(10).
The relative nature of emphasis on arms control, at
least in generalized descriptions of the courses surveyed,
is indicated by comparable figures for other areas of the
courses identified in 1978: national security polic y ,
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41. 7 % (3211; military history,
9.1 % (70); comparative defense
military relations, 3.1 % (24);
(22); defense economics, 2.1 %
(16). *
B.

21.3 % (164); policy process,
policies, 3.9 % (30); civil
war and peace studies, 2.9 %
(16); and miscellaneous 2.1 %

Study Centers and Organizations

While there appears to have been a gradual, continuing growth in general educational activity, particularly
in teaching, in the area of national and international
security affairs, the history of study centers in this
general area has been more uncertain and varied.
Most such
centers were originally supported by outside funding and,
as noted earlier, developed from efforts to support individual scholars.
Some of the earlier pioneer centers or
programs have ceased to exist as such when outside funding
was terminated.
These include the Center for the Study
of American Foreign and Military Policy at the University of
Chicago, the National Security Study Group at the University
of Wisconsin and the Center for Research on Conflict
Resolution at the University of Michigan.
Other centers
evolved over the years, as faculty moved, shifted their areas
of interest or as funding resources changed.
While there are today a number of centers throughout
the country that deal with national and international security
issues, many of the most active ones have moved toward a
broader definition of national security concerns.
As
Dr. Millett notes in his study:
"Basically, national security
policy studies are defined as components in general programs
of research nourish ed by centers of international relations."
In a few cases, such c e nters, or their faculty, formed the
basis f or what later b e came arms control study centers.

*The figures for war and peac e studies are undoubtedl y
far smaller than is the actual case for teaching in this
area and probably result from the reluctance of many academics
teaching such courses to identify them as falling under the
gen e r a l c ategory of national security courses and thus to
submit survey data.
It is possible that to some, probabl y
small, e xtent this same considerat i on may affect the fi g ures
for arms control courses or at least for courses dealing
with th e d a nge rs and p r o bl e ms o ~ the a rms race.

