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PART II: DISCUSSION

C. Heth: The reason for this conference is to
discuss a plan to develop an M.A. Program in
American Indian Studies that is interdiscipli-
nary or multidisciplinary. We thought that peo-
ple of your expertise would have something to
say about that. We wanted to have both neg-
ative and positive comments.

Our center is a research center. It is a little
different from other university Indian Studies
programs. We cannot offer courses. We are not
a department. Any faculty we try to recruit or
any courses we want to offer we have to con-
vince a department first. In a way this is helpful
because it upgrades department standards for
all the courses and faculty members. But it also
is detrimental in the fact that some of the de-
partments are very hidebound and would not
consider Indian Studies or hiring an Indian
professor within the next twenty-five years.

One idea of the research center is to bring
people together who have similar interests to
work on various projects. We've had some suc-
cess especially with our Faculty Advisory Com-
mittee working together on various projects.
Our center is organized into six components:
Research Development, Curriculum Develop-
ment, Faculty Recruitment and Development,
Publications, Student and Community Rela-
tions, and the Library. Some of these positions
are volunteer positions and some are paid
positions.

We are just embarking on this venture. As
far as we know there is no M.A. program in
American Indian Studies, and we think it is im-
portant enough that we get some of the right
answers at the beginning.

Last spring we conducted a feasibility study
for the M. A. program. We decided to go for
an M. A. rather than a B. A. for several reasons.
Probably some of you who are working where
there are B. A. programs will have a lot to say
about this. The other ethnic centers here at
UCLA are operating within the same frame-
work as we are—as organized research units.
They have B. A. programs and their enrollment
is almost nil. [ believe Afro-American Studies
has two undergraduate students and Chicano
Studies has none, even though it has a B. A.
program approved. So we thought we would
encourage our students on the undergraduate
level to major in one of the recognized aca-
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demic disciplines, and then when they get ready
to go to graduate school they could branch out
into an M. A. in American Indian Studies.

In the context of a research unit we have
found out that the scholars, the faculty mem-
bers who would want to work with Indian
Studies, would prefer to work with graduate
students because they feel they have already
made some sort of commitment to education
beyond just getting a degree, just hanging
around for several years and accumulating
enough units to graduate. So we found that the
faculty like to work with more serious students,
and that our research projects succeed if there
are some committed graduate students in-
volved in the planning and carrying out of the
projects. We also think there might be a better
job market for people with M. A.’s than B. A.’s
at this point.

Okay, we're open for discussion.

A. Ortiz: I'm not convinced there’s a market
for the kind of splendidly idealistic curriculum
that you are talking about in turning out
M. A.’s in Native American Studies. The mar-
ket is out there, sure, but I'm not convinced we
can utilize it. The Indian community colleges,
of which there are twenty-six in existence,
were mentioned as a possible kind of employ-
ment market for holders of these M. A.s in
Native American Studies. Yet the ones [ know
are looking for people with traditional back-
grounds. That's the sad disparity. They want
people who can teach their kids mathematics
and how to read. Or they want instructors who
can work specifically in the culture history and
the language of the group in consideration.
They say they would like to have inputs from
other Indian traditions, but they're so big
themselves that they wind up only congratu-
lating themselves and teaching only Navajo
language, history, etc.

The other grave danger that this kind of thing
faces is possibly just becoming an “identity
certification” kind of process for the over-
aged—for Indian students whose identity crisis
hit a little late, after they finished college. With
most of us it usually hits around sixteen or
seventeen.

C. S. Kidwell: You mentioned a series of
seminars for community people. What would
that be in the nature of its relationship to the
master’s program?

S. Guyette: The idea originally stemmed from
the fact that we will be training students who
will work with community organizations. But
also there is a need and a responsibility to ed-



ucate people of community organizations in
how to work with these students and also to
inform them of the relationship that is possible
with the research unit of the American Indian
Studies Center.

C. S. Kidwell: I didn't understand if this was
part of the M. A. program or part of the plan-
ning for the M. A. program.

S. Guyette: Part of the planning in the in-
volvement of students in seminars would be an
important informal aspect of a graduate pro-
gram. The experience that they would gain
from planning and actually assisting in the in-
struction would enable them to carry out this
type of activity in community organizations and
would also tend to reduce the dependency of
the community organization on the research
unit. I'm finding now that once this type of re-
lationship is started with the community or-
ganization the demands build in relationship
to community needs. People start envisioning
many programs that they could branch into in
their organization. But soon this mushrooms to
the point where we are just completely over-
whelmed. So what I like to work toward is sen-
sitizing people to the steps that they can use to
begin to improve their working relationship
with the research unit here at UCLA.

R. Thornton: If I may just underscore one of
the things and maybe extend it a bit. I'm cer-
tainly impressed by the magnitude of the un-
dertaking in the sense that you're talking about
an awful lot of different things under the rubric
of a master’s degree. I guess it’s a reflection of
the multipurposes of the modern university
system, probably too many purposes. This is
reflected in the proposal you suggest.

One of the things that’s happened in a num-
ber of disciplines is that they’ve made too many
promises in the applied areas. A good example
of this is the involvement of sociology and ed-
ucation. Sociology became one of the latest fads
in education and was seen as one of the means
of solving the educational problems of our so-
ciety. Given the state of knowledge of virtually
any discipline today, few problems in the real
world may be solved by them. So I think just
a word of caution—be very careful in the prom-
ises you make.

Second, I think what's really needed, if any
graduate program is really needed, is a doctoral
program in Indian Studies. Master's degrees
are really useful only in applied professional
areas—Masters of Business Administration,
Master of the Arts in Teaching, etc. I guess I'm
very pessimistic about the extent to which you're
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going to increase the research and scholarly
activities in Indian Studies with a master’s de-
gree. | can see a master's degree needed in an
applied area in Indian Studies, maybe in bring-
ing education to bear on some of the problems
organizations have. A master’s training pro-
gram would be useful in staffing a variety of
Indian organizations. But research and the ad-
vancement of scholarship are also needed in
Indian Studies, and that means a doctoral pro-
gram. I'm a very firm believer in that. [ had a
doctoral program that | developed and ran at
an Ivy League institution for about five years
and a master’s was something the students
picked up along the way.

S. Guyette: We had envisioned that there
would be students in this program that would
continue to doctoral studies.

A. Ortiz: I started off with the negative and
didn’t get a chance to shift to the positive. I
have a couple of comments to make.

I think Russ Thornton has a more profes-
sional overview. He sets the stage for looking
at the program on this whole new basis, mainly
as a doctoral program. 1 believe that there should
be a doctoral program, and it should be in one,
two, or three quality institutions. UCLA is def-
initely one of them. You have a number of peo-
ple broadly learned who are interested and
who care and who don't have a lot of ego in-
volve in protecting their particular academic
turf. You have historians, someone in litera-
ture, in anthropology, and in law. And when
you have that you have the potential for a very
exciting program.

But whereas a two-year master’'s program
can be used as an excuse for some urban-born
and -raised Indian students to use as a change
to affirm their ties and find their ways back to
their communities especially through the intern
process, a Ph.D. program cannot. It is just too
tough. You really have to have a serious
commitment.

The quality of the institution is the other pos-
itive comment I have. To me it’s the most im-
portant single thing. The academic disciplines
and the goal academic disciplines have tradi-
tionally been concerned with in the study of
Native American culture societies profit enor-
mously by intensive specialization. We've come
at it from the outside. It could be a mutually
enriching experience. Those traditional disci-
plines that have concerned themselves with
studying the Native American past and present
would benefit tremendously by having people
who would just zero in and get it all together,




so to speak. I foresee it as a very fruitful ex-
change coming on a whole new level. Those
two things I think negate my earlier pessimism
if we think in terms of a doctorate rather than
an M. A. degree.

C. S. Kidwell: I'd like to comment that it does
seem to be that there is room for M. A. pro-
grams but in very specific professional skills
and in ways that grow on resources within
many areas of the university besides just the
Native American faculty. One model I have in
mind is to get something started at the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley in conservation
of natural resources, a specific training program
in resource management on Indian reserva-
tions. But that is a program with a very specific
focus and a limited job market; one in which
a small number of select graduate students who
go through that training program can fill nec-
essary slots on reservations. At that level the
master’s degree can strengthen the position of
the Native American studies program in the
university because the people who are con-
ducting those training sessions are psyching
themselves up to conduct research. I would say
that if you were going to start a master’s pro-
gram, your focus really should be specifically
professional. I certainly agree that the devel-
opment of doctoral programs would be the ideal
situation to broaden the general base of Native
American studies in the university.

A. Ortiz: Another way to put it is that you're
advocating generalization at a time when so-
ciety is tightening up and demanding special-
ization, at least in the academic disciplines. On
the M. A. level I sincerely believe that you're
advocating marching off to a different tune.
The tendency is to go in the other direction.

C. Heth: One thought that we had at the be-
ginning of the M. A. proposal was where do
all of those people you graduate from Native
American Studies go? What do they do with
that degree, and would the master’s degree be
of help to people like that?

J. Rouillard: I'd like to preface my remarks
by assuming a role as a member of this feasi-
bility study. I don’t really want to be too neg-
ative or too positive in my comments and
observations.

I've been at San Diego State University for
the past six years and in on the plan for de-
veloping a Native American Studies depart-
ment. We have gone through many shifts in
terms of whether or not to develop a program
with a major. It has taken six years to move a
program into a department which is part of a
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college. It won't be until next year when our
department actually has courses listed in the
catalog as American Indian Studies. The reason
for that is our department’s strategy. It has
nothing to do with whether or not we were less
active than Black Studies or Chicano Studies.
They came in like a thunderbolt in 1969 and
1970 and had instant majors, faculties, and even
student bodies that soon drifted away from the
major. So | was in a position to be a quiet ob-
server of the phenomenon of new depart-
ments, quasi-disciplines having a grandiose
vision but limited resources.

If the master's program is going to rely on
students coming from Indian studies programs
with Indian majors you're not going to have
very many. It's as simple as that. If you're look-
ing for Indian students to go into graduate pro-
grams anywhere you're going to be looking for
Indian students who have had the type of sup-
port that programs like ours have given them,
whether it's been with a major or just in as-
sisting them through other areas. My other
general comment was this: We all know—those
of us who have been in the higher education
field for some time—that there is a vast differ-
ence between institutions and that prestige is
usually in the eye of the beholder. However,
in terms of its responsiveness to minority pro-
grams, | think most of the people in the UC
system who are in minority programs know
that Indian, Black, Chicano, and other students
have had far more receptive, programmatic re-
sponses to the pressures of the recent social-
educational turmoil on the undergraduate level
by the state university and college system in
California on the undergraduate level which
emphasizes teaching.

What I've encountered is that the faculty of
our system, in general, are very suspicious of
interdisciplinary programs. I'm talking about
San Diego State. That's why we chose to be a
department at San Diego State. We felt that
there was not the potential for a strong inter-
disciplinary linkage, even though there are other
disciplines who have enjoyed reaping the ben-
efits of Indian bits and pieces throughout
history.

C. Heth: We don’t have that option of being
a department. We have to work on the inter-
disciplinary level.

C. 8. Kidwell: This was one question I wanted
to raise. If your faculty are all in the various
departments, administratively there’s a strong
commitment to the development of the pro-
gram. But [ know that what the administration



necessarily favors, the faculty doesn’t neces-
sarily support. You're working with people in
individual departments who have a commit-
ment to the department as well as to Indian
Studies. This can be a very hard thing to do—
to balance those two demands. How strongly
are the departments in which Indian faculty
members are housed people with commitments
to Indian Studies? Also, how much of the in-
dividual’s time are they willing to release to the
development of a master’s program? What kind
of commitments are they willing to let the in-
dividual faculty member make to graduate stu-
dents in an interdisciplinary program?

C. Heth: This is a concern not only of our
center but of the three other ethnic centers at
UCLA who are banded together in an organi-
zation that's called the Institute of American
Cultures. This is one of the strategies the In-
stitute is trying to develop. In other words,
some departments are very resistant to ethnic
studies, either hiring a person who is Black,
Asian, Chicano, Indian or offering courses in
that area. I think the disciplines we keep want-
ing to infiltrate are political science and eco-
nomics because nobody has ever succeeded in
getting those people to talk to us.

R. Thornton: If you look at the work that's
been done on American Indians, it’s obviously
concentrated in anthropology. I've just finished
some bibliographic research and if you look at
the whole history of sociology, only an average
of one or one and a half journal articles a year
have dealt with American Indians. And in the
journals in political science and economics it's
much less—only two or three dozen in their
whole history. They simply do not have any
tradition at all of considering Indian people.

It seems to me that the type of program that
you're talking about is perhaps one way of
stimulating and forcing these people to come
to grips with alternative systems. It would be
quite beneficial to some of the other disciplines
that have shown no interest at all in Indian
people.

D. Draper: | think that the ethnic centers are
going to be more attractive to the departments
here on campus now that we are getting insti-
tutional faculty lines. We can buy faculty po-
sitions for departments and enhance their pro-
grams. That would make the ethnic centers
more attractive and would encourage more
communication between the ethnic centers as
a whole and specific departments on campus.

C. Heth: This has already happened. Some
of the chairmen or spokesmen from various
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departments have made appointments with all
the directors of the ethnic centers and asked,
“What kind of people are you looking for?” We
have institutional FTEs [full-time equivalents]
that we can hand out—one per year for x num-
ber of years. So, we have faculty positions but
we have to convince the department that they
need and want that person.

C. Meighan: Speaking from a departmental
point of view, I think it’s unrealistic to assume
that the departments are going to automatically
accept with joy what's given to them as an
administration—as a free appointment—
because they all know that there are no free
appointments and that the gift that they take
from the administration will be taken away
from them in some other way four or five years
down the road. So it's a question of priorities
on the part of the departments in trying to hire
twenty different people to do twenty different
things. The problem is getting your particular
need to the top of the list. Otherwise, they may
be spiritually all in favor of it and think it's
wonderful, but they need something else first.
This is the problem: the fact that there are FTEs
which the administration says are free, but that
the departments know are not free and that
they're going to pay for them.

Staff size goes with enrollments. So if your
staff is a certain size and your enrollments are
a certain size the FTE is going to go.

A. Ortiz: That's very sad because at that point
the university abdicates its responsibility as the
shaper of value, and it becomes a reactive in-
stitution that will drift with the currents, what-
ever they may be.

C. Meighan: 1 think departments want to
feel, at least, that they have some control over
their investments and that they are not merely
doing what the administration wants them to
do. There are at least six interdisciplinary pro-
grams that our faculty are closely involved in.
Some of us actually are working with more stu-
dents who are candidates for nonanthropology
degrees than we are working for candidates
for anthropology degrees. Someone raised the
question “How much time will a department
allow you to do this?”” They'll allow you all the
time that you need in addition to your regular
duties.

C. S. Kidwell: What is the commitment of the
administration to student recruitment and fund-
ing, teaching assistantships, research assistant-
ships, waiving out-of-state tuition, and to
graduate support for students who come into
this program?



C. Heth: Okay, we have the GAP Program—
Graduate Advancement Program—through the
dean of the graduate school. It is a very good
program in that they try to give you something
that will pick up your out-of-state tuition
whether it's a work-study or a grant. The way
the program works is that the first year that you
come in they try to give you a straight grant or
a grant plus loan so you don't have to work at
all except to concentrate on your graduate stud-
ies. After that, your second or third year, you
may have to pick up work-study for part of it
or something of that nature. But there is a prob-
lem with minority students in that in applying
for teaching assistantships and research assis-
tantships in departments, frequently they are
overlooked because they say, “Well, you're
going to get the money from GAP so you don't
need this. We'll give it to somebody else.” What
happens is that the person graduates and they
haven’t been a TA, and they haven’t had any
experience in the classroom. It doesn’t look as
good on their resume as it does on somebody
else’'s. Maybe they've had a little easier time
because they’re not working, but they haven’t
had that chance for experience.

Recently the Asian American Studies Center
had a fellowship program which is terminating
this year for their M. A. people. The adminis-
tration has come up with four President’s Pilot
Work Study Grants at $2500 each to keep these
people next year. So there is some commit-
ment. Again, the Institute of American Cul-
tures is trying to get a fellowship program on
an ethnic-wide basis for the four centers.

R. Thornton: I'd like to pick up another thing
that was mentioned earlier. You felt that a
Bachelor's Degree in Indian Studies would
not be viable here. Why was that? Was this be-
cause of experiences in other ethnic minority
programs?

C. Heth: Yes, other centers have programs
and zero or one or two enrollments in their
program.

R. Thornton: I'd be a little careful about how
the track record of other minority programs
may predict Indian studies. Indian studies at
the University of Minnesota has been success-
ful in attracting students in Indian studies. We
now have a little over two dozen. We also had
1400 students who went through Indian Stud-
ies courses last year. The point is, Indian Stud-
ies is, in many ways, much more viable than
either Afro-American Studies, Chicano Stud-
ies, or Asian-American studies.

C. S. Kidwell: When you talk about where

32

people go, several of our students have gone
into law schools and medical schools. We have
a pretty good record of placing people in grad-
uate studies with American Indian Studies
majors.

A. Ortiz: It bothered me that you have two
concerns, at the bottom and the upper. Let me
take the upper end first.

If you have a graduate program in Native
American Studies without an undergraduate
correlate, maybe not the same but at least some
kind of undergraduate counterpart, you run a
serious risk of co-optation. If you expect to
have to confer a degree in Native American
Studies, you may have people from the tradi-
tional disciplines picking off your people. You'll
start having lawyers turned out who are called
generalists in Native American Studies but who
are really conventional lawyers, conventional
community helath workers, conventional this,
conventional that. But instead of you using the
resources of the university, the individual depart-
ments will use you as an additional canopy be-
yond what the university allows them in terms
of resources, FTEs, and so on, as an additional
outlet to train their people in very conventional
ways. There’s a danger if you don’t have the
undergraduate counterpart.

If you have an undergraduate counterpart,
Clara Sue, I can believe what you're saying
about placing people in law schools and so on.
It may be that your candidates are accepted
because they're from Berkeley—University of
California at Berkeley—rather than that they're
from Native American Studies. I know where
the reverse is true. There is active discrimina-
tion on the part of the professional schools
against people who have undergraduate de-
grees in Native American Studies. They're re-
garded as “academic tricksters.” We really feel
badly about it. But at the same time, I think a
compromise is possible. Say, a minor concen-
tration? You've got to have people being sen-
sitized to work with undergraduates under this
rubric if you're going to have a viable doctoral
program. And you have to infiltrate at all lev-
els. It doesn’t have to be to the same degree,
but to some measure you have to be involved
in all levels of the educational enterprise.

I believe you, too, Russ, about Native Amer-
ican Studies being a much more popular option
than Afro-American or Chicano Studies because
it does something that Afro-American and Chi-
cano Studies don’t do on any significant scale,
namely attract white students to a much larger
extent. Many of those will go into anthropol-



ogy, who are interested more in Indians than
in anthropology but who will go into anthro-
pology previously because of the absence of
Native American Studies. As a matter of fact,
it'’s anthropology that loses at the undergrad-
uate level because of the existence of Native
American Studies, and it shouldn’t have to be
both/and rather than either/or.

D. Risling: [ want to mention several things.
When you mentioned that UCLA is committed,
I don’t think so. I'm talking from a Native point
of view. As a matter of fact, the University of
California is not committed. Neither is the Uni-
versity at Davis where I'm working committed.
That's the first thing you have to keep in mind.
I've never run across a committed person in the
system as yet. | would like to meet one some-
day who is really committed, if we took out the
money, jobs, and all of these kinds of things.

When we're talking about interdisciplinary
kinds of programs and not programs that are
administered and controlled by you, you in
fact put out people that I see in the general
public, our own Indian people throughout the
United States that get into high positions,
who are “white-thinking university type of
people,” who are very destructive to self-
determination, self-realization, and the kinds
of things that we're trying to do ourselves. You
have to keep that in mind because this is the
feeling of the medicine men and traditional In-
dian people all the time. As a matter of fact,
Indian people were very much against educa-
tion when we started these Native American
Studies programs. They said, “What are you
trying to do? Take our best from us; brainwash
them and make them white and then send
them back to be servants of the white people?
Or come back to our reservations and make fun
of our people and try to brainwash us to make
us something else?”” Okay, that's what the old
people were telling us.

Al was talking about traditional kinds of
things. The Native American programs are
trying to get traditional people in there who
understand. With all due respect to the anthro-
pologists, to your department, and to all the
various disciplines, I have yet to talk to anyone
who really knows anything about Indians. In
my opinion most can’t even talk to me on my
own level, and I don’t think I know too much
about Indians. We've got people we may re-
spect as great writers and authorities on Indi-
ans, but when I talk to them about Indians
they’re coming from a different point of view.
They don’t even understand what we're talking
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about. So we have to keep those things in mind
if you're going to develop an institution. Are
we in fact going to develop an Indian institu-
tion that will further the tradition of “Indian-
ness’”’ or are we in fact going to take Indians
and make them white? That's the question that
you're talking about and that’s the thing you
have to get concerned with. Let me just tell you
we have fought the administration. When the
vice-chancellor or somebody says we're going
to guarantee Indians something it usually turns
out to be a bunch of baloney.

We are fighting at the University at Davis to
develop our own discipline and to gain respect.
That's not easy, but that's the route we’ve taken.
We said, “We want to be Indians. We will not
allow anybody to work in our department un-
less they're Indians.” So that's who we have.
We have created enemies within the anthro-
pology department because people do not visit
or seek information from them anymore. They
come to us. The historians are all upset with us
because we go in and challenge the historians
with documents that come through the Legal
Services, the Native American Rights Fund,
and from various sources of information that
have been proven in the courts. Other depart-
ments such as the Water Resources Department
get upset with us because our students go there
and start talking about Indian water rights, but
the professors know nothing about Indian water
rights and are embarrassed. We are accused of
developing these people who have to fight all
the time. We have to fight the administration.
We have to fight departments. We have to fight
for tenure. We become bad guys because we try
to develop a department so that we will have
some respect. But people don’t like it when you
force it down their throat. I'm not too popular.
Nobody on our staff is too popular except with
our students and the emplovers. | throw that
out to you because those are things that you
really have to consider.

A. Ortiz: | think that we forget that they label
us all as “ethnic studies” and forget that the
whole thrust of American education is ethnic
studies. The kind of ethnicity that’s celebrated
is that of the Puritan forbears of only a minis-
cule minority that comprise the country today.
And even that is not quite precisely relevant to
the times. I mean American education is ethnic
studies. Except the ethnicity is of a Puritan-
based kind of New England vision. We're just
calling for a different kind of ethnicity.

D. Risling: Some of the things you're talking
about we teach in the lower division. A lot of



people are unaware of Native American Stud-
ies. It's one thing to train a person to get out
and do the job. But our people have to be
taught to learn about the things that're going
to help them and the things that are destroying
them. All the things that are destroying them
have to be taught to them and how to survive
those kinds of things. We have courses in pol-
itics, lobbying and a whole number of courses
which answer the needs of these kinds of things
in regular lower-divison courses.

We feel that the courses were designed in the
first place to meet the needs of the Indian peo-
ple in California primarily. Our courses are de-
signed to prepare a person to return to his peo-
ple to help them, or, if he desires, to pursue a
graduate program in some related field such as
anthropology, community development, eco-
nomics, or something else.

I see a need for people that have a disci-
pline—sodology, anthropology, history or some-
thing else—if they want to work with the In-
dian community. I also see a need for a grad-
uate program designed to bring these people
in. I think that’s the kind of program you might
have in mind.

A. Ortiz: I'm thoroughly delighted that there’s
one place somewhere in this country where
people are not compromising anything. They're
just demanding that they use university re-
sources to do traditional things, completely tra-
ditional things in traditional ways.

J. Rouillard: But on the other hand, too, if
you haven't got that type of objective and basic
mission in your educational goal, you're really
asking yourself and your colleagues to do
something which is much more extremely dif-
ficult than to develop an Indian Studies pro-
gram and sort of fit it into existing disciplines.
You're really backing up into something no-
body ever envisioned as being institutionalized
in the first place.

We have Indian communities—we’ve always
had Indian communities—that can survive or
function with or without so-called profession-
als. One of the things that I think we've all en-
joyed in this educational business is seeing fi-
nally an opportunity to have some long-range
impact on Indian communities that look for-
ward to some Indian people as professionals.
The obvious option is to bring in the non-In-
dian again as the professional. Indian com-
munities have always been able to adjust, not
to America’s love affair with the credential pro-
cess, but to the Indian community’s certain
knowledge of who does the job. And I think
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that's one thing we’ll always find—that every
master’s or Ph.D. or bachelor’s degree is not
going to be carte blanche for success in an In-
dian community in a professional sense. They
still have a great deal of internal hoops to jump
through before they're going to be accepted as
professional. And I think that's the real di-
chotomy between the white man and the In-
dian: white economic America has never under-
stood why the Indian hasn’t seen this educa-
tional process, producing a credential or some-
thing that hangs on the wall, as being of great
value.

A. Ortiz: That's a very profound truth, you
know, that the communities will find their own
needs, perceive their own needs, and find peo-
ple who will fulfill those needs.

Let me come at it from the other end—the
credential end. Obviously what you're saying
is that the best possible kind of people would
be those who come from communities, those
who never lose their sense of where they be-
long, and those who use the credential-giving
process ds a means to fight on a higher level
with more tools than they had or would have
had if they’d never left those communities.
That would make the additional point that I've
been thinking about: those who have gone
through and gotten the highest credentials in
their particular trap that American society has
to offer, look at their lives. They start from a
particular disciplinary pigeonhole early in their
career, but then they start expanding, spilling
over. D’Arcy McNickle and I were talking about
this because communities do need people who
are more generalists, who come at this business
of Indian needs from different directions. They
start spilling over. I started doing so, too, about
three years away from my doctorate. I started
going off into literature, history, and so on. It
happens at both ends is what I'm saying.

R. Thornton: We get a lot of criticism from
a lot of the traditional tribal people. We get ac-
cused of manipulation of the Indians. So I think
it's a real problem. It's not a clean-cut dichot-
omy between the Indian way and the non-
Indian way or between the Indian system and
the white educational system. I'm not sure we
should be doing “Indian” things in the edu-
cational system.

D. Risling: We've dealt with the question
“What is traditional education and what is In-
dian education?”” When we're talking about tra-
ditional learning—it’s traditional. You go back
home to do it or you get some traditional peo-
ple to do it. When we're talking about Indian



education, Indian elders and educational lead-
ers say that all the Indian’s education is “white”
education, with Indian flavor at different levels.
Indian education started at the boarding schools,
public schools, daytime schools, and finally got
into Native American Studies and alternative
schools. But they can never take the place of
traditional learning.

W. Washburn: The “American Indian Stud-
ies: A Status Report,” published a couple of
years ago in the American Quarterly [no. 3, Au-
gust 1975], was based on an earlier considera-
tion of some Indian Studies programs. Essen-
tially what I was trying to do in that article was
to warn those concerned with Indian Studies
about going the political route rather than the
academic route. As long as Indian Studies was
placed in the context of the university situation,
I felt that ultimately it had to accept the re-
quirements of an academic situation which were
commitment to truth, advancement of knowl-
edge, and so on. While one could always make
forays into the political arena that could be rel-
evant and could analyze contemporary political
situations and so on, those forays had to be re-
lated to the basic intellectual mission of the uni-
versity within which the Indian Studies pro-
grams were located. The honeymoon could not
last forever if that intellectual commitment was
ignored. The Indian Studies program emerged
in the 60s in the period of political activism—
Black activism, civil rights activism, women’s
rights activism and so on—and there were a lot
of worthy political causes floating in that par-
ticular period. My fear was that, emerging in
that climate, Indian Studies would mistake the
temporary excitement and commitment to a
particular political cause as the basic concern of
the university, which is not to promote a par-
ticular political view but simply to allow all po-
litical views—intellectual views—to be thrown
out, discussed, debated, and to let the truth
emerge from this debate. Dialogue is the pro-
cess by which truth emerges.

So, my particular point in this article was
simply to caution some of those who were trying
to take American Indian Studies along the ac-
tivist political road not to cease and desist from
that cause, but to cease and desist from that
cause insofar as American Indian Studies con-
stituted an academic discipline. It's all right as
an individual citizen to belong to any particular
organization, to belong to any particular cause.
But as an academic intellectual, you have a
large commitment, not to particular political
cause, but to the truth whatever it may be

35

and however it may emerge in the debate
process.

I also warned a little bit about the examples
of Black Studies programs. I haven't studied
the Black Studies programs very carefully, but
I think there has been a decline in the commit-
ment to Black Studies programs. There has
been a flight of black scholars from Black Stud-
ies programs into traditional academic disci-
plines simply because Black scholars sensed
that they could temporarily ride this wave of
contemporary political commitment in the 1960s.
The most logical approach for a Black Studies
scholar was to move into traditional academic
disciplines.

At Berkeley the Black Studies program is
now part of the College of Letters and Science,
whereas the Indian Studies, Chicano, and Asian
programs are not. My view was always that
isolation was dangerous in the university
because the university is designed essentially
as communication between different points of
view. I was struck then—indeed, I am struck
now—with the lack of communication between
people in the Native American Studies group
at Berkeley and those in the History or An-
thropology Department. Communication is
what a university is all about, the exchange of
views and so on. So this isolation seemed to me
a danger rather than an advantage, and I sim-
ply warned that the Indian Studies programs
should try to incorporate themselves as part of
the larger university—make those steps that
were important to maintain the visibility of In-
dian Studies, but not in a separate, and partic-
ularly politically oriented, isolation. So, in a
sense, this was a cautionary study.

It was also an attempt to throw out some
ideas that might influence those who are con-
cerned with them. I was waming against the
exclusive concern with ethnic purity—the as-
sumption that you had to be an Indian to study
Indian history. In the academic world nobody
is barred from studying anything. A French-
man studies the United States. A German stud-
ies Russia. Nobody thinks for a moment that
it's inappropriate for someone from one culture
to study another culture. In fact it's a positive
advantage to be able to look at a culture from
outside, because its assumptions are more
readily apparent than they are to someone
brought up in the culture. The tendency to ap-
ply a test of ethnic purity to anybody who's
going into Indian Studies bothered me a good
deal. [ felt that, again, that was one of the ele-
ments of isolation—self-isolation—that would



“be ultimately harmful rather than supportive of
Indian Studies.

Another one of the points I tried to make was
that Indian Studies involves as many or more
non-Indians on the receiving end as Indians.
The Indians, representing a very small minority
in this country as presently constituted, de-
pend upon the majority interest, or goodwill or
concern, for their continued survival and good
health. The political reality is that the American
Indian is dependent upon the larger commu-
nity for support. That’s what has to be consid-
ered. It cannot be ignored, and it's dangerous
to flout it, to ignore it, or to attempt to reject
it, particularly in the academic context. When
deans look at enrollments, for example, that’s
always a warning sign that they may ask, "My
God, maybe we shouldn’t support this partic-
ular program as we have in the past.” So there
is a consumer relationship. There is a supply-
and-demand factor, and Indian Studies pro-
grams are simply not going to continue to be
supported no matter what happens. You are
going to be supported or not supported on the
basis of a number of factors including student
interest and involvement, but particularly on
the basis of your progam’s acceptance of the
university’s commitment to the scholarly ideal.

[ was looking forward also to the production
of good scholarship in the Indian Studies field,
trying to cite a few examples of it, and caution-
ing against the extreme ethnic sensitivity rep-
resented in a work such as Allen Slickpoo's
history of the Nez Perce. He tends to reject the
scholarly requirement to document sources by
saying, “We don’t need to footnote this history
because it's our history.” That type of attitude,
I try to say, simply can’t be accepted in a uni-
versity context. It may be an appropriate polit-
ical stance to say that “We want to keep any-
body from looking at us,” but in terms of a
scholarly consideration of anybody’s history, it
simply flies in the face of the first principle,
which is to demonstrate that you are accurate
in what you say and that you can prove the
truth of the statement.

So, I'll leave it with that and merely say I'm
still hopeful. I expect to see Indian Studies
strong and vigorous. But [ still see some of the
same weaknesses that I observed several years
ago when I wrote the status report—weak-
nesses based on the facts I just alluded to. I
wish they, from my point of view, had been
corrected—changed—more rapidly. So I'm still
a little uncertain about the future.

D. Risling: I'd like to respond to that. In the
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first place I think your analysis is great coming
from the dominant society’s point of view, from
the university-educated point of view. But
coming from the native point of view we don’t
buy that. Just because everything is footnoted,
it may denote scholarship but it does not nec-
essarily mean it is the truth. It wasn’t until the
ethnic minorities challenged the dominant so-
ciety that we're now beginning to get some of
the truth out. I have found that people who are
doing doctoral programs find the easy way out
and go along with the dominant society point
of view instead of doing primary research. For
the native point of view, you may have to go
to Washington, D.C. to get it. It costs a lot of
money and a lot of time. In my opinion, a lot
of dissertations dealing with American Indians
that have been done in the past have been very
shallow. They have not been really docu-
mented. An example of poor documentation
would be that taken from a book by Jones writ-
ten in 1710, “Indians, probably of this tribe,
moved into this area.” The next person writes
that Jones says that “Indians of this tribe moved
into the area.” By the time it gets to the 1970s
it becomes a fact and you find it in the history
books footnoted as a fact. So I think a lot of that
research was very shallow research. Indian
people have been challenging those people who
do not consider oral statements such as “my
grandfather told me those things,” or “In my
experience . . .”" as valid. I'm not saying that
the documentation shouldn’t be there, but I'm
saying that the real experience or oral docu-
mentation are in many cases as good as foot-
notes from some books that are not of primary
research.

W. Washburn: Let me respond to that if I
may. I don’t think it's because the Native
Americans have challenged past history or the
dominant society that certain changes have
taken place in the interpretation of Indian his-
tory. I think this is an ongoing process with a
lot of influence coming from different direc-
tions. But the key thing is not that there is a
native point of view or a white point of view.
The key thing is to demonstrate that that par-
ticular fact is wrong or right. We have to get to
specifics. All of the criticism of white historians
tends to be very general. For instance, in Slick-
poo’s criticism of Josephy he says “That’s his
history, that’s not our history.” He doesn’t give
a single example of an error of Josephy. That's
what's required. If you are going to say some-
one is wrong in his historical interpretation of
an Indian group, you have to say where he was



wrong, why he was wrong, and what's your
source for it. It may be oral history. Oral history
can be questioned. It can be supported. Some-
times it can also be questioned by other evi-
dence as to whether it's right or not. The point
is you have to get down to specifics. That's why
the historian uses footnotes, deals in specific
evidence.

I welcome this change that you pointed out
and the greater number of Indians entering col-
leges. That was the other thing I did mention
in my article. I think I was looking forward to
the emergence of Indian Ph.D’s, particularly in
history. But one of the things is that there
seems to be a reluctance on the part of Indians
to go the historical route. Many Indians go the
anthropological route, the legal route, or the
educational route. But very few get history
Ph.D.’s. I tried to cite reasons why I thought
that occurred.

I'm glad to hear your point that DQU is sur-
viving and I hope to find out more about that.
I don’t know what the situation is there, but I
would still assert that separatism is not the
right way for Indian studies. When they say,
for instance, that an Indian Studies program is
co-opted by some larger department and you
feel you lose influence, to some extent that may
be true. But the dominant society is not trying
to change Indian values—at least not in recent
years. The different Indian attitudes are re-
spected. Nobody’s trving to force someone’s
civilization into some white Anglo-Saxon mold.
One doesn’t have to abandon one’s culture
when becoming part of the American academic
system. This is one of the greater glories of the
American university situation: that you aren’t
an employee told what to do and when to do
it. The independent scholar who is in an aca-
demic department is free to say exactly what he
thinks and to demonstrate it in his writing and
his speech. There is, ideally, no coercion. The
academic context is perhaps the ideal context
in which to maintain one’s racial and intellec-
tual values, more so than any other part of so-
ciety I can think of.

D. Risling: You know, ideally you are mak-
ing some real beautiful statements. It's not that
way. Unfortunately, before you get tenure, you
do what that department tells you to do. If you
rock the boat or say things that the department
is not really pushing, you don’t get tenure. We
in the system know from experience.

J. Rouillard: Dr. Washburn, I chair an Indian
Studies department at San Diego State Univer-
sity. Earlier, I read your paper. My first most
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negative reaction hasn’t substantially changed.
The idea you projected in your paper seems to
be that the Indian people and the body of In-
dian knowledge hasn’t arrived at a degree of
sophistication where it can be presented in an
Indian Studies department to the point that it
represents “truth.” And that bothers me—the
implication that most of what we had going has
been politically motivated. I don’t think it's
been politically motivated. Other ethnic studies
groups have been politically motivated because
politics and power are two of the complemen-
tary pressures in this society. Indians have not
been seen as a power group. A culture of peo-
ple and a value system that is completely dif-
ferent from the dominant society have been the
motivating forces supporting the move of In-
dian Studies into the academic field over the
past decade. The point you make tends to per-
petuate a stratification of academic society. I
don’t happen to agree that that is the way the
university is structured. I think every discipline
has developed with the strength that comes
from creative forces within the discipline. Your
whole paper tends to tell Indians to hold off
until Indian Studies is ready to be a real
discipline.

A. Ortiz: [ categorically reject your conten-
tion, your assumption, that Native American
values, without being destructive to others, can
live and thrive and grow in the university better
than any other place in contemporary Ameri-
can society That is, we predicated a subtly er-
roneous premise: that the form of the univer-
sity—the institutional structure of the
university—is a good place for those values.
What I'm saying is that some of the core values,
the most important things about surviving Na-
tive American cultures, cannot be housed in the
university. They don’t have any meaning
there—the institutional structure is wrong. They
wither and die. Sure you can intellectually un-
derstand them, but the thing about values is
that they have affective emotive aspects too. It's
not enough to intellectually understand them.
You have to understand them in the total cul-
tural context of the people who lived the life
you are trying to understand. You can never
wholly ingest a native viewpoint. There are
these two aspects. There is the actor’s or the
native’s viewpoint, and there is the scientist’s
or the historian’s viewpoint which explains and
places things in a different kind of context.
They represent two different kinds of expla-
nation for two different kinds of understand-
ing. I am being a bit outrageous here because



I am trying to inject that other kind of under-
standing which begins where the event was
born.

R. Thornton: Let me give you a fourth com-
ment to respond to if I may. It seems to me that
the key to what you said earlier is that truth is
something that is out there and open to every-
one and it is more important than the particular
point of view one has. I submit that it's prob-
ably the other way around. If there is anything
that modern universities have learned is that
there are very few real truths in the world. And
probably the most important thing is that in the
academic system, as well as in the Franklin
Avenue Indian ghetto in Minnesota, it is where
you “come from.”I would make a very strong
argument that what’s needed is different points
from which people in the academic system are
coming from, rather than trusting Indian Stud-
ies or any other discipline to discover “truth.”
Truth changes from time to time as society
changes. What is true in this world is very dif-
ferent today than tomorrow. Not, I think, only
because we are uncovering any new facts, but
also because of the different positions from
which people look at the world.

J. Rouillard: [ want to discuss the view of the
university as a place to seek the truth. I think
until the ethnic studies movements produced
ethnic units within the universities, the uni-
versities had little claim to call themselves uni-
versities. The university, the culture of this
continent, really came into academic flowering
when these departments emerged.

There has been in the past two or three years
a serious retrenching of forces to counter the
successes of the ethnic studies groups. Now,
things are being said in the name of academic
honesty and things like that, but we’re seeing
a backlash nationally that is coming in the name
of good academic standards. I don’t know
what's happened in some of the other univer-
sities that you people represent. At the under-
graduate level in our system, and I know in
other undergraduate state systems throughout
the country, it's taken the method of redefining
general education. Faculties are saying that all
of these exploding colleges and or programs
with grocery cart course selections for general
education have diminished the potential of the
basically trained scholar. Therefore, we're seeing
people coming into graduate level work who
don’t know the basics. They’re having too much
of their basic education diluted. But what they're
really saying is that the diluting forces are the
ethnic studies. So the redefining faculty groups
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who control curriculum—rightfully so, I sup-
pose—are reacting and forcing the issue and
programs like ours are being squeezed out at
a point in time when they should be supported
and made welcome into this general education
block. I think that the university is not open to
all values, all cultures. And that reaction is per-
haps the trend of these past two years. | think
it does say that the university is not open to a
broad range of cultures and is not willing to
accept that Indians, Blacks, and others have
things of value in their histories, systems, and
lifestyles to add and offer to the dominant so-
ciety in America.

W. Washburn: When we talk of going from
a narrow base to an incredibly broad base, of
going from a narrow culture to as many cul-
tures as you can possibly think of consistent
with the monies available, etc., I don’t think
there’s any system in the world which is better
than the American in stretching out to different
cultures. In other words, I would disagree when
you say that various programs are being
squeezed out. There is competition, let’s say,
between faculty. Is it more valuable to teach
ancient Greek than maybe Lakota, or some-
thing, as a language? You know there’s a lim-
ited amount of money and the pie has to be cut
in a certain way. But no university system in
the world has as much variety. It has become
sort of a grocery cart thing and there are diffi-
culties with that, but in terms of openness, in
terms of a comparative value system rather
than an ideal value system, I still cannot think
of any better institution in our society than the
university. True, we should study everything
under the sun, and there should be enough
money for everybody who's interested in any-
thing, but that obviously cannot be. If you look
at the expansion of the American university
system and the great variety of cultures that it
does deal with, it has expanded from a Euro-
pean-based curriculum to a worldwide curric-
ulum. Sure there are more things to be done.
But it's under constant change and so I feel it
is a very viable institution.

D. Risling: It's very hard for somebody to
convince us that the universities in fact are
beautiful things. They're beautiful for the Eu-
ropeans or for the other worlds, but for the
Native Americans, the first Americans, the
original Americans, it's not a very pretty pic-
ture. Soit’s very hard for you to sell me on that.
No nation, no race of people, have really sur-
vived as a race of people without themselves
doing all their own research, writing their own



books, and doing all these kinds of things. The
institutions have never allowed that to happen.
If the institutions are not going to allow these
things, then we’re going to have to do it our-
selves. Why do you think Indian controlled col-
leges are springing up these days if the domi-
nant society was meeting their needs?

The last thing I want to say is that I think a
lot of the education that’s out there is nothing
more than myths. In a lot of universities when
you work on your doctorate, and if you don't
go along with the advisor that you're working
with in that department, you might as well give
up on your doctorate. Faculty advisors usually
have to perpetuate their theory, and their phi-
losophy. I have worked with graduate students
from Alaska and other parts of the country who
were not able to select their own subject or the-
ory for their dissertation because it might
counter their advisor's work. That is why we
need our own institutions. As long as we can
not control a department, as long as we're in-
terspersed and assimilated into the other de-
partments, there is no way we're going to be
able to control our destiny.

W. Washburn: Let me challenge you on that
if I may. First of all, you talk about people hav-
ing to write their histories. Fine! That’s exactly
what the whites are calling for. Write vour own
histories. Slickpoo writes a Nez Perce history
but it doesn’t measure up to critical standards.
Produce the history, and throw it into the arena
of debate and discussion and criticism and so
on. Just as you criticize white history, we can
criticize Indian history.

R. Thornton: It seems to me that if North
American Indian Studies is going to exist in the
academic system it seems reasonable to expect
it to assume the scholarly research activity of
that system. I happen to believe very strongly
in the importance of scholarship and research.
One problem that American Indian Studies faces
is simply a lack of understanding of disciplines
in academia. If we buy the academic system,
or at least operate on the assumption that we
buy the academic system, we should look at
American Indian Studies in terms of an aca-
demic system—what goes on in an academic
system. Too often American Indian Studies is
criticized in the ways that other areas of disci-
plines within the academic system are not crit-
icized. To me it's a very blatant form of dis-
crimination: criteria often apply to American
Indian Studies programs that are not applied
to other disciplines. What | do is examine four
criticisms made against American Indian Stud-
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ies—the lack of distinct methodology, unique
concepts, separate area of concern, and intel-
lectual traditions.

The main criticism that could be levied against
American Indian Studies as an academic dis-
cipline is that it has not yet established what I
consider to be intellectual traditions. I do not
feel that the criticisms levied against American
Indian Studies—that it does not have a distinct
methodology or a set of unique concepts or a
legitimate area or concern—are really valid
when one looks at other disciplines in the larger
academic system. It seems to me that American
Indian Studies has neglected to develop a set
of intellectual traditions. It has been concen-
trating, instead, on teaching and service activ-
ities, activities which I strongly support and
feel are a very important part of the academic
system. However, it has not “come to grips”
with the research functions of the academic
system.

I suggest a few possible areas in which
American Indian Studies might develop intel-
lectually. These areas considered best within
the context of American Indian Studies are oral
traditions, treaties and treaty rights, tribal gov-
ernment, what I call forms of organization,
group persistence, American Indian epistemol-
ogy, and contemporary issues. I do not claim
definite work in this area, but American Indian
Studies might contribute to knowledge by ex-
amining these areas from some unique per-
spectives. In many ways Dr. Washburn and |
started out from the same position but ended
up in different places.

It seems to me that the whole point of the
academic system is to bring together different
perspectives on, say, history. We all under-
stand the English language—perhaps some
understand it less well than others—but what's
important is the interpretation we bring to bear
on words. It seems to me to observe an event
is one thing but to offer an interpretation of that
event is quite another and that's what we are
really talking about. It goes back to the most
basic parts of the western academic system—
position determines perspective. And what po-
sition one takes determines what one sees in
the empirical real world. Empiricism is per-
ceived, and events are perceived in different
ways.

C. S. Kidwell: Part of the problem is that the
university may take Indian truth and divide it
along disciplinary lines, and what you do not
accept as truth the university accepts as folklore
at least and is willing to study that. Part of this




whole sense of the Native American perspec-
tive or interdisciplinary aspect is to pull those
parts back together into some whole.

R. Thornton: This discussion is very ger-
mane to the kind of courses that you structure
in trying to build an Indian Studies program.
In a university, you're always compelled to
structure the courses, define them, fill them up
content-wise, and surround them methodolog-
ically in a very sanitized, strictly academic,
white-oriented way. You almost have to re-
move the unique elements that Indian culture
can bring toward extending our total concep-
tion of the world in order to get them through
all the academic bodies that have the power to
say no. That's a problem, but it’s true and that's
the way it is, and perhaps that's the way it
should be. Students want to know certain things
about Indian studies, and teachers will simply
not talk about them. Do you see what I mean?
There are certain things that I think the aca-
demic system can’t deal with. At the University
of Minnesota, in order to get these courses
passed by the bodies, they simply build the
courses and deal with cultures in certain ways.
Other things they leave out. There're only cer-
tain points of interpenetration between Indian
societies and Indian cultures. You can’t deal
with all Indian things in academics. You just
can’t do it. If you do it, you're not doing it with
Indian things.

W. Washburn: T would point out, for in-
stance, Oriental culture—Zen Buddhism. This
is as different from white values and cultures
as any Indian culture might be. Now that
doesn’t mean it cannot be incorporated into a
university curriculum and taught. It may be
taught in a very different way. But my point is
that the university is broad enough to incor-
porate that type of teaching and that type of
knowledge.

It’s not something that you automatically get.
There are a lot of obstructions, and the faculty
and some people don’t understand it, and the
administration won't give you any money for
this or that, but that doesn’t seem to be nec-
essarily an intellectual disagreement that it
ought to be taught. It's merely one of these
practical problems that you have in incorporat-
ing something new. As [ said before, judged on
an comparative basis, against any other country
in the world, T think the American university
has been more open-armed and inviting to dif-
ferent cultures and different approaches to the
study of culture than any other university
system.
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I think one point of disagreement I would
have is that Indian languages provide the basic
foundation of Indian Studies as Russian is basic
to Russian studies, Chinese to Chinese studies,
and so on. When you’re dealing with cultures
which have documentation and written lan-
guage over a long period of time, the impor-
tance of language study is obvious. But when
you're dealing with any language which does
not have this body of data accumulated over a
long period of time, I'm not sure if it’s that vital
and that important to, say, the basic founda-
tion. You can study and preserve Indian values
and Indian cultures without necessarily de-
pending upon the original Indian languages.
There are not an awful lot of them, and there
aren’t many Indian speakers any more. So I
would disagree that Indian languages are the
basis of Indian Studies. Maybe a lot of people
disagree with me.

C. Heth: This is something that we've been
struggling with in trying to develop the M. A.
program. We, in our original plan, sat down
and said, “Okay, we're going to require that a
student study an Indian language for a year
and have some competence in that. Or if they
come in already knowing an Indian language,
we’ll examine them in that particular language
and that would fulfill the requirement.”

But what if some person comes in and wants
to go into Sioux territory? Are we helping him
a lot to make him study Navajo for a year? Or
would he be better off studying linguistics that
would give him some insight into how Indian
languages are put together? This is one of the
problems we’'ve been wrestling with and we
have not resolved it.

A. Ortiz: Studying linguistics as it bears upon
the structure, semantics, and taxonomies of
North American languages, or using linguistics
as a stepping stone to learn a language, will
make us extremely careful as to the real com-
plexities of those worlds we're attempting to
translate into western terms.

W. Washburn: [ think language is a step to-
wards something else. You have to do more
than say, “Okay, we've given this guy a smat-
tering of conversational Navajo or something.”
If you could show how this leads into the Na-
vajo world, for instance, through his knowl-
edge, then it's significant. But I wouldn’t make
it a fetish,

It's not that you simply tell the academic sen-
ate, “We've got to have Navajo taught because
language is important.” But you try to show
that so and so’s book which uses this linguistic



evidence has thrown new insights in the Na-
vajo world or whatever it might be. You can cite
Al's Tewa work as an example of this new level
of approaching a subject. I think that's what
one should always keep in mind: not just fol-
lowing some rigorous or rigid requirements but
producing the pieces of work that open the
eyes of the outsiders.

A. Ortiz: The fact that the proposal proceeds
on several levels simultaneously and that the
study of language is absolutely respectable and
canons western scholarship, there’s nothing you
can say against that.

R. Thornton: Its been a tremendous source
of legitimization for us at Minnesota. Language
is simply the people. It's quite a proper activity
of the academic system. It provides all sorts of
support.

The problem is that there are some kinds of
administrative problems that we have with the
language requirement. I was a firm believer
that any kid majoring in Indian Studies should
take one of the two Indian languages—Ojibwa
or Dakota—as a means of meeting their lan-
guage requirement at Minnesota. The problem
is that we get a lot of majors that come in as
juniors and seniors and they've already met
their language requirement, say through Span-
ish. So we didn’t require the Indian language
requirement simply because of the administra-
tive thing. They wouldn’t have had to have
gone back and taken five courses in an Indian
language. As a matter of fact there are students
outside of Indian Studies who'll choose one of
the Indian languages to meet their language
requirement.

C. Heth: I think that could happen to us too.
If someone was working on the Southwest and
was a serious scholar, he might want to make
his Spanish top notch rather than an Indian
language. I could see that happen. And then
he might opt for the linguistic courses that
study the structures of Indian languages. I don't
know. That's just an idea that came to me when
you said that.

C. S. Kidwell: 1 was interested in getting a
language program started at Berkeley, and the
practical concern of members of the faculty was
“Well, how many people are you going to get
to take your Indian language courses?”’ You
build programs and faculty on student enroll-
ments. At Berkeley I don't know whether we
could get an Indian language to satisfy the lan-
guage requirement in the College of Letters and
Science since we are not part of that college. So
the very practical aspect of how many people
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you're going to get in the program is always
there.

J. Rouillard: The Indian languages taught at
San Diego State began as experimental topics
in linguistics and very shortly moved into an-
other rubric called University Studies. Courses
here have only a limited run potential. In two
or three years you have to enter University
Studies courses into the curriculum. We've had
limited success in enrollment, but good success
in curriculum development. We've never had
a large number of students enrolled in Indian
languages. The strongest number would be in
the Sioux and Hopi classes for the last year and
a half. Kumeyaay is the longest running lan-
guage class—it is the language spoken in
southern San Diego County.

The students can take our courses to fulfill
their language requirement if a language re-
quirement is part of their major.

D. Risling: Talking about methodology and
research, I guess what we're really saying is
that we have to design our curriculum, our dis-
cipline, so that it perpetuates our culture. The
methodology that is used in the dominant so-
ciety will work if used by us. We can use their
materials but it's got to come from us and we've
got to be in control. I'm one who will push for
developing our own discipline and not making
it an interdisciplinary discipline. We need to
develop our own people to do this so that they
will be able to make changes.

K. Lincoln: What you're bucking is the entire
hundreds of years old western concept of pure
research. You have to redefine that system to
satisfy the non-Indian that you have legitimate
concerns, community-related concerns, and
improve that point.

C. Heth: I'd like to talk about the relationship
of a research unit to curriculum development
and perhaps talk about some of the values of
research or what kind of research we should be
conducting.

C. S. Kidwell: There’s a lot that we're talking
about, research and development of a graduate
program. There are tremendous numbers of
projects that candidates for master’s or doctoral
degrees could carry out to the benefit of Indian
scholarship and for their own degrees. Sam
Deloria suggested that the American Indian
Policy Review Commission could be a good
springboard for all sorts of research. Since they
received only two years and two million dol-
lars, however, that hasn’t really happened. But
the raw material is there for significant analysis
of Indian community concerns. The develop-



ment of a graduate program would help to
make those things accessible. A research unit
such as you have is a prime facility for the
channeling through of grant applications that
graduate students would want to put in to get
access to that kind of material. Maybe you can
develop for faculty members an overall project
which could serve as an umbrella for three or
four graduate students working on various
projects. It is no real problem to find out how
the research unit fits in with the rest of the
discipline.

W. Washburn: What's impressed me about
UCLA is that you have these connections with
the rest of the university that [ usually don’t see
in other Native American Studies programs.
The one exception seems to be in anthropology.
You don’t seem to have any anthropologists
here. But you have people from English and
law and so on. I think this program shows an
openness that some of the others do not have.
Ideas come from everyplace; they're not limited
to any one ethnic group. It's helpful to get ideas
out from any source and kick them around.
Maybe that's one reason why you have better
research projects.

C. Heth: Another component that we want
at least to worry about and try to do something
about is the community service in Los Angeles.
Having the largest urban Indian community
here, we feel some obligation. | know that there
are all kinds of traps implicit in getting involved
in community organizations. The biggest traps,
of course, would be overcommitment of our
resources to that kind of activity.

R. Thornton: First of all, it's not a problem
with just Indian Studies. One has to be realistic
in terms of what academia can do and the real-
ities of using research. Let’s face it, the western
knowledge systems—that’s what we’re talking
about now—are very limited in their ability to
solve specific problems. All disciplines have
faced it. It's not to say there are no benefits to
the research. But first of all you have to com-
municate the realities of western research to the
Indian community. It's not a panacea for all
their problems. But at the same time I think that
you have to be open and communicate to them
what you see as the ultimate benefits of re-
search and hopefully to communicate to them
the importance of doing some of these things
in the long run. In many ways the best service
you can do to the Indian community is to de-
velop a good strong program in American In-
dian Studies.

At Minnesota we have much more of a his-
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tory of being defined as a resource place for the
Indian community. It's not that that's not im-
portant, but there are other things. Many or-
ganizations face the same problems. Everybody
wants to become a drop-in service center.
There's that tendency. Hopefully there will be
some kind of agreement between UCLA and
the Indian community in Los Angeles that what
you're about will be important to the commu-
nity or to Indian people in general. There are
ways you can begin to articulate things that
you're doing that can assist Indian communi-
ties. There’s a tremendous need out there for
people to learn techniques to evaluate pro-
grams. One thing Washington, D.C., requires
is some kind of data showing that kids have
made educational progress. I think you can
help the Indian community, say, in terms of
communicating to them knowledge about ex-
perimental design, methodological develop-
ment, and development of survey instruments,
etc., to measure kids’ progress.

C. S. Kidwell: There's one concrete example
of the way in which the university and com-
munity organizations can work together. It's
not an official relationship, but one of the fac-
ulty members at Berkeley wrote a proposal for
a community group that resulted in the estab-
lishment of a Child Resource Center, which is
not a child care facility, for people with crises
in family situations. It's a place to seek coun-
seling, family services, and such. She is now
serving as a consultant to them in establishing
evaluation procedures and is also carrying out
her own research project on factors in parent/
child interaction and stability in family life based
on the records that have been accumulated in
that facility. That is the kind of cooperative re-
lationship in which the community can benefit
through the activities of the Indian Studies
program.

The program, too, can help in doing research
on evaluation and testing procedures. It helps
the accountability of the organization, and it
helps them to develop some research papers.
[ think that’s the kind of interaction to look for.

J. Rouillard: | should probably give some
good examples from our own Indian Studies
program. We’'ve been very closely linked with
community service although we don't look at
ourselves as having a community linkage. It
just turned out that way. But San Diego County
has seventeen Indian reservations and our
teacher training group, for instance, has had
student tutors or student teachers or aides out
into quite a few of those. Of the reservations



that they have not served, it's only because
they had a reservation project such as Title IV
or Johnson-O'Malley.

However, in an Indian Studies unit you might
hear from one or two reservations that you
never pay attention to. You never help them or
whatever. This is the type of thing I think we've
all encountered: we cannot provide a universal
service with what limited resources we have in
program needs. But if you let that bother you,
you have to develop a strategy for answering
it in a diplomatic way. You can't totally avoid
some criticism because you're neglecting some
aspect somebody else feels is very important.

We have a class we offer once a year. It's
called a Community Organization and Devel-
opment class and is open to community people
to take as an extension class right along with
the regular students. Many Indian professional
people who are working in Indian Centers, in
Title IV jobs, and in various social services, are
very short on their academic, professional
preparation to hold the jobs that they have. As
a result we have this tendency for a lot of In-
dian programs to have a built-in self-destruct
mechanism by having an unqualified person in
a decision-making position. So we try to see if
we can't at least effect some kind of information
from that class to those people.

I think a research unit has potential just by
having information available for people to come
in and pick up even though they don't take a
formal course. It's there. It's available for them.
But our Indian communities in the cities are
growing in terms of their impact and self-
determination, and we're going to see more
and more programs getting into trouble if we're
not available to help wherever we can.

C. S. Kidwell: There’s another practical prob-
lem I'd just like to comment on. We really have
to be very much aware of the publication of the
material that occurs as a result of research ef-
forts and to make sure that it is disseminated
not only to the community groups in the form
that they can use but also to the scholarly au-
dience of Indian Studies Departments.

W. Washburn: That's a good point you
raised. It's another of those compromises life
seems to be full of. If you want to reach the
Indian community you do it in one form. But
if you want to reach the people who are fund-
ing you or the colleagues who are evaluating
you, then you have to reach another audience.
That's why linkages seem to me to be so use-
ful—linkages to the university press or to the
people who are on the press boards from the
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different departments who can say, “Let’s see,
maybe we can get that published by the uni-
versity press under this or that series.”” It makes
a big difference. In any profession you choose
very carefully the journal that you want to sub-
mit something to. You're also used to refusals
as well as acceptances. Just the fact that it’s in
the American Anthropologist or the American His-
torical Review means that it has a certain weight
even before you open the journal. That helps
in various ways—establishes you for certain
status and prestige. So it’s a very important fact
to consider. You can publish your own series
but people may not even know that it exists.
They don't read it or they won't read it because
they’re used to going through the normal
scholarly channels. It's something for you to
consider.

S. Guyette: One of the problems ['ve seen
with research not contributing or leading to
community development—or sometimes being
counter-productive—is the sequence of re-
search and community development. What we
have been trying to work on is the idea of re-
search programs being integrated with com-
munity development programs. To quote an
example, recently we worked with a commu-
nity organization on a proposal to establish a
quarter-million-dollar drug rehabilitation cen-
ter. They have written into their proposal a re-
search component for evaluation of instru-
ments and other types of research. What will
happen if they are funded is that they will con-
tract with the research unit here. This means
that UCLA faculty would work with the com-
munity organization to develop instruments and
they’ll actually be tested in the developing
program.

D. Risling: The secret to me is to make sure
that it's looked at by the UCLA Native Amer-
ican Studies program. That will guarantee to
the people of the community that somebody is
not designing an instrument or an evaluation
form to meet the dominant society’s criteria.

C. Heth: I'd like to clarify the project that
Susan was talking about. In this project the
person who's developing the proposal, ques-
tionnaires, everything, is a Native American,
an ex-offender, an ex-heroin addict. He’s not
a person who is looking at this from a point of
view of an outsider. And what we're doing is
trying to assist these people in getting this proj-
ect funded, off the ground, the data collected,
analyzed, evaluated, whatever they intend to
do with it. That's what we're all about in that
project.



J. Rouillard: We're looking at a real cart-be-
fore-the-horse situation with the graduate pro-
gram at this point until we start to see some
genuine motivation among Indian people to-
ward what they're going to do with an M.A.
degree and how in effect it can help them back
in the community. Another phenomenon that
we will deal with is that we don’t have a typical
age group of college students. The range goes
up to the golden years.

C. Heth: We had envisioned having the core
seminars originally planned in the master’s
program taught by a team of two, possibly
more. And also in the mechanism of the oral
examination at the end of the first year we had
thought of bringing people from outside to ex-
amine these students as both a check on us and
on the students—sort of building an evaluation
system as we go along. The same thing could
happen with the language requirement. We
could bring in language teachers from some-
where else to examine the students if they came
in speaking a native language and not one we
were teaching. So we have been thinking in
trying to bring in resources to this program.

R. Thornton: That's important. The other
side of the coin is to develop an intellectual in-
tegrity for American Indian Studies as a disci-
pline. We have to fight the scholarly research
battle as well as the teaching and training battle.

J. Rouillard: What can we anticipate as the
" long-range grass-roots undergraduate Indian
student interest in going on to work for a mas-
ter’s degree in Indian Studies? What do the stu-
dents see that degree fulfilling in terms of ca-
reer objectives? That's a hypothetical question.

Calvin Hill (student): One thing that any pro-
gram like this that is going to be developed
should provide for us later on, that we won't
have normally in the white community, is jobs.
We have teachers and instructors that have ten-
ure in the Indian Studies programs that are al-
ready developed and they are not Indian. There
won't be a place for us to go unless we have
some sort of program. I truly feel that we need
jobs and they're going to have to be spelled out
specifically for us because we won’t have the
expertise.

Becky Bending (student): For myself, I didn’t
come in with really clear-cut ideas of going on
to get a master’s degree. But being here, I've
enjoyed my studies and now that’s what I want
to do, and maybe its too late to decide. I hear
this debate about the Indian Studies master’s.
Is it a valid area of study? Is it going to be use-
ful? From what I've observed here on the UCLA
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campus, one that someone said was a presti-
gious university, I really have questions. Most
Indian students that I know of have taken In-
dian Studies courses because it's an easy course.
It’s no challenge to get in there and do studies
on Indians. So how can you do really serious
graduate work when you're just passing along
in that fashion?

D. Risling: What we have found from our
students was that every one of our graduates
last year either decided to go into a master’s or
some graduate program, or they were planning
to but because of some big offer or something
they chose to take a job. But they’re still think-
ing about taking night school or trying to come
back. So that kind of takes care of itself. There
is a tendency to want to go on, especially if
there are some graduate programs available.

The second thing is, I would like to stress
that Indian studies is not an easy course. I have
an introductory class and the majority are non-
Indian students. I get criticized over and over
because my beginning class is not a graduate
class. You don't get A’s because you're Indian
in my class. If you are an Indian and had an A
in my class you should be able to go back to
your community and do the job that is sup-
posed to be done. I might be softer on the bot-
tom end and give you an opportunity to get
through but nobody gets a break from me
because he's Indian. That's a rip-off as far as
I'm concerned. We gave our blood and guts for
this program and we’re not about to sell out the
program.

Homer Stevens (student): 1 think that's a
dead issue anyway about Indian classes where
you get good grades. There is no Indian class
on the campus right now where it's a cinch B,
so to speak. And I don’t think there’s going to
be any more either.

C. S. Kidwell: May I bring up another prac-
tical issue you face in starting a master’s pro-
gram? If you really go through the process, and
even if the administration is behind you, one
of the things you're going to be faced with in
justifying the existence of the program is how
many qualified students you are going to be
able to bring in to go through this prograr-. It's
going to mean documenting from past gradu-
ates, from inquiries concerning the program,
from getting a few people to put in test appli-
cations, or something like that. It's going to
mean documenting both that the students want
the program and that they’re going to be qual-
ified for the university standards to get in. It's
not just that the Native American graduate pro-



gram can set its own limitations on grades or
what qualifications students have to have to get
in, but that the whole graduate school at UCLA
will be in this process of admitting students. So
that’s a hurdle to look at from the administra-
tion of the program.

J. Young (student): The future isn’t bright if
you do that as an immediate concern. UCLA
has not admitted that many Native American
students in any department on campus.

C. 8. Kidwell: Well, you're going to have to
look at the nationwide pool of Indian students
for potential. But it is something to look at es-
pecially if the students feel that their under-
graduate preparation may not have been that
strong.

J. Young: There has to be some sort of re-
laxation in the entry requirements. UCLA is so
rigid in their requirements for graduate school
it’s ridiculous. I'm not saying it’s ridiculous to
have high standards. I'm saying it's ridiculous
to have very few people apply here. They say,
“Why should I apply there? The entrance re-
quirements are too high.”

J. Rouillard: That gives a good argument for
establishing a master’s program in Indian Stud-
ies. An Indian Studies department or commit-
tee can develop standards which don’t neces-
sarily have to be lower standards. They can
have qualifying elements and they can be the
committee that advises. | don’t know what kind
of system you have here at UCLA. At our col-
lege or university we have a graduate council
that has members from every department that
has a graduate program. If you have a graduate
program [ would presume you would have
some kind of a voice in a graduate council
which would become this department or com-
mittee’s requirement to advocate for those po-
tential Indian students if they are borderline in
some GPA [grade point average] or other
consideration.

D. Risling: I really believe that’s hitting on
some pretty important things. I don't agree
with the university standards. If I put in stan-
dards most of the 4.0 GPA students couldn’t
make it. | think we have some standards that
they can’t meet. But we have to legitimize our-
selves. We have to build up a reputation. We
have to believe it and then build something on
it that will actually test. That's a challenge to
us in administration to try to figure out some
way of legitimizing that kind of a standard.

C. Heth: In the beginning of the planning we
also considered the idea of admitting both In-
dian and non-Indians in this program. We're
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trying to get serious people, whether they be
Indians or non-Indians, into this program.

D. Risling: If you had an entrance test that
they had to take and somebody comes in and
thinks he can walk in and then flunks, the rep-
utation gets out that you don’t get into the Na-
tive American Studies program until you really
know and have some background. All you have
to do is flunk a few of those people who think
they can just walk into this kind of thing. Then
you're legitimizing what we're talking about.

C. Heth: There are plenty of graduate pro-
grams on this campus that do have entrance
exams so it would not be a new precedent for
us to set.

J. Rouillard: The same type of comprehen-
sive Indian cultural exam could be developed,
you know, that could be complementary to this
kind of a graduate program. And it could be
complementary to the type of people that I
think we're looking for.

C. Heth: Well, we're close to the end. Are
there any final remarks, summations that any-
one would like to make?

J. Rouillard: I came with a real open mind
about looking at the feasibility of an M.A.,
knowing the types of struggles that I've gone
through with my department just getting a basic
curriculum for a minor through a big university
So it does seem like a mission but one that I
think we should all have. We're to believe and
have a mission in what we're doing, those of
us who're in American Indian Studies as a
discipline.

A. Ortiz: You've thrown together a bunch of
very active Indians who operate on several lev-
els at once. You get all kinds of things said in
a day’s time, let alone two days. You have to
get back and mull over it for a week or two and
sort out the good things from the transitory
things and repeat those, or at least rethink
them through.

J. Rouillard: One other thing. I am con-
vinced that such a thing as the master’s pro-
gram is feasible. One of the big considerations
has to be the availability of places like a re-
search center, the physical availability of the
campus that's responsible for the program. I
definitely think that UCLA has that type of cen-
trality in a large city with Indian communities
nearby, available helping faculty, and all of
those things, so that part of it is a definite plus
in your consideration.

K. Lincoln: I'd like to ask Al one last ques-
tion. Are you saying that Indian Studies, as
tribes are defined, is in the position of “a do-




mestic dependent nation” at UCLA? Does an
Indian define himself in an academic environ-
ment, to borrow from the Irish poet W. B. Yeats
saying to the English, “We Indians do not hold
that view’’?

A. Ortiz: No, I go much further than that. We
don’t need a non-Indian definition of us in or-
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der to exist. We have a completely distinct, sov-
ereign way of defining ourselves—that's
enough. We are freestanding. If you take Eu-
ropean-American society away—if everybody
went “back home’’—Indian cultures would still
be what they are now—freestanding.





